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Opening 

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

accordance with the Federal Advisory Committee Act.  

Ruth Nicholson, HAB Facilitator, welcomed meeting participants and notified the participants that the 

meeting was being recorded.  

Jeff Burright, Oregon Department of Energy, welcomed the meeting participants and reviewed the 

meeting agenda, providing a short overview of each topic.  

Meeting Minute Approval 

Jeff noted that he had not yet had time to review the meeting minutes and decided to delay approval.  

Nominations for Chair and Vice Chair Elections 

Jeff explained that the committee was in a “weird spot” where half of the Board’s membership expired on 

June 30th, himself included. Though the HAB membership packet submittal process was expected to 

begin in the near future, the Board had been told not to expect approval until October.  

Jeff posed a question to the committee: should the committee carry on with elections that day, and if it 

encountered a situation where the Chair was not on the Board in June, deal with that situation at that 

time? Alternately, he stated, the committee could push off elections to a later date, but he was unsure 

what time that would be. He noted that he was uncomfortable with holding his position of authority 

without approval and had not put himself in as a nomination because he wanted to see if there was anyone 

else interested in stepping up.  

Liz Mattson, Hanford Challenge, felt that it could be helpful to talk about what it meant to be in 

leadership on the HAB, noting that she previously served as a vice chair. She explained that committee 

leadership required a time commitment, which could vary by the individual’s level of effort, much of 

which consisted of coordinating with Tri-Party Agency (TPA) agency and facilitation staff to solidify 

meeting plans. She noted that the committee chair would have most of the burden of work but could have 

a collaborative relationship with the vice chair when it came to agenda planning. She suggested that Jeff 

discuss that further. 

Additionally, Liz wanted to know, regarding committee leadership elections, if there was a scenario 

where Board could just change the timeline for membership terms to the end of September, as it seemed 

established that membership was approved in October.  

Gary Younger, DOE, explained that Board member terms started on July 1st and went for two years to the 

second June 30th. Resulting from recent delays in membership approval impacting Board business, DOE, 

with concurrence of its TPA agency partners, was working to move the date of appointments from July to 

October, with terms running from October 1st to September 30th to avoid such issues in the future. That 

request had been forwarded to the Secretary of Energy, but even once approved, it would take time to 

cycle the membership onto it.  

Richard Bloom, City of West Richland, stated that if membership terms started in October, elected 

officials would be excluded for three-fourths of the year due to election cycles, recognizing that the 

change would be make membership more difficult for municipalities. Gary stated that the comment was 

appreciated, noting that if the appointment dates needed to be revisited, they could be.  
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Jeff noted that there seemed to be two different membership cycles being discussed at the time, one for 

Board membership and the other for committee leadership. Gary noted that he would like to get the 

membership and leadership cycles on the same month, if possible. He was open to feedback as he worked 

toward a solution.  

Tom Sicilia, Oregon Department of Energy, noted that there was an Issue Manager (IM) team working on 

the Process Manual where committee election dates were listed. Were elections moved to the same 

timeframe of membership terms starting, he noted that new HAB members would be voting on leaders 

they were not familiar with. Members were better informed when those dates were staggered.  

Liz asked Gary if it would be helpful for the HAB to send a letter to DOE regarding the membership 

approval issue. Gary stated that the issue was being addressed by all Environmental Management Site-

Specific Advisory Boards (EMSSAB). He explained that a letter of recommendation to streamline that 

process was developed and released from the previous EMSSAB chairs’ meeting, which was just waiting 

on approval from one other board. Gary noted that the issue was partially the result of a lot of new 

political appointees. Liz considered the option of developing a letter that was targeted to the HAB’s 

specific desired terms. Gary explained further: it took approximately 165 days for membership packets to 

go through DOE for approval. Locally, there were 15 steps to go through, and they were presently at step 

four. With the note that the topic at hand was intended to focus on committee elections, Gary elected to 

hold off on the rest of the explanation.  

Rob Davis, City of Pasco, stated that he liked the idea of extending it as a temporary measure. Ruth 

Nicholson provided her email and asked that committee members vote on that idea. Tom Sicilia said the 

option of extending committee election was vague and wanted more detail. Ruth stated that the option 

would just be a delay of the vote until the next PIC meeting. As there were no nominations for leadership 

at that time, there was nothing else to vote on. Jeff proposed that the committee wait and see if anyone 

steps up as a nominee. He wanted to give that opportunity, but also did not want the committee to go 

without leadership. He acknowledged the confusion on the subject.  

Richard stated that, in the big picture of the year’s calendar, the value of electing committee leadership at 

the present time would be so that person can develop the following year’s work plan. It did not matter if 

that person was still there in October. He noted that the Process Manual did not cover the need to replace 

a person. Should Jeff not be reappointed to the Board, that would be something to consider.  

Tom Galioto, Tri-City Development Council (TRIDEC), felt that the process was messed up going into 

the meeting. The Board was faced with a week of committee meetings, so each committee would be faced 

with that quandary. He was uncomfortable with broaching the subject of nominations at a meeting 

without previous discussions on that subject, as that was not in the spirit of inclusion. He wanted people 

to feel comfortable with putting forth their names for nomination, should they be interested in taking on a 

leadership role in the HAB. He felt that a format in which people designated a leader by email the same 

day was not a very democratic process.  

Ruth noted that even if a leader was not elected that day, someone would need to be “deputized” to move 

forward in development of the committee’s work plan. Jeff apologized to the committee, stating that the 

issue should have been sorted out ahead of time. He took to heart the need for a democratic process and 

wanted people to have the option of talking about their potential choices ahead of time. Additionally, he 

agreed that the PIC’s decision on the matter should not hinder the other committees. He felt that April 

was a deadline for a decision.  
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Liz felt that it was likely helpful to the other committees that the conversation on the topic was being 

held, as it would likely make their decisions on the matter easier. She felt that taking nominations from 

that point and making a decision in April would work, as it gave time for leadership recruitment at the 

March Board meeting and may result in candidates that would not have come forth otherwise.  

Jeff stated that he wanted people to feel empowered to step up and join the conversation at the leadership 

level and to take part in the Executive Issues Committee (EIC). To Liz’s prior question of what it was like 

to be in PIC leadership, he explained that it consisted of holding discussion with the TPA agencies about 

the value of a committee and sometimes “prodding” those agencies to utilize that value, as well as 

crafting the “basic ingredients” for conversations within the meetings. That was a creative challenge of 

being in the position, as he saw it, but other could make of it what they want. He wanted to see the PIC’s 

conversations continue and, if needed, would step to see those continue. He asked that any interested 

members reach out for more information. He proposed postponing elections to April.  

Ruth explained that, from the back-end support perspective, she saw working with the Board and its 

committees as a co-facilitation effort. That effort was a bit different depending on each person’s skills. 

For interested members, she noted that they did not need to be a “clone” of anyone else on the board, as 

they would be provided whatever support they needed.  

Tom Galioto also voiced his support for delaying elections, preferring to take nominations up until the 

April PIC meeting. He noted that the issue of terms and election timing was one better suited for 

discussion within the EIC.    

With no objections, the committee elected to postpone committee elections until April.  

Tri-Party Agreement Public Involvement Calendar 

Dana Cowley, Hanford Mission Integration Solutions (HMIS), introduced herself and the topic. Daina 

McFadden, Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), supported the presentation, providing 

information on Ecology’s calendar items.  

Daina stated that the first item on the calendar was Ecology’s 30-Day public comment period for a state 

waste discharge permit. She noted that the draft permit renewal is for the ST4502 200-Area Treated 

Effluent Disposal Facility (TEDF). The same draft permit renewal event the prior year had numerous 

comments needing to be addressed, so it was being put out again to ensure the public was satisfied with 

the changes. Daina stated that the last item on the calendar was an Ecology 45-day public comment period 

for an agency-initiated permit modification related to the Waste Treatment Plant (WTP) High-Level 

Waste (HLW) Facility radioactive liquid waste disposal system. There was no public meeting scheduled.  

Jeff Burright asked the HLW Facility permit initiation was a big deal. At that time, the last the PIC heard 

on the matter was that the HLW Facility was on hold. He wondered if that permit indicated movement on 

the facility. Daina believed the permit to just be in relation to some equipment within the facility itself, 

but asked Ryan Miller, Ecology, if he had additional information on the subject. Ryan also believed it to 

be equipment-related but stated he could check and make sure.  

Liz Mattson asked for clarification on the term “agency-initiated” in the calendar. Daina stated that means 

Ecology initiated the public comment period, rather than DOE. Liz stated that it might be helpful to have 

a public meeting on the topic. Daina explained that, for Ecology, adherence to the Washington 

Administrative Code (WAC) for the Class 3 or agency-initiated modifications results in more stringent 

criteria when deciding to hold a public meeting versus an informational meeting. She stated that, 

ultimately, that decision is up to the permit team and she would pass the request along. Liz wondered if, 
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since the comment period was starting in April, that would be timely for WTP plant check-in, since that 

would align with the next PIC meeting date.  

Richard Bloom commented that when it came to permit modifications on the HLW facility, they were 

dealing with an issue that’s been brought up several times. The way that the permit was written, even 

minor changes would result in permit modifications being required all over the place. As a result, he 

doubted that the plan would ever operate. 

Rob Davis stated that the modification was specific to the tanks and was something typically done where 

something such as a new meter was installed. He stated, as Richard pointed out, that some things were 

written in that permit that could be done in a better way as time progressed. He suggested discussing the 

concern with the Tank Waste Committee (TWC) and stated that he would discuss the matter with the 

TWC chair.  

Moving back to DOE events, Dana stated that the 60-day for the 2022 Hanford Lifecycle Scope, Schedule 

and Cost Report. There was no public meeting planned. She provided a link to a webpage where the 

report would be posted, allowing the public to research the subject ahead of time: 

https://www.hanford.gov/page.cfm/HanfordLifecycleReports. 

Dana stated that the report indicated that the lifecycle cost was estimated to be as low as 300 billion and 

as high as 641 billion dollars. The report was provided to Ecology and the US Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) on January 31st. Jeff commented that the report was one of the best documents one could 

read to understand the Hanford mission.  

Liz wondered if there should be a public conversation about the report. Dana noted that a public meeting 

was not required in this case, but DOE appreciated input. Jeff stated that there was typically public 

conversation about the lifecycle reports, which usually “made a splash” depending on public interest.  

Jeff explained that the report discussed all decisions made on the site, as well as those that have not yet 

been made. It discussed the remaining scope and gave as associated low- and high-cost estimates for 

completion of the mission. However, it did not provide estimates in the middle of those, which was a 

likely scenario; it just indicates “here’s our baseline, and here’s what happens if everything goes wrong.” 

He suggested that one view the high-end number with some skepticism.  

Jeff noted that it seemed to him that the lifecycle report coincided well with the Hanford Site cleanup 

priorities by providing a big picture look at the mission in contrast to the steps to be taken in the 

following years. He viewed those public comment periods as an opportunity for DOE to make people 

more aware of site activities. PIC was often looking for those types of publicly accessible “where are we 

going” explanation opportunities to bring in new members of the public and let them know just what goes 

on at Hanford. Dana agreed, stated that DOE wanted as many people involved as possible.  

Dana stated that the last item on the public involvement calendar was the annual cleanup priorities 

meeting. Though the meeting was initially planned for March 3rd, it was delayed to an unknown date. 

DOE would provide 30 days’ notice when a new date was known. Jen Colborn, HMIS, stated that she 

heard it suggested that March 15th was the new date, but that was tentative.  

Jeff wanted to check in and see if hybrid meetings were planned in the near future. Jen stated that there 

was nothing to report at that time and DOE would continue with virtual meetings for the time being. Ryan 

confirmed the same for Ecology.  

Liz asked for a review of potentially upcoming events, noting that there was a list of upcoming events on 

previous versions of the calendar. Jen expected that there would be things coming up the Liquid Effluent 

https://www.hanford.gov/page.cfm/HanfordLifecycleReports
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Retention Facility (LERF), Effluent Treatment Facility (ETF), and the 242-A Evaporator. However, 

typically those listed as upcoming events would have more certainty regarding the date before public 

notice was issued. If there were any specific items of interest, Jen was willing to check on those. Liz 

stated that she found it helpful to have far-off items listed in the calendar to know what to expect going 

forward.  

Roberto Armijo, EPA, asked Liz for clarification, wondering if her interests included things like Records 

of Decision (RODs) and five-year reviews. Liz confirmed that she was interested in those and wanted to 

track such things that Board has heard about. Roberto announced that, though it was not on the event and 

therefore not on the calendar, the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 

Act (CERCLA) five-year review between DOE and EPA was anticipated for release May 4th.  

Tom Sicilia noted that, regarding long-lead items, there was a big push for the Board to look at actionable 

items. To accommodate that, the Board tried to look two to four years ahead. He stated that it would be 

good to get information on items earlier, understanding the difficulty in providing that.  

Tri-Party Agreement Five-Year Review Schedule and Public Involvement Opportunities 

Jeff Burright introduced the topic of the TPA five-year review and provided some background on the 

topic. He explained that the Board first learned of the review as part of the response to the HAB’s advice 

on the Central Plateau Inner Area Principles and Parameters. In that response, the committee learned 

that the document was within the scope of the TPA five-year review, along with other things potentially 

of interest to the HAB. He had asked if there was anyone within the TPA agencies could provide some 

information or expectations on what the Board could expect from the TPA five-year review and what 

public information or input components might be involved.  

Jen Colborn stated that she would need to make note of that request and take it back for more detailed 

information. What she was able to relay at the time was that there was a mid- to late-June comment period 

expected. She did not expect that a public meeting was required, but as it was a topic of public interest, 

DOE was likely to schedule one proactively.  

Ruth Nicholson clarified that there were several different five-year reviews that occurred at Hanford. The 

one presently being discussed was one related to the TPA, but there was also one related to CERCLA and 

one for the Hanford cleanup priorities. Ryan Miller noted that it was his understanding that the TPA five-

year review was a topic to be presented at the April PIC meeting. Roberto Armijo confirmed that was the 

goal and that everything was still in draft.  

Jeff listed some of the things he would like answered as part of that presentation. They included the 

process, schedule, and scope of the review; what has changed in the last five years; and the role of the 

public. He wanted to know if there were any topics that the TPA agencies saw value in having a briefing 

with the HAB or broader public about, as well as what items they hoped for comments on. Finally, he 

wanted to understand the “evolution” of their thoughts on the matter. Roberto stated that those questions 

were helpful and would serve as great framing questions for the presentation team.  

Liz Mattson noted that the topic came about as due to the response to advice indicating that the HAB 

would have a say in the Central Plateau Inner Area Principles and Parameters document. She asked if 

the HAB should have an IM team formed for the topic to start work on potential advice and be more 

prepared for the conversation in April. Jeff stated that it was an excellent point. He believed that the River 

and Plateau Committee (RAP) meeting the following day was also examining the topic.  
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Tri-Party Agency Response to Comments 

Daina McFadden discussed her role as a permit communications specialist for Ecology, explaining that 

she dealt with the public facing portions of permits, such as email notices, public meetings, and media 

interaction. She introduced the topic as an overview of Ecology’s response to comments document 

development, clarifying that the process being discussed only applied to Ecology, though there might be 

some overlap with DOE- and EPA-specific processes.  

Daina stated that WAC 173-303-840 (9) governed the response to comments. Per that article, when final 

permit is issued, Ecology would issue a response to comments that:  

• Specified what was changed from the draft permit and why 

• Described and responded to all significant comments of the draft permit raised during the public 

comment period or during any hearing 

• Was available to the public 

She noted that Ecology responded to all comments, rather than grouping them or making determinations 

regarding the significance of the comments.  

She stated that there was a “clock” for Class 2 permit modifications of 90 days, while Class 3 did not. 

However, Class 3 modifications have two comment periods: the first by the permittee, and a following 

one by the Ecology. The two subsequent comment periods accounted for the long timeframe for the 

permit changes.  

The process consisted of hosting the public comment period, followed by sorting comments; assembling 

the responses to individual comments or the individual parts of large comments; and finalization and 

publishing.  

Daina showed a screenshot of Ecology’s eComments page. She reviewed the contents and explained that 

eComments was utilized for tracking and responding to all comments received. All comments were 

entered into eComments, whether initially submitted to eComments directly, or entered manually after 

submission by email, postal mail, or hand delivery.  

Ecology hoped for comments to be submitted early, allowing the comment team the opportunity to read 

and sort comments as they were submitted. The comments were sorted by established criteria when 

sorting. Those criteria included: applicability to the permit or topic; applicability to the scope of the 

modification; the type of comment, such as technical or non-technical (administrative); and the impact to 

the draft modification, including the magnitude of the impact, from typo fixes to denial of permit. She 

noted that sometimes extensive comment would result in reclassification of the modification from Class 2 

to Class 3.  

She provided examples of eComments received, demonstrating how the comments from four individual 

commenters was broken out into 16 parts to be responded to individually.  

The assembled response to comment document consists of several sections:  

• Introduction: what the comment period was about and if the comment impacted the modification. 

• The comments and responses: every comment submitted will have a response. 

• Public involvement material: showing how Ecology notified the public of the comment period and 

how to comment. 

• Public hearing transcripts: if there was a public hearing for the comment period, the transcripts are 

made available. 
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After the response to comment document is finalized, it is published and made available on the Ecology 

publications website under the Nuclear Waste Program. She noted that documents on the page website 

were not available indefinitely; they were only available online for a couple of years. Should someone be 

interested in a historical document, a request could be made by email.  

Daina stated that one of the big questions behind the presentation regarded how to make comments more 

impactful or useful. In talking to the permit leads, they came up with several guidelines.  

• Comments should be kept within the scope of the draft permit modification. All comments will be 

read and responded to, but those out of scope would not be particularly useful.  

• If a member of the public has a specific concern outside of scope of the modification, it would be best 

to look for a permit modification that is relevant to the concern.  

• Make comments clear and concise, using formatting techniques such as numbering or bulleting to 

clarify individual points. Sometimes Ecology would receive rambling comments that jumped from 

topic to topic; the clearer a comment is, the easier it can be responded to and acted upon.  

• The earlier a comment could be submitted, the better. Comments were responded to as they were 

received.  

Daina asked if there were any questions on the presentation.  

Regulatory Perspectives 

Roberto Armijo noted that he had little experience in the response to comments for EPA, but could relay a 

couple of points that were related. He explained that EPA tried to encourage the public to provide 

comments that relate to the proposed plan stages and cleanup priorities. EPA wanted to make sure 

comments were well founded and would work to clarify any misunderstandings in their responses. He 

agreed that getting comments early was very helpful in making documents more accessible to the reader.  

Jen Colborn agreed with many points made by Daina and Roberto. She noted that there were many types 

of TPA agency-led comment periods, such as Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 

CERCLA, and Waste Incidental to Reprocessing (WIR) permit modifications. There might be small, 

nuanced differences between the response to comment process between each, but many things would 

align with Daina’s presentation. She thought it would be fair to expect a similar process across the board.  

Committee Discussion 

Jeff Burright asked how many people would end up “touching” any particular response to comments 

document. He was also curious as to what conversations around potential responses, wondered if there 

might be passionate arguments over them among the subject matter experts (SME). Daina was not sure 

how dramatic the conversations might be but assured him that the comments were taken to heart. She 

expected that at least five individuals would be involved in the document, across the permitting team, 

coordinator, section manager, SMEs, and herself. She noted that some teams were larger than others, 

depending on the magnitude of the project, permit, or modification.  

Jeff provided a follow-up question: when someone makes a comment that was out of scope, would 

Ecology try to point them to a related document or guide them to where their words would have the most 

power? Daina stated that was easier to do when in-person meetings were held, as the commenters could 

be addressed in an informal matter. Official responses were typically a statement that the comment was 

not relevant to the scope. However, if it was obvious that a comment was misdirected from another active 

comment period, Ecology would attempt to contact to individual to direct them to the right place.   



 

Draft Meeting Summary v3  Page 9 

Public Involvement and Communications Committee   February 7, 2022 

Steve Anderson, Grant and Franklin Counties, asked what the average number of comments received 

were and what kinds of topics generated the most comments. Daina stated that those generating the most 

comments were the “hot button” topics; typically, those were the topics that made the news. As an 

example, the second Plutonium Uranium Extraction Plant (PUREX) tunnel required a permit modification 

and generated a very large response. Most of Ecology’s comment periods were Class 2, where something 

on the project needed to be changed, but not typically something substantial or impactful to the facility or 

project. Those did not generate many comments, however, one commenter might ask several questions, so 

few commenters could still generate large responses.  

Dan Solitz, Oregon Hanford Cleanup Board, asked if Ecology sent notifications to commenters so that 

they would know how to find the responses or know that those responses were available. Daina stated that 

comments submitted through eComments or email were provided a notice that linked to the location of 

the publication. However, when submitted anonymously, there was no way to notify the commenters. Jen 

stated that for DOE, notifications were provided through its public notice system, so everyone on that 

subscription list was notified when one was published, rather than individual notifications, as their 

comments were not collected into a central database. Dan suggested they consider doing so, as it might 

encourage public participation.  

Jeff thanked Daina for the look into Ecology’s process. He thought it was great that comments were 

broken down by part and that each comment was addressed individually. He thought the “philosophical 

divide” between agency methods in responding was interesting. He asked the committee if there were any 

impressions to note from the response to comment documents the members reviewed ahead of the 

meeting.  

Dan stated that the responses were thoughtful, and he appreciated that. Steve stated that his thoughts were 

along the same lines. He didn’t come across anything riveting or surprising. He saw that where there were 

comments not pertaining to a permit, they still had a response that included where the individual could 

direct those comments, which was good.  

Jeff opened the discussion to public comment.  

Public Comment 

Laura Hanses stated her thanks for the opportunity to comment. She asked if there were public meetings 

planned or coming up specifically addressing the Hanford budget or state of the site.   

Jen stated that there was an upcoming public meeting on Hanford Site cleanup priorities, which was 

intended for the March timeframe. Additionally, there were LERF and ETF comment periods expected in 

the April to May timeframe. When dates were available, those would be posted to the Hanford events 

calendar.  

Laura asked specifically about presentations on the state of the site or high-level budget meetings that 

would provide the public a “snapshot” of what was happening on the site. Jen stated that the cleanup 

priorities meeting would review the state of the site. Additionally, there was the Hanford Live sessions, 

which were sort of a rebranding of the Hanford regional dialogue, though there were none planned at that 

point.  

Laura asked to go on the record and requested a regional public meeting.  

Ryan Miller contributed from the Ecology perspective and provided a link to Ecology’s public comment 

period page, where comment periods could be found, as well as Ecology’s GovDelivery email list. He 

stated that when Ecology did comment periods, it liked to give at least 30 days’ notice.  

https://ecology.wa.gov/Waste-Toxics/Nuclear-waste/Public-comment-periods
https://ecology.wa.gov/Waste-Toxics/Nuclear-waste/Public-comment-periods
https://public.govdelivery.com/accounts/WAECY/subscriber/new?topic_id=WAECY_94
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Laura clarified that she understood public comment periods and the notifications process. She was 

specifically interested, as a member of the public, in getting a snapshot overview of where Hanford 

cleanup was in relation to the budgets. She hoped to understand the different offices and new contracts in 

place and what was expected to occur or where the site would be in the next five to ten years, as an 

example. She was not talking about permits, rather, what the plan for Hanford overall was or what it 

would look like going forward.  

Miya Burke, Hanford Challenge, thanked the committee for the opportunity to ask a question. 

Recognizing the Spanish language outreach efforts, she asked if comments received in Spanish were 

translated and responded to. Daina stated that, at that time, Ecology had not yet received a comment in 

Spanish. However, if one was received, it would be translated. Ecology had a translation team, so the 

response would be provided in both languages. Jen expected that the same would be true for DOE and 

there were conversations underway on the topic.  

Jeff noted that, regarding Laura’s comment, a Hanford 5-Year Plan was recently released with a 

“placemat” document and the 2022 Hanford Lifecycle Scope, Schedule and Cost Report was just 

published. Each could serve as a good reference. Regarding budget meetings, he stated that there did not 

seem to be budget meetings any longer. Instead, DOE held cleanup priorities meetings, a rebranded effort 

that touched on budgets.  

Laura stated that she wanted dialogue on the matter, not just paper handouts. Jeff noted that he was an 

advocate for regional dialogues and would like those to resume when allowed.  

Ryan stated that Ecology hosted “Let’s Talk About Hanford” sessions in which much of Ecology’s 

management team would converse with the public. He hoped to do more of those going forward. Laura 

stated that virtual meetings were better than no meetings and appreciated any effort for the public to 

interact in dialogue.  

Environmental Justice 

Jeff Burright explained that the environmental justice topic was one the PIC has been trying to gain 

momentum on to determine if there are things that needed to be learned about how its applied to the 

Hanford Site or advice to be developed. Additionally, he wanted to explore how it might relate to some 

complimentary ideas about diversity, equity, and inclusion in the Hanford cleanup conversation. He noted 

that the PIC had a couple meetings in which it held related conversations and had presentations by EPA 

and Ecology on the topic. It was his understanding that there were conversations at the DOE Headquarters 

(DOE-HQ) level, but it had not filtered down yet.  

Jeff stated that there was an IM team formed on the topic that needed some help and guidance. He hoped 

the day’s conversation could help in providing that direction.  

Dan Solitz suggested reaching out to the public to keep the Hanford alive in its thoughts. He thought that 

there might be an opportunity to use environmental justice funding by engaging the arts in that effort. It 

could be fine arts, sculpture, or something else. As an option, he provided the idea of having a contest in 

the local schools. Looking to the future, that would take care of two things: one, it broadens the public 

perception of what goes on at Hanford, and two, it forces that knowledge into the future. That knowledge 

needed to be preserved far into the future.  

Jeff stated that he was curious of the mechanisms behind Dan’s idea. Dan stated that a recent executive 

order had funding involved, noting that EPA used such funding for community air monitors. If PIC was 

interested in the idea, he was willing to dig further into it.  
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Roberto Armijo clarified that EPA did provide grant money in regard to environment justice but noted 

that the qualification for that Hanford would be different than it would be at an EPA site. Because 

Hanford is a federal facility, it fell under DOE scope and direction. He asked for DOE feedback on that. 

Gary Younger stated that the local DOE office did not have any formal guidance from DOE-HQ on the 

matter, but it was his understanding that they were seeking a local person to take charge of environmental 

justice activities.  

Liz Mattson stated that the committee was previously told that Hanford was not considered an 

environmental justice site because it was access controlled, along with complicated issues surrounding 

that. When considering what the IM team could work on, she suggested that it could consider the 

structure of the Board and the DOE-imposed diversity quotas. She suggested that the team might consider 

options for DOE to go to different communities to raise awareness of Hanford. She felt that changing the 

structure of the Board as an action on that seemed like “checking a box” and hoped that would not be the 

limit of its efforts.  

Rob Davis, City of Pasco, stated that in the last discussion on the topic, several members were surprised 

to learn that Mattawa was effectively left out of the conversation on Hanford. He suggested that whoever 

had the money to do so should build an outreach center in Mattawa to rectify that. Gary thanked Rob for 

that comment. He stated that area was represented in a couple of ways. Being within Grant County, it was 

represented by the combined Grant and Franklin Counties seats. If concerned for the tribe in that area, 

Gary stated it was provided direct consultation with DOE. DOE was reaching out to the Mattawa region 

and was recognized as an important stakeholder.  

Gerry Pollet, Heart of America Northwest (HOANW), stated that HOANW was working with the Port of 

Mattawa and the Mattawa School District on two options, a training center and a visitor center. He 

explained that Mattawa was the northern gateway to Hanford, and as a result was sensitive to Hanford 

concerns. The city had a 95% Latino population with 75-80% limited English proficiency, depending on 

the count. He stated that DOE’s claim that the community was represented through Grant and Franklin 

Counties was emblematic of the problematic relationship and lack of understanding of the predominantly 

Latino community. He noted that the Port of Mattawa had Hanford lands within their jurisdiction, yet was 

excluded from representation, while the Port of Benton was represented. He wanted to consider having a 

discussion on that matter, including why the Port of Mattawa was not on the HAB.  

Jeff stated that, when preparing for the initially planned round robin question (“how can we increase the 

diversity of participation and perspectives at Hanford?”) he considered not only how they reach people, 

but what they offered once those people were reached. He noted that it’s up to the people to engage with 

those offerings, and it was clear that they were not. He wondered if those offerings needed to be changed.  

He explained that the International Association for Public Participation (IAP2) public participation 

spectrum had levels of engagement from informing, involving, and empowering the public. He noted that 

there were other models that flipped that, where the public was the decision maker. He thought that 

structure would be something to consider in what public engagement looked like and how the people were 

empowered.  

Liz stated that there were not any big picture cleanup issue spaces for the public to engage in at that time, 

and it didn’t sound like something that was on the TPA agency agendas. She stated that the Let’s Talk 

About Hanford sessions were great, but it was more of a passive engagement. She felt that the HAB had 

become the de facto option for public engagement.  
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Steve Anderson stated that, along those same lines, they could consider the next steps coming out of the 

COVID-19 pandemic. He wanted to have a plan in place. As people were able to come together, face to 

face, he wondered what hotspots they should be ready to engage in and how they planned to do that.  

TPA Milestone Changes – Communications and Comment Strategies 

John Price, Ecology, introduced himself as the TPA Section Manager for his agency. He noted that he 

was providing a presentation in place of DOE due to turnaround time for agency presentation approval.  

He provided a background to the need for milestone changes. He noted that in 2016, the TPA agencies 

signed off on changes to 36 DOE Richland Operations Office (DOE-RL) milestones, which included 

milestones related to soil and groundwater contamination investigation, execution of cleanup plans for a 

selection of operable units (OU), and investigation and cleanup of Canyon building and adjacent 

contaminated soils. These changes were signed because they could not be completed as designed and 

scheduled due to low Congressional appropriations. Changes included extensions of ten years to finish 

investigations and over 18 years to finish non-Tank Farm, non-Canyon cleanups. The changes were based 

on predicted DOE-RL budget of one billion dollars per year.  

A Representative Analogous Site Coordinating Agency Liaisons (RASCAL) team was formed to mitigate 

milestone impacts and address new milestone objectives, including implementation of early remedial 

actions, acceleration of cleanup decisions, and application of consistent remedies across similar waste 

sites. This also included reduction in characterization prior to a Record of Decision (ROD), instead 

utilizing historical data and conducting focused confirmatory characterizations post-ROD.  

In 2020, the TPA agencies reached consensus on the approach, but did not anticipate that DOE would be 

provided the funding to support it. A year later, the TPA agencies suspended 14 existing milestones that 

were either missed or were expected to be missed, allowing time for the TPA agencies to consider another 

approach for those 14 milestones.  

EPA and Ecology asked DOE-RL for a plan for how several key factors would be addressed in the 

coming decades, such as the need for contaminated soil excavation balanced with debris disposal 

expectations at the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF) and the need for manpower 

balancing between multiple labor categories. Central Plateau Cleanup Company (CPCCo) proposed to use 

decision logic tools to address the questions around those key factors, and as a result, the TPA agencies 

agreed to leave those 14 milestones suspended until CPCCo provided that information. The results of 

their decision logic tools are anticipated in late 2022.  

DOE-HQ developed and released the End State Contracting Model (ESCM), which has since been 

applied to the Central Plateau Cleanup Contract. Under this model, DOE issues task orders for discrete 

scopes of work for site closure, called end states. DOE and CPCCo were negotiating task orders for the 

three Federal Fiscal Years (FFY) 2023–2025, and DOE asked EPA and Ecology to negotiate new 

milestones in that FFY period to support DOE’s task orders to CPCCo. The TPA agencies at that time had 

conceptual agreement on 13 new milestones for that time frame.  

John provided a review of the events. While negotiating the FY22-24 new milestones, the TPA agencies 

Parties suspended 14 existing TPA milestones, some of which had been missed due to Congressional 

appropriations levels from FFY 2017 through 2021. The TPA agencies now appeared close to making an 

adjustment for those 14 milestones, and John expected that public information and participation 

opportunities on those would become available in the coming months, as new milestone dates were 

proposed. For the 13 milestones that the TPA agencies had conceptual agreement on, those milestones 

supported DOE’s ESCM and some of those milestones supported RASCAL objectives, including 
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identification of early remedial actions. Ecology and EPA expected that DOE would provide future 

presentations to the HAB and information to the public such as fact sheets to explain the benefits of the 

new milestones.  

Regulatory Perspectives 

Craig Cameron, EPA, clarified that the 13 milestones stated to be new were covering existing scope. 

Some parts had already been supplied as drafts, but work had been stalled. He provided several examples, 

such as WA-1 characterization work, which was planned to be updated with the addition of Plutonium 

Finishing Plant (PFP)-related sites once PFP was taken care of. He noted that there was a recommitment 

by DOE to perform lab studies should a field study for deep vadose zone technologies be initiated.  

Gary Younger noted that he hoped for someone to be able to provide a DOE perspective during the RAP 

meeting the following day.  

Committee Discussion 

Jeff Burright stated that, as he understood it, PIC was being asked to think about the public involvement 

aspect of the milestone changes. It was expected that there would be some public involvement component 

for the 14 milestones. He asked if the DOE wanted to “roll it into a story.” John agreed with that 

portrayal. He stated that there would be a public meeting on the 14 existing milestones that were 

suspended, and it was expected that DOE would provide a fact sheet on the 13 new ones. There probably 

would not be a public comment period for the 13 new ones, but he hoped those could be rolled into the 

story.  

Jeff asked what the timeframe would look like, be it a five-year vision, or further out to ten or 15 years. 

He wondered how those could be folded into the visioning exercises happening around the site. John 

stated that for new milestones, they were looking at the next three fiscal years, but the suspended 

milestones were over the next ten or more years. Jeff mused that the idea of milestones was a metaphor 

for progress on a linear path, and what he heard was that they “ran out of gas” and had to take a detour. 

As a passenger in this metaphorical vehicle, one might wonder how progress differs from the initial plan. 

They might focus on recognition that progress has been lost while emphasizing the tradeoffs being found.  

Craig explained that they were not skipping steps, but instead trying to work smarter. Instead of spending 

years characterizing everything they could, they would take existing information and use that in the field 

to make progress, potentially winning over funding in the process. He noted that CPCCo’s tools would 

hopefully make planning smarter as well, and hopefully work towards meeting the milestones without a 

change in funding. He noted that the most recent lifecycle report showed that the cost of cleanup was 

continuing to rise and that they needed to change that dynamic.  

Jeff stated that aspect of rising costs and the effort to make process despite it was a story. He noted that 

earlier, a someone provided a comment that indicated that she was losing touch with where the site was 

going. The part that where the site was presently and where it was going was part of that story. 

Additionally, he expected that there was confusion over the ESCM versus the end state of the site. It was 

important to figure out what was being discussed today fit into those concepts and important to make sure 

everyone understands. He expected that visuals would be important when discussing those concepts in 

order to show the diverging paths.  

Tom Galioto noted that the question on end state is an interesting one and that the Budgets and Contracts 

(BCC) committee has requested a status update on application of the ESCM from DOE. He stated that in 

the presentation slides, it seemed that DOE had Ecology and EPA involved in developing or reviewing 
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the milestones. He asked if that was accurate. John stated that the TPA agencies were in agreement on the 

13 new milestones and, as it was negotiated, Ecology and EPA brought to the table some things they 

wanted to see done in the next three years. He hoped that DOE would be able to explain the ESCM soon, 

as well as the modelling tool, as it was not something he was able to go into in detail. Tom stated that it 

was his understanding that the contractor was already under contract to meet the TPA milestones, and 

where it saw opportunity to accelerate milestones, it could be suggested under task order to do so. John 

stated that he was unsure as he had not talked to the contractor directly but thought that it was unlikely 

that the contractor was suggesting work directly. Craig expected that the biggest role that the contractor 

had was identifying near-term building decontamination and decommissioning (D&D) that would be 

included in the near-term milestones. Tom thought that the overall process sounded like the original 

objective of the  Indefinite Delivery/Indefinite Quantity (ID/IQ) model. He thought it would be helpful to 

have additional information from DOE.  

Jeff questioned the best means to “get the word out,” including how to explain it, relay what it was, and 

what was changing. He stated that there were vehicles to do so but wondered if an existing one was 

adequate or there should be a new one created for the purpose. It seemed to him part of the issue in 

determining the methodology was that many parts of the overall story were interrelated with other 

ongoing stories across the site, such as the holistic negotiations on the tank side. Choosing a venue would 

be a decision point, as it the presentation and packaging may not be accessible in other venues.  

Liz Mattson stated that John’s presentation was great and was very accessible. She felt that there was still 

an issue of TPA agencies only talking with the public when there was a requirement to do so, with few 

exceptions. She recalled budget insight presentations in the past that had interactive displays. She noted 

that the limitations of virtual meetings would impede interactivity in that matter, however. John stated 

that the story of milestone changes was a complicated one to tell, but a big deal. Craig noted that the 

modelling tool would make is clearer as to how things would fit together. John stated that it would be 

helpful for to explain the decision logic, the benefits, and when the public would know about it. Jeff 

agreed that the decision model is important to explain and to show how an optimal choice was picked 

against the different options.  

Rob Davis reflected on an event from years prior: original milestones were generated against what was 

thought to be the critical path for Hanford. He wondered how the new milestones were related to that 

critical path or how far they have deviated. It seemed that, as the project deviated from critical items, 

those critical items continued to rise in cost exponentially.  

Richard Bloom did not believe that there was a critical path. Instead, he saw the key to be the present 

“visionary path.” He stated that milestones should be focused on what vision was seen as the interim steps 

along that path. Rob clarified that work was planned 60 to 90 years in advance, but work was not 

following that plan, which was detrimental. He stated the clear path was getting HLW out of the tanks and 

into a geological repository was the end goal, commissioned by Congress. The HLW posed the highest 

risk. Richard noted that was true now that PFP was demolished; previously, the risk of a PFP fire was 

regarded as the biggest risk on the Hanford Site. PFP’s demolition significantly reduced the offsite risk 

and a critical path DOE chose to follow, though one of many potential paths. He noted that the PUREX 

tunnels and crib collapse would interrupt a critical path. He agreed that there was a critical path, but there 

were many parallel paths to be followed. John clarified that the presentation was regarding DOE-RL’s 

work, not the Office of River Protection work.  

Jeff encouraged the committee think of ways to visualize the story at hand, going forward.  
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Input to Draft Advise on Cleanup Priorities 

Tom Galioto introduced BCC-sponsored advice on Hanford Site cleanup priorities. He explained that the 

purpose of the discussion was to provide PIC members an idea of the current state of the draft and to 

gather input on committee priorities. He noted that he would be doing the same for the other committees 

as well. The input would be discussed at the BCC meeting scheduled for the end of that week, then 

further in detail by the associated IM team. A completed draft was scheduled for presentation to the full 

Board in March.  

Tom explained that the advice used three primary inputs in its development. Those included the HAB’s 

consensus advice on the topic from the previous year, which DOE expressed its acceptance of, as well as 

the updated Hanford 5-Year Plan, and comments from the Hanford 5-Year Plan public meeting. The 

format of the advice was the same as the previous year, with some small changes such as “crosscutting 

activities” being changed to “indirect/supporting activities.” He noted that the advice was focused 

specifically on the formulation year, despite considering an alternative proposal from DOE.  

Tom went through the draft advice content, explaining key points in the background section and the 

arrangement of cleanup priorities items. He stated that the advice, if approved, would be sent to Brian 

Vance at DOE, as well as Ecology and EPA. Each was encouraged to respond on an item-by-item basis. 

Tom reviewed the individual cleanup priories.  

He noted that an item identified by PIC the previous year was expansion of the HAB and public 

involvement. He explained the logic behind the item: full funding of the Board is important to the public, 

and therefore important to the mission. The item called for reinstatement of travel reimbursement for 

Board alternates, which seemed unlikely, but was still regarded as important. He noted that the item 

called for meeting recordings, which had since been implemented and may need to be removed.  

He asked for PIC thoughts.  

Committee Discussion 

Jeff Burright stated that the expansion of the HAB and public involvement overall was really the PIC’s 

focus. He thought what was in the advice seemed unrealistic to ask DOE for, but was the standard when 

he started with the HAB. He imagined the option for a “roadshow” and thought it would be a worthwhile 

investment for the next year. He felt that regional public involvement was something that needed to be 

requested. 

Dan Strom, Benton-Franklin Health District, asked about an item related to Hanford workforce and 

training. He stated that there was a concern about a new health physics program at Columbia Basin 

College (CBC). There was difficulty in getting qualified students into the program. He wondered what 

ideas there might be to increase attendance or get people to want to be trained to enter the Hanford 

workforce. Tom agreed that was a PIC concern.  

Liz Mattson considered, perhaps as a separate advice item, a means of expanding regional public 

engagement beyond meetings, such as collaborating with groups in different parts of the Pacific 

Northwest to do outreach related to Hanford cleanup. She felt that effort was not on par with what was 

done before, and even then, there was room for improvement.  

Richard Bloom noted that the issue of tank vapors was not predictable. No one really knew if it was under 

control. He stated that issue was relevant to worker safety and also keyed into training. He wanted 

discussion of what support was provided through the Volpentest HAMMER Federal Training Center 

(HAMMER). He noted that was a concern relevant to the workforce, as the various aspects of worker 
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protection were important as well. He did not expect most Hanford Site jobs to be cushy jobs that people 

want to get into outside of compensation aspects. He noted that recently, much of the workforce left due 

to vaccine mandates, Richard considered that the committee might need to look at the workforce 

amenities DOE provides. He noted that, for Radiation Control Technicians (RCTs) in particular, people 

can spend several hours just getting dressed and undressed, with few hours left for actual work, which 

could be demoralizing. He stated that waiting to work is stressful, which may impact the reputation of the 

job when the safety aspect is not considered. He also expected that a lot of unnecessary training was 

given, which could add to worker frustration. Dan noted that time it took to get dressed for that work was 

a universal problem for that field.  

Jeff stated, as a comment on the public involvement entry, to reword “invest in technology 

improvements…” to something akin to “continue to grow capacity for virtual participation” in recognition 

or technology improvements implemented since the prior year’s advice.  

Ginger Wireman, Ecology, stated that the comment on CBC was a valid one. She stated that, if the 

college was not yet recognized as a Hispanic-serving institute, it would be eventually, and that was a 

community that DOE had not made a lot of effort to reach out to. Additionally, she stated that she had 

female friends in the radiation protection industry that stated that they work in a toxic work environment, 

regularly posting the ill behavior of their coworkers. By those examples, what occurred in the field and 

dressing trailers were not conducive to inclusion. She provided an example of a person quitting that 

evidenced that the paper rules for some workgroups were not reflected in what occurred on the job. She 

expected that some people continued to work in that field just because it paid well. 

HAB Membership Packet for 2022 through 2023 

Gary Younger provided a presentation to provide additional information as a follow-up to information 

presented to the HAB in its January 2022 meeting.  

He reviewed the new information, first stating that it was announced that term limits would be enforced 

for HAB members, though they were always a part of the HAB membership agreement. He stated that 

this was because DOE had found that marginalized folks had been unable to participate on the Board and 

was asking that members of reaching or exceeding their term limits be asked to step aside to provide that 

opportunity.  

He reviewed the HAB Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) membership definitions, explaining that 

members were categorized by Intergovernmental Agencies, Specific Interest Groups, and Public-at-Large 

(PAL). He noted that Intergovernmental Agencies seats were also subject to term limits, but DOE 

recognized that by nature of individuals being elected to government reduced the pool of candidates to 

draw from. Those would be left to the discretion of the stakeholder organization and nominating 

authority.  

Next, the Specific Interest Groups would be held to the six-year term. He noted that there may also be 

new interest groups that wish to join the HAB. For the present, DOE would focus on filling the vacant 

seat left by Hanford Watch leaving the Board, but in the future, where there are multiple groups interested 

in one seat, they would each be interviewed to determine which might be better for the HAB.  

That last group, PAL, had ten seats, though the current MOU only listed four. Gary stated the additional 

seats were added by DOE with approval from Ecology and EPA. DOE was eliminating alternates for PAL 

going forward. He stated that alternates for other positions were staying for the time being but may 

change in the future.  
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Gary asked for questions on the content presented so far.  

Steve Anderson asked about seat availability, noting that five PAL seats were filled. Gary confirmed that 

all PAL seats were filled, and therefore would not require additional recruitment for the present 

membership package. Some present members would be reaching their terms, which would provide a lot 

of opportunity for new members to serve. Steve wondered who would be lost from the group, noting that 

he was wary of that as the Board consisted of a talented group of people. Gary did not have a list available 

immediately.  

Richard Bloom asked what the criteria for rejecting membership was. Gary stated that DOE-HQ provided 

the final determination on that. He explained that DOE would review applications as a local level first, 

considering best practices and what might make someone good for the role. Those were determined on an 

individual basis and there were no listed criteria. Richard asked who had been rejected and for what 

reason. Gary stated that DOE-HQ once had an issue with an applicant’s social media content and did not 

feel that person was a good fit to represent the HAB. He stated that, in his own view, he hoped to hear 

from people with different experiences. Richard stated that if there were multiple applicants for a single 

position, there needed to be some criteria to decide between them, while if there were an equal number of 

applicants for an equal number of positions, it would just be determined by go/no-go. Richard suggested 

that DOE’s lengthy review process could be shortened by applying a merit system to existing Board 

members. He did not understand the decisions being made. Gary stated that he would provide more 

information in the second half of his presentation.  

Ginger Wireman wondered about allowing new applicants to fill the seats of inactive members, rather 

than waiting for those members to reach their six-year term, as a solution to opening seats on the HAB. 

She noted that attendance was recognized as in issue on several occasions. She worried that, should an 

organization feel compelled to nominate an individual just to meet a diversity standard, but that person 

has too many commitments to participate, it would exacerbate that issue. Gary stated that, should an 

individual be inactive for an extended period of time, DOE would reach out and try to figure out the issue 

and its resolution. Regarding the diversity statement, he stated DOE wanted to get the best people on the 

HAB, not only those with experience but also those with the time to participate. He hoped that it would be 

clear that membership was a time commitment. He did not expect that the process would be perfect, but 

intended to work through it.  

Liz Mattson asked when DOE’s proposal would be available in writing. Gary stated that the term limits 

were explained on every member’s signed application, but exceptions were previously granted for many 

members. DOE-HQ personnel stated that they would no longer be accepting exceptions in most scenarios. 

Liz stated that DOE’s proposal for Board restructuring was difficult to parse and respond to when only 

given verbally. She felt there was a lot of uncertainly around the nominating authorities for organizations 

and was unclear if Hanford Challenge was considered to be a HAB-affiliated group. Gary stated that the 

plan was the MOU, as that listed the specific groups with permanent HAB membership: those listed under 

Intergovernmental Organizations. The others, such as Hanford Challenge and Columbia Riverkeeper, fell 

into the Specific Interest Group category. He stated that were additional groups to apply for memberships, 

DOE would go through an interview process and that a group that applies might not necessarily be a good 

fit. Likewise, just because a group served the HAB for over 20 years did not mean its seat was locked in. 

Gary stated that, realistically, he did not expect many applications in the near future.  

Liz stated that the explanation sounded like an interpretation. She stated that there may be things that need 

fixing, but other things that did not. She thought that having a written plan with a defined goal—

something to measure those changes against—was necessary. As it was presented, something seemed 
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“off” and it was vague as to how the changes would accomplish the stated goal. Gary provided an 

example of how the goals might be met, stating that DOE was recommending that seat nominating 

authorities to consider nominating members that might advance the Board in progressing toward its 

membership diversity goals and reflecting the community makeup. He reviewed the defined five-county 

region and the associated demographics, stating that the HAB did not reflect that. Liz asked for 

confirmation that Hanford Challenge still had the authority to nominate its members. Gary stated Hanford 

Challenge would not be asked to step aside unless there was another organization applying for a seat in 

that category.  

Tom Sicilia stated that he led an IM team that looked at HAB attendance. In regards to Ginger’s 

suggestion, he did not feel that people should be penalized for being unable to meet in the virtual 

environment or as a knee-jerk reaction to pandemic conditions. He noted that Gary mentioned that a 

previous individual was denied membership by DOE-HQ due to social media content, but at an EMSSAB 

leadership meeting Kelly Snyder stated that DOE-HQ did not review social media content, and it was 

instead the local level that might do that. Tom wanted clarification as to what constituted a social media 

presence that could exclude a person from the Board. Gary stated that he did not have specifics on that 

event he mentioned, as that was before his time in his position, but relayed what he was told.  

Rob Davis stated that he had conflicting thoughts on the proposal. He stated that there was no clean 

category that the HAB fit into and did not fit into FACA. He asked how the change would help the 

cleanup goal or help the Board present advice on items such as saltwell functions. He stated that DOE 

was placing a burden on everyone by imposing new rules, especially considering the difficulty on 

nominating nine months ahead of anticipated approval. Gary stated that DOE wanted diversity and many 

groups had come to DOE wanting their say in cleanup. DOE intended to bring more voices to the table, 

and looked at folks that might have “newer” experiences or experiences from outside the area that might 

help cleanup. He hoped those individuals would bring new energy or ideas to cleanup.  

Richard suggested that, because the HAB did not “fit the mold” that perhaps the HAB needed to remold 

itself. He asked how large the other Boards were, stating that he believed some to consist of only six 

people. Gary stated that it varied, with the largest other than the HAB being the Savannah River Site 

associated Board at 25 people, when fully staffed. Richard considered solutions in which non-voting 

members of the HAB might be used resolve the issue being presented. Gary stated that mechanism was 

already in place, as members of the public were welcome to come and state their opinion at any meeting.  

Ryan Miller noted mention of organization coming to DOE wanting to join the HAB and asked if Gary 

could share examples. Gary stated that he did not have names available to share at that time. He stated 

that they would proceed one step at a time. He expected that DOE would consider some groups over the 

summer, which would be done in consultation with agencies and the HAB.  

Gary asked that organizations provide applications soon, as a late submission would potentially push back 

membership packet approval to November. DOE would prefer to submit the packet to DOE-HQ by March 

to be in a more favorable position.  

Dan Strom stated that his reaction was that DOE was hell-bent on purging people with experience and 

knowledge, particularly from the HAB. He stated that he was impressed by the knowledge of the HAB 

members and particularly their ability to hold DOE accountable. He stated that the HAB needed that 

expertise and experience. Gary stated that DOE wanted to retain as much as it could, but also has a 

responsibility to allow others to participate. It was a balancing act.  
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Stan Branch stated that DOE was not purging members from the HAB, instead what it was doing was 

complying with FACA and EMSSAB rules. Those were being applied consistently across the complex. 

DOE was giving others the opportunity to come onto the Board. He wanted that to be clear for the record.  

Open Forum 

Jeff Burright introduced the open forum topic, asking for new members to speak if interested. Ruth 

Nicholson noted that should any member have additional comments to make or not wish to speak during a 

meeting, those could be emailed to Jeff or the facilitation team.  

Dan Solitz noted that there was discussion of the HAB being a policy board rather than a technical one. 

He wanted more definition around that statement. Jeff noted that would go well with the Government 

Accountability Office’s (GAO) recommendations on tank closure, in which it asked for public 

involvement in technical conversations as a trust building effort.  

Tom Sicilia stated that, as a planning item, April held the next week of committee meetings and that was 

where the next work plan discussion would occur. He wanted to consider what would be discussed in the 

following year. Jeff thanked him for that comment, noting that the TPA five-year review was another item 

he wanted to discuss in April.  

Steve Anderson stated that, to get a broader base of public participation, they might consider focusing on 

hot-button issues, based on what was heard in the response to public comment topic. Jeff asked what 

Steve saw the PIC’s role being in those hot topic conversations, wondering if it was related to proposed 

meeting design. Steve stated that he would have to think through the details, but in an effort to reach 

different groups and gain more diversified, broad interest, it was something consider. He thought that it 

might involve taking the conversation on the road. Jeff noted that he was working within his organization 

to do something like that once there was a path forward on tank waste.  

Ginger Wireman suggested that HAB members consider writing letters to the Tri-City Herald, as that 

could be free press. Otherwise, only bad things about Hanford would be printed. Jeff asked for 

clarification: would this be a consensus item or just individual member perspectives? Ginger was 

suggesting members write to their own individual interests. Gary liked the idea, but cautioned against 

appearing to speaking for the HAB, noting that only the chairs had that authority. He expected, however, 

members could get the chairs’ cooperation or approval should one wish to represent the Board. Dana 

Cowley noted that once a month, her team put forth a listing of all comment periods and HAB meetings 

to the Tri-City Herald and Tri-Cities Area Journal of Business.  

Jeff asked for any other ideas that might become topics for future meetings. 

Liz considered the need to develop an action plan for travelling to different communities when that 

became a possibility. She noted that was a lack of clarity on the status of a Hanford regional dialogue or 

Hanford Live. She wanted more conversation about what options might look like when in-person 

engagement became a possibility again. She thought that might be a good topic for the committee to 

tackle.  

Rob Davis considered the idea of improving the digital image of Hanford. He noted that the image of 

DOE was very sterile and could be improved upon. He suggesting having an open forum on that, with 

ideas such as webpages targeted toward certain groups. He did not find the existing webpages very 

engaging.  

Meeting Recording 

https://youtu.be/gry8orn0UEc 

https://youtu.be/gry8orn0UEc
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Attachments 

Attachment 1: Meeting Agenda 

Attachment 2: Deputy Designated Federal Officer Slide  

Attachment 3: Draft Meeting Minutes for PIC December Meeting  

Attachment 4: Draft Advice on Hanford Cleanup Priorities  

Attachment 5: Ecology Presentation – Response to Comment Process  

Attachment 6: Ecology Presentation – Upcoming TPA Milestone Changes 

Attendees 

Board Members and Alternates: 

Bob Suyama, Primary Dan Solitz, Primary Denise Jones, Primary 

Gerry Pollet, Primary Richard Bloom, Primary Rob Davis, Primary 

Steve Anderson, Primary Tom Galioto, Primary Dan Strom, Alternate 

Jeff Burright, Alternate Liz Mattson, Alternate Tom Sicilia, Alternate 

 

Others: 

Gary Younger, DOE Daina McFadden, Ecology Abigail Zilar, GSSC for DOE 

Stan Branch, DOE Ginger Wireman, Ecology Dieter Bohrmann, CPCCo 

 John Price, Ecology Amber Peters, HMIS 

 Ryan Miller, Ecology Cerise Peck, HMIS 

 Craig Cameron, EPA Coleen Drinkard, HMIS 

 Roberto Armijo, EPA Dana Cowley, HMIS 

 
Earl Fordham, Washington State 

Department of Health (DOH) 
Jen Colborn, HMIS 

  Patrick Conrad, HMIS 

  Li Wang, Yakama Nation 

  Miya Burke, Hanford Challenge 

  KB 

  Laura Hanses 

  Josh Patnaude, HAB Facilitation 

  Olivia Wilcox, HAB Facilitation 

  
Ruth Nicholson, HAB 

Facilitation 

https://www.hanford.gov/files.cfm/1_-_PIC_Agenda_for_Feb_7_2022_FINAL_v5.pdf
https://www.hanford.gov/files.cfm/2_-_DDFO_Slide-Final_12_7_20.pdf
https://www.hanford.gov/files.cfm/3_-_PIC_Meeting_Minutes_Draft_v3_211214.pdf
https://www.hanford.gov/files.cfm/4_-_FY2024_CleanupPrioritiesDraftAdvice_2_02-3-2022_CommitteeWkDraft1.pdf
https://www.hanford.gov/files.cfm/4_-_R2C_presentation.pdf
https://www.hanford.gov/files.cfm/5_-_HAB_PIC_Feb_7_2022_-_TPA_milestone_changes-ECY.pdf
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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. 
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