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Opening 

Jeff Burright, Oregon Department of Energy and Chair of the Public Involvement and Communications 
(PIC) Committee, welcomed committee members and introductions were made.  

The September meeting minutes1 were approved by consensus.  

Announcements 

Liz Mattson, Hanford Challenge and Vice-Chair of the PIC announced the leadership changes that took 
place on the March committee call. Jeff Burright was elected to serve as Chair of the PIC committee and 
Liz as Vice-Chair. Liz communicated that she will be transitioning away from Hanford. In preparation for 
her transition, Liz has stepped down as Chair but will continue to serve as Vice-Chair through the end of 
the calendar year.   

As the new Chair of the PIC, Jeff Burright shared his thoughts on public involvement. Jeff believes one of 
the great opportunities for the PIC committee is to help build the bridge of trust between the public and 
the Department of Energy (DOE). He believes nuclear waste and cleanup issues are as much a political 
and communications issue as they are a technical issue. With all the uncertainty and risk that goes into the 
decision making process, trust is the only way to make it work. Jeff shared that he believes a good public 
process is adhered to in good faith. He encouraged the group to be helpers in the process of building trust. 
Jeff believes the biggest risk at Hanford is that people stop caring. The Hanford Advisory Board (HAB) is 
there to ensure this does not come to fruition. Jeff shared that he anticipates big changes coming for the 
Hanford mission. With anticipated changes on the horizon, Jeff believes that the group will need to work 
together to ensure meaningful and frank discussions.  

Dana Gribble, Mission Support Alliance (MSA) supporting Department of Energy Richland Operations 
Office (RL) provided members with information on the May 14, 2019 Site tour.  

Jim Lynch, Deputy Designated Federal Officer (DDFO) provided an overview of upcoming proposed 
calendar changes that will be discussed at the April Hanford Advisory Board meeting.  

Gary Garnant, HAB Issue Manager provided several book recommendations to the HAB members.  

Book Recommendations – April 2019   

• Atomic Energy for Military Purposes: The Official Report on the Development of the 
Atomic Bomb by Henry D. Smyth, 1945. 

• Atomic Frontier Days - Hanford and the American West by John M. Findlay and Bruce 
Hevly, 2011.  

• Final Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington  

                                                           
1 Public Involvement & Communications Committee, September 18, 2018 

https://www.hanford.gov/files.cfm/Final_Sept_PIC_Sum.pdf
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• Hanford Radioactive Fallout – Hanford’s Radioactive Iodine – 131 Releases (1944-1956) by 
Allen B. Benson, 1989.  

• Now It Can be Told – The Story of the Manhattan Project by General Leslie M. Groves, 
1962. 

• Orchards of Eden: White Bluffs on the Columbia 1907-1943 by Nancy Mendenhall, 2006.  

• Program-Wide Strategy and Better Reporting Needed to Address Growing Environmental 
Cleanup Liability – DOE – Nov. 2012.  

• The Nuclear Peninsula by Francoise Zonabend, 1993.  

 

Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) Public Involvement Update 

Jim Lynch, U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Office of River Protection (ORP) & Richland Operations 
(RL), provided an update of the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) Agency Public Involvement Calendar  to PIC 
members. 

Using the calendar as a guide, Jim provided an overview of upcoming public comment opportunities.  

Committee Member Questions (Q), Responses (R), and Comments (C): 
Note: This section reflects individual questions, comments, and Agency responses.  

Q: “I have a question about the M-91 milestones and the site-wide permit. It says there is going to be a 
meeting. M-91 is saying summer which is a really hard time to have a meeting. Can you talk more about 
this?” 

R: “Negotiations are still in progress so that is a very optimistic schedule. I wouldn’t stress too much 
about the timing as there is still work going on between the Agencies.” 

Q: “So, we should probably know more in June?”  

R: “Yes, I think we need to make a note to check up with the M-91 project team.”  

Q: “What is the estimated timeframe for the site-wide permit?”  

R: “Last I heard was October.” 

C: “This is round two of a process that went through the HAB and the public in 2010. As a Board, we 
spent a lot of time on it. We spent several months gearing up for its release, understanding what it was, 
and understanding the structure of the document. You can kind of think of it as a cradle to grave living 
document for all RCRA sites that go through this permit process. Eventually closing out when they are 
done. You will see on the agenda there are a lot of permit modifications. Different level modifications 
trigger different levels of public processes. Some require meetings and some don’t. Some are very minor 
and some are major. We try to keep track of that and weigh in where we can. This is something the PIC 

https://www.hanford.gov/files.cfm/TPA_PI_Calendar_4_1_19.pdf
https://www.hanford.gov/files.cfm/TPA_PI_Calendar_4_1_19.pdf
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has looked at a lot because it’s not an easy to understand or accessible framework to get the public 
involved in Hanford cleanup decision making.” 

Next Steps: A Board Site-wide permit tutorial was requested for when the document becomes available. 
The PIC committee will continue to follow public involvement events in progress, upcoming events as 
well as items in the holding bin. 

 

Debrief from WIR Public Meetings in Seattle & Portland  

Jeff Burright, PIC Chair introduced the Debrief from Waste Incidental to Reprocessing (WIR) Public 
Meetings in Seattle and Portland topic. Both public meetings were held in October 2018. Jeff provided 
PIC members a brief overview of the WIR process, the public meeting in Portland, as well as the public 
meeting in Seattle. This time was used for members to share their thoughts on the public meetings.  

Committee Member Questions (Q), Responses (R), and Comments (C): 
Note: This section reflects individual questions, comments, and Agency responses.  

C: “We normally wouldn’t wait this long to debrief. However with the two canceled PIC meetings, this is 
the first opportunity to the group has had.” 

C: “I was at the Seattle meeting but had to leave about half way through. I was there for the first speaker 
and a half. More of what I have a clear remembering of is from the mingling part where we had posters 
out and could talk to people. The time where I had conversations with the public is when we were 
following the path of the posters. Unfortunately, it was not a good thing. The people I was speaking with 
didn’t understand the posters. Frankly, I didn’t understand them enough to be able to explain them. In 
particular, the process flowchart. Maybe that’s something that we can talk about is how to make that 
flowchart more accessible. I had a hard time identifying what I knew on the flowchart because it was 
jargoning. I appreciate the effort to have a visual representation. We need to work on that because it 
wasn’t comprehensible. Since so much of the meeting was about process that seemed like a critical 
misunderstanding. I appreciate the people coming and holding the meeting. It was a good space and good 
turnout.”  

Q: “How many people do you think were there?”  

R: “I would say 40-50 people.”  

C: “We debriefed this a lot earlier with Paula. I appreciate the process of following up with those who 
attended. It was not a great meeting. There were a few elements that were challenging. It came on the 
heels of the Portland meeting that ran a little hotter in terms of the temperature of the crowd. We spent a 
lot of time getting turnout. Most of the people in our crowd are pretty responsible adults. I feel like there 
was a bit of an assumption that people were going to be irresponsible. People could not hold the 
microphone. It set a tone for confrontation that I felt was very unnecessary. I think that feedback that was 
received well. I don’t think it was intended in that way. I think it was just how it was received by those 
who came. There was a one comment per person. It was not really a dialogue. It created a space where it 
wasn’t information exchanged. It was one-way information sharing. I almost feel like comments were cut 
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off. If someone had a comment, they were interrupted asking what their question was. It felt very 
frustrating to everyone. One thing that was helpful is that Jeff created a presentation for Portland and it 
was awesome. The presentation took a lot of information from the document and put it into diagrams with 
data that hadn’t been made before. It presented information in a very clear way. It really helped having 
that one-on-one dialogue to prep people. Overall, I think there are a lot of lessons to be learned in Seattle. 
I always appreciate that there is the opportunity for people to come out.”  

C: “I only attended the evening meeting in Oregon. I did appreciate that we were given the opportunity to 
have tables in advance. I think that was good because it gave people a chance to talk a little before the 
meeting. My impression of the folks that turned out is that it was mostly people who had been turning out 
for many years. I know there was a lot of commentary.”  

C: “There were a lot of people videoing themselves making commentary. It is the new age where 
everyone is a media star.”  

C: “People had ample opportunity to say what they wanted to say.”  

C: “The two meetings were very different.”  

Q: “Jeff, do you want to go over what you heard from people?”  

R: “I would like to talk about what we did in our format that was maybe a little bit different. We decided 
that rather than DOE provide the information, that we (Oregon) would take a crack at it ourselves. It was 
kind of an interesting position for me to be up in front of a room making DOE’s argument for them. But I 
wanted to see what would happen. We developed presentation materials and we shared them with DOE, 
Ecology, and some of the stakeholder groups to make sure we weren’t saying anything inaccurate or too 
bias. We wanted to make sure we weren’t neglecting an essential piece of the perspective that needed to 
be brought in. We did make some changes to our presentation based on feedback we received from 
people. We also decided we wanted to have a panel Q & A as part of our meeting. We developed a list of 
10 questions and we shared those as well. We wanted to get feedback regarding whether or not these were 
the right questions to ask. We wanted the Agencies to come knowing what the questions were so that they 
would be able to have a thoughtful response. A lesson that we learned is that we had too many questions. 
The meeting went longer than we intended. We also had the questions printed out and ready so as 
attendees were listening to my presentation they knew what the questions were going to be when we got 
to the Q & A panel. We used a Facebook boost to try to promote the meeting. We also physically checked 
out the venue as it was a new venue for us. We heard from one or two people that the parking was a bit 
difficult. Other than that, we thought the space was great and hope other folks did too.”  

Q: “How many people attended the Portland meeting?”  

R: “I think more than 60 but we should have taken a head count.”  

R: “I am thinking more like 80.”  

C: “I was thinking 80 too. It was a full room.” 

C: “I have been listening and taking notes. I really do appreciate this. There are always going to be 
lessons learned no matter how much effort we put into things. For this one, there are very excellent 



Final Meeting Summary  Page 6 
Public Involvement and Communications Committee April 16, 2019 

lessons learned for me and for DOE. I would like to share my perspective on this as a local staff person. 
For the first time we were bringing a new process to the Hanford site that has been done at other sites 
around the nation. It is a process that is run out of the Headquarters office of the Agency. For good 
reasons, the process is what it is. Trying to adapt the process for the Hanford site, there was tension all 
along. It was good tension. We can’t go around the nation and do different things different places. We 
have to be consistent in our decision making for good reasons. It started with, what process did DOE and 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) agree on to make these decisions? We are going to carry out 
that same process at Hanford. That is what we did. DOE goal for the process was to be very transparent. 
We wanted to show all the technical work that had been done to retrieve the waste from the tanks. We 
then went through the process of evaluating the remaining constituents and showed through modeling the 
risk for the future. We wanted to show the performance of leaving the waste in that configuration. There 
was a lot of technical stuff and we knew that was going to be hard. We also knew we didn’t feel that we 
had the option to not provide all that technical information. We worked really hard internally to cut back 
the technical information to a minimum but still provide it to make it understandable. Was it 
understandable to everyone? No, I know that it wasn’t. Another tough part was that this is just one small 
decision in this sea of regulatory decisions that we have to integrate. There were lots of lessons learned. I 
have a deep appreciation for all of the engagement. The fact that people care, want to learn about it, and 
want to be involved. That to me was phenomenal and I really appreciate that. Did we do the class a, best 
public involvement process? No, we could have done better by providing context and that simplified story 
that everybody needed. We could have then dove into the technical details and provided the rest of the 
stuff. Looking back, I would have made a case for doing that.”   

C: “We appreciate all of the feedback and comments that were provided. I wanted to thank everyone for 
their participation. We will respond to the comments and the request for additional information from the 
NRC. I thought the meetings were beneficial. I thought that for the most party they were informative. I 
think were lessons learned. I would say the meeting venue in Portland was better than the one in Seattle. I 
would have more of an open house. I think the open house was the best part for me. I got to meet people 
from the public that I would have otherwise not gotten the opportunity to meet.”  

C: “One of the things I would like to echo, is that the clarity of roles is very important. Even when there is 
hostility toward the presenters, to not take it personally. I feel like it is a really important quality. In the 
Portland meeting, the presenters did a really good job not being reactive. I feel like that environment in 
Seattle created an anticipation of hostility that then everyone was very confused.”  

Next Steps: No additional follow-up is needed at this time. The PIC committee expressed their 
appreciation to Paula Call and DOE for doing a great job following up after the completion of the 
meeting. It was communicated that there are always lessons to be learned but the Agency engagement in 
conversation means a lot to the public.   

 

Review of EM SSAB Chairs Letter on Community Engagement & Response from Anne White  

This topic was deferred to a future Public Involvement and Communications committee meeting.  
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Hanford Lifecycle Scope, Schedule & Cost Report - PIC Discussion  

Jeff Burright, PIC Chair introduced the topic of the Hanford Lifecycle Scope, Schedule & Cost Report 
PIC discussion. This topic allowed members the opportunity to share their thoughts on the Hanford 
Lifecycle Scope, Schedule & Cost Report.  

Liz Mattson, PIC Vice-Chair communicated to the committee that this is a very big topic that members 
should be following. She encouraged members to have a collaborative conversation now so the group can 
figure out where they are going. Liz shared that this information is very accessible to the public and could 
really change the end states of Hanford cleanup. In addition, it was shared how important this topic is and 
the desire to begin the initial conversation with the committee.  

Jeff Burright reviewed the framing questions as listed on the agenda. He shared that this conversation was 
for the PIC and they were not looking for the Agencies to share what was coming next.  

Committee Member Questions (Q), Responses (R), and Comments (C): 
Note: This section reflects individual questions, comments, and Agency responses. 

C: “From the DOE perspective, we don’t have the folks in the room who can talk directly to the report. 
We do want to hear what your thoughts are. One thing I would like to mention is that you do mention the 
report in your budget advice too. As we consider that as Agencies, we will have to address that together 
and work to determine a path forward. I think some of those discussions are happening among the 
Agencies at different levels. I don’t know exactly where that all stands. I know that the public comment 
period has closed as you just mentioned. They are going to process to look at those comments. I don’t 
know all of the details of that process so I apologize.”  

C: “I know that they have obtained the comments and started going through them all. They will develop 
one response to all comments.” 

C: “I just received Ecology’s comments by email today. Ecology’s comments have been delivered and 
they have raised concerns. Jeff and I have had a lot of discussion internally. The Lifecycle report is just 
one piece of a lot of different things that really challenge whether the plan, the momentum, and the 
assumptions in terms of Hanford cleanup is going to change and how. There is the Lifecycle report and 
the CREST risk analysis. There are a number of government accountability office reports suggesting 
various things. There is the study on supplemental waste treatments and the push for grout. There are just 
a lot of different things.” 

C: “It would be nice for the Board to know which direction to go. Where is the next pressure point? I am 
concerned about that. Mainly because what Susan and I hear on national phone calls is not trickling down 
to us in any kind of real form at this point. Just knowing the managers are having to do these 10 year 
plans. We don’t really know that means other than they are looking for ways to cleanup faster.”  

C: “My reaction when talking to other people about it is a weird contradictory opinion of relief and 
anxiety. The relief was finally acknowledging the scale of Hanford’s cleanup. We had a public meeting a 
couple of years ago where we put marks next to which cleanup projects we wanted to get done first. It felt 
like I wanted all of them. That was my friend reaction. Then that was tempered by the anxiety that comes 
with what I fear might be the reactions of such a large number. I am finding this is a similar conversation 
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I have when speaking with the public. Wanting to acknowledge to scale of Hanford and not wanting to 
deal with it. That is a really big challenge in communicating it. I think this is a really important issue and I 
am glad we started the conversation.” 

C: “I see this as a potentially useful document to bring forward to the public which is its purpose. I think 
the question being asked is; is it reflective of a status quo that is about to change radically? I think it’s a 
good tool.”  

C: “I read an article in the newspaper about the shocking numbers but I was happy about it. We know a 
lot of money goes down a rabbit hole with contractors and things never seem to get done. In a way what 
we see is an increase in the need for more funding. There is more and more pressure to get to completion. 
To see the dollar amounts spiking is a hopeful sign that there is someone somewhere evaluating what it 
will take to finish the project. I think it includes things like building a place for long-term storage for the 
contamination that we have onsite. I think it will be interesting to see how the report arrived at these 
numbers and who was involved in making those evaluations.”  

C: “We need to look at how we can bring this to the public and open it up to a bigger discussion. We are 
all players in this very big unfolding process in what Hanford looks like in 100 years. I think the time is 
right to happen now.”  

Next Steps: A request was made to continue the conversation at the next PIC meeting in June. The PIC 
would like the Agencies to come with an idea on how to unfold this topic for the public.  

 

Debrief from Hanford Regional Dialogue 

Jeff Burright, PIC Chair introduced the topic of the Debrief from the Hanford Regional Dialogue (HRD). 
Jeff took time to review the framing questions associated with the topic of discussion.  

Liz reminded attendees that the PIC provided input to the Agencies into the planning of the first Hanford 
Regional Dialogue meeting.  

Jim Lynch, DDFO shared that the PIC put together a white paper which provided input into the Hanford 
Regional Dialogue roughly 3-4 months prior to the event. The public involvement officers took those 
recommendations and worked with management to establish a new format. Susan Hayman, contracted 
facilitator took the lead at reaching out to each stakeholder groups prior to the event. There were roughly 
33 attendees. There was both good participation and questions at the meeting. Attendees had the 
opportunity to break into four different groups. Each group outlined a different topic. Overall, it was very 
well received.  

Committee Member Questions (Q), Responses (R), and Comments (C): 
Note: This section reflects individual questions, comments, and Agency responses. 

C: “The in between time between the topics stretched a little longer than the five minutes that were 
initially allowed and I think that was a good thing. Most of the interesting conversations happened in the 
margins. When you had a couple people lingering who had a few more questions you could get a lot more 
direct attention that way. We felt like that is something that should be preserved.”  
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C: “Feedback was received that we should possibly hold the event on a Saturday. Everyone seemed to 
like the small group dialogue. Also, Ecology recommended participating in the dry run. Overall, we heard 
it was a very positive meeting.”  

C: “My overall impression was that it was a great new way to engage the public. I heard some feedback 
that there were some more defensive responses on some topics. Working on the topics and making them 
more accessible. I think there is room for this to be a longer meeting. It lends itself to a workshop format 
more than a meeting. I think that you would get more engagement and people understanding things a little 
bit better. You are creating spaces where everyone has the chance to say something. You could scale your 
breakout groups to who is in the room. We had a few new members on our staff who attended and they 
were lost. There were too many acronyms. I think we can do better.”  

C: “One of the things I really appreciated was the process before we got to the meeting. We did a really 
good job having a conversation in PIC with the Agencies. The Agencies took our recommendations really 
seriously and I think that felt good. I really appreciated the process.”  

Next Steps: The group determined there is no need to provide a formal letter providing feedback on the 
November Hanford Regional Dialogue meeting at this time.  

 

Planning for the Next Hanford Regional Dialogue 

Jeff Burright, PIC Chair introduced the topic of Planning for the Next Hanford Regional Dialogue. Jeff 
asked the question of will there be a next Hanford Regional Dialogue?  

Jim Lynch, DDFO communicated to the PIC that the current recommendation for approval is to hold the 
next Hanford Regional Dialogue in conjunction with the Hanford Advisory Board meeting in June. The 
tentative recommendation would be to hold the event on June 12, 2019.  

JoLynn Garcia, Federal Coordinator shared she is working on determining the Agency’s management 
team’s availability to attend. The Agency is working hard to hold the meeting when the full HAB is in 
town.   

The PIC used time during the meeting to have a robust discussion and put together a list of 
recommendations for the Agency public involvement officers to take forward for planning of the next 
Hanford Regional Dialogue. 

Committee Member Questions (Q), Responses (R), and Comments (C): 
Note: This section reflects individual questions, comments, and Agency responses. 

Q: “If the next HRD were to happen in June in conjunction with the full Board meeting, does anyone 
have a problem with that?”  

C: “I am not hearing any issues with hosting the next meeting in the Tri-Cities in June.”  

C: “I would like some guidance on whether we do the same breakout sessions or if we do different ones. 
We know historically that when we are home that we typically have the topic of health and safety.”  
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C: “In an ideal world, because so many things happen here, having it in another location would be ideal.”  

C: “Have we thought about instead of planning for one meeting, to plan for a series of meetings. Meetings 
could be held every other week answering one or two questions.” 

C: “That is how we used to do it for years.”  

C: “The thought was brought up to have a call to go through this list and come up with some 
recommendation for preferred topics.”  

C: “I am not comfortable with a few people narrowing this list”  

Q: “Would you prefer this list go to DOE and the Agencies?”  

C: “I will speak for the Agencies. I think we need to take this list and try to provide you some clay to 
work with. Try to identify what some topics would be and categorize some things that would make sense 
to have in the same breakout group. We need to do a little homework on our end to identify some of the 
needs and expectations to ensure they are representative of the public involvement plan we have. A lot of 
the hard work is already done. Now it’s about what we will talk about at the meeting.”  

Next Steps: The Agencies recommended a follow-up call to share where they are at in the planning 
process for the next Hanford Regional Dialogue.  

 

Committee Business 

Jeff Burright, PIC Chair introduced the topic of Committee Business. PIC committee business included 
the following agenda items:  

PIC 3-Month Work Plan 

May: No additional items were added at this time.  

June: Items added include: 

• Hanford Lifecycle Scope, Schedule & Cost Report Discussion  

o 90 minute discussion 

o Agency involvement requested 

o Potential advice  

• Hanford regional Dialogue Discussion 

o Potential advice 

• Debrief of May 15, 2019 Budget Meeting  
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• Environmental Management Site Specific Advisory Board (EM SSAB) Letter & Response from 
Anne White 

• Debrief from EM SSSAB Meeting in Georgia  

• Review TPA Public Involvement Plan (TBD)  

July: No additional items were added at this time.  

Review of PIC input to proposed FY2021 Budget Advice  

Members of the PIC committee had the opportunity to review the PIC input to the proposed FY2021 
budget advice prior to the April Board meeting. Additions discussed for incorporation include:  

• Promoting commentary online and web-based discussions.  

• Improve interaction for remote work.  

• Technological improvements  

Overview of HAB New Member Orientation  

David Bolingbroke, Public-At-Large member provided PIC members an overview of the HAB New 
Member Orientation. David shared there are two power point slide presentations that will be shared with 
the Board at the April Board meeting. David encouraged members to review the presentations in advance 
of the meeting. The issue manager team will be meeting prior to the April Board meeting to work through 
delivery of the presentation. 

Review of Hanford Advisory Board Work Plan 

Jeff Burright, PIC Chair introduced the topic of Review of Hanford Advisory Board Work Plan. Members 
took the opportunity to have an open dialogue regarding topics they would like to see added to the 
FY2020 HAB work plan. Shannon Cram, University of Washington shared that the strategy has been to 
keep topics broad so the group has the opportunity to talk about subtopics within an overarching topic.  

Items recommended by PIC members to add to the FY2020 work plan include the following: 

• Discuss opportunities to review Agency presentations & best practices prior to public meetings  

Items removed from the proposed FY2020 work plan include the following: 

• Redesign of new member orientation  

HAB Member Self Assessments 

Jeff Burright, PIC Chair introduced the topic of HAB Member Self Assessments. This time was used for a 
round table discussion of what members have been up to. What have members done to share information 
about Hanford with the community and/or family and friends? Have members heard from anyone in their 
network that would be helpful to agencies? 
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• Ginger Wireman shared the various outreach activities she has recently participated in. Ginger 
recently traveled to Renton, WA to participate in a communications career activity with students. 
Ginger visited South High School in Union Gap, Chiawana High School in Pasco and has 
attended numerous Rotary Club meetings.  

• Shannon Cram shared that she always teaches about Hanford in her classes to roughly 400 
college students. She also has given guest lectures in her colleague’s classes.  

• David Bolingbroke has given a guest lecture on Hanford. In addition, David has been doing story 
map tutorials for students. While going through how to use the story map program, he shares 
Hanford material in the demonstration process.  

• Jan Catrell did a presentation for a local league of women voters about Hanford. Jan attended a 
meeting in Seattle where she had the opportunity to discuss Hanford. She was able to share her 
role on the Hanford Advisory Board.  

• Shelley Cimon has not had the opportunity to do anything formally. Shelley does speak to people 
wherever she goes about Hanford.  

• Helen Wheatley has not had the opportunity to do anything formally. As Helen is located in 
Olympia, she receives and responds to several questions about energy. 

• Kate Griffith shared that she is new to the Hanford Advisory Board and has not had the 
opportunity to do anything formally.  

• Jim Lynch shared that he been with Hanford for 10.5 years. Jim has been looking at the Hanford 
Stories and channels on YouTube. Jim is working on the Hanford Vapors project.  

• Ken Niles shared he took part in the WIR public meeting in Portland. In addition, he visited West 
View High School in Beaverton, Oregon to speak with students. Ken also had the opportunity to 
speak with students at Linfield College in McMinnville, Oregon.   

• Liz Mattson shared that Hanford Challenge hosted a few comment writing happy hours. The 
purpose of this activity was to create a space where folks could share thoughts on complicated 
topics. In addition, Hanford Challenge has been experimenting with spotlight dinner events based 
on the Jefferson Dinner model.  

• Jeff Burright will be leading a presentation at the Oregon Museum of Science and Industry 
(OMSI) at OMSI after dark. The theme of the night is poisonous world. He will be starting with 
radiation 101 and will be pivoting into Hanford history.  

• Kristen Holmes shared that she lives and breathes Hanford. She has attended several job 
interviews where she has been able to share Hanford.  

• JoLynn Garcia shared that she in an executive leadership program. Quarterly, JoLynn travels to 
Virginia for week-long trainings. During those trainings JoLynn is able to share Hanford and her 
role in public involvement.  
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• Abi Zilar shared that she is new to her role supporting DOE-ORP and is still learning the ropes.  

• Dana Gribble shared her role in the planning of the Hanford Regional Dialogue. In addition, there 
is a local chapter of the Public Relations Society of America forming.  

 

Attachments 

Attachment 1: Tri-Party Agreement Agencies – Public Involvement Calendar 

Attachment 2: EM SSAB Chairs Letter on Community Engagement  

Attachment 3: Response to EM SSAB Recommendation on Community Engagement  

Attachment 4: Hanford Regional Dialogue Meeting Summary  

 

Attendees 

Board Members and Alternates: 

Liz Mattson, Member Shelley Cimon, Member  Tom Galioto, Member  

Jeff Burright, Alternate Gary Garnant, Member  Kate Griffith, Alternate 

Helen Wheatley, Alternate Pam Larsen, Alternate Ken Niles, Member  

Jan Catrell, Member Rebecca Holland, Member  David Bolingbroke, Alternate 

Shannon Cram, Member  
Emmitt Jackson, Member 
(Phone) Dan Solitz, Alternate (Phone)  

Others: 

Jim Lynch, DOE-ORP JoLynn Garcia, DOE-ORP Emy Laija, EPA 

Abigail Zilar, Northwind  Jennifer Colborn, MSA Kris Holmes, DOE-RL 

Jen Copeland, CHPRC Ginger Wireman, Ecology Dana Gribble, MSA 

Paula Call, DOE Jennifer Colborn, MSA Paul Rutland, WRPS 

Maggie Elliot, Tank Farms 
Intern 

Lindsay Strasser, ProSidian Anne Wallenhaupt, ProSidian 

 


