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November 2021 Citizens Advisory Board Meeting  

Agenda 
 
 
 
 
5:30 pm 
Call to order, introductions 
Review of agenda 
 
DOE Comments       
 
Federal Coordinator Comments       
 
Liaison Comments 
 
DOE Presentation : DOE Groundwater Treatment Storyboard      
     
Administrative Issues         

• Fall 2021 EM SSAB Chairs Meeting Recap 
• Fall 2021 EM SSAB Chairs Meeting Products 

o EM SSAB Chairs Charge 1 Chairs Meeting Recommendation 
o EM SSAB Chairs Charge 2 Chairs Meeting Recommendation 
o Chairs Meeting Recommendation : Revise Member Appointment Process 

• Letter on Local Impact of Membership Delays 
• Second Reading of Revised CAB Operating Procedures 

 
Public Comments           
 
Final Comments         

 
Adjourn 
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Background

• In February 2012, the CAB drafted a recommendation, asking DOE to 
promote the groundwater success story as the board felt the story 
wasn’t gaining the attention from the public it deserved. 

• In 2019, the CAB formed a subcommittee to consider communicating 
environmental successes. One topic the subcommittee established was 
the need for multimedia presentations and videos. Particularly videos 
that could be used on social media platforms. 

• Due to COVID-19, the CAB decided to pause further discussions on the 
groundwater success story until the group could meet again in person.
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Outline of Storyboard

• Discovery
When was the contamination discovered and how did it occur?

• Impact on the Community
Why is groundwater contamination important to the community?

• Goals
What is the U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) goal?

− DOE’s goal is to reduce contaminant concentration levels as well as mitigating the spread of 
contamination.

− DOE Testimonial
• Community Testimonial: Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) Member

• Accomplishments
What has DOE accomplished so far in groundwater remediation?

− DOE Testimonial

• Direction for the Future
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Board 1, Discovery

• In the late 1980s groundwater contamination was discovered off DOE 
property during a residential well sampling event
− In 1988 Trichloroethene (TCE), an organic solvent, and technetium-99 (Tc-99), 

a beta-emitting radionuclide, were detected off DOE property in private wells 
north of the Paducah Site

− TCE was found to have leaked into the groundwater from the C-400 area
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Board 2, Impact

• Upon the discovery of groundwater contamination off DOE property in 
1988, DOE conducted multiple site-wide investigations to determine 
the nature and extent of the groundwater contamination 

• DOE immediately provided potentially impacted residences on an 
alternative water supply and initiated construction work to supply 
municipal water

• In the period from 1995 to 1997, DOE began pumping contaminated 
groundwater from the aquifer and treating it to reduce contaminant 
concentration levels as well as mitigating the spread of contamination.
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Board 3, Goals

• DOE Testimonial from David Dollins:
− Discuss optimization and DOE’s goals

• Who is David Dollins?
• How is David a part of the community?
• What is David’s role in treating groundwater contamination?
• This testimonial should be used as a way to connect the community with DOE (i.e., 

who DOE is and the measures taken to reduce contamination) 



www.energy.gov/EM 7

Board 4, Testimonial

• DOE took steps to aid the community and residences potentially 
affected by contaminated groundwater by placing them on alternative 
water supplies
− DOE continues to support municipal water agreements with potentially 

affected residences and business
− Well Sampling & Monitoring 

• CAB Member Testimonial
− Who is this CAB Member?
− How does the community have a voice?
− How has the community seen DOE’s progress?
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Board 5, Accomplishments 

• Since the mid 1990s, DOE has made great progress in remediating groundwater 
contamination

• To date:
− Approximately 4.6 billion gallons of groundwater have been treated. Additionally, the pump 

and treat operation has removed approximately 4,200 gallons of TCE from the groundwater.
− Due to DOE’s efforts, the footprint of the contamination plumes from 2003 to 2020 has shrunk 

by 315 acres. 
− Upon discovery, the level of TCE groundwater contamination off DOE property was as high as 

10,000 ppb in the Northwest Plume and 1,500 ppb in the Northeast Plume (1999). The TCE 
contamination level has been lowered to a high of 336 ppb (a 97 percent reduction) in the 
Northwest Plume and 309 ppb (a 79 percent reduction) in the Northeast Plume. 

− The level of Tc-99 contamination, discovered in groundwater off DOE property, has been 
lowered below the derived EPA maximum concentration level. 

− In recent years DOE has installed numerous monitoring wells, to help in gain a better 
understanding of where the plumes are located and their concentration levels.  
− Currently, DOE has a total of 140 wells monitoring the off-site plumes. 

− DOE Testimonial from Jennifer Woodard:
• Who is Jennifer Woodard?
• How is Jennifer Woodard part of the community?
• What is Jennifer Woodard’s role within DOE?
• Deliver information covered above
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Board 6, Future Direction

• End this slide with an impact statement from Jennifer Woodard
• “Even though we have made great progress reducing groundwater 

contamination, we know that there is more work left to be completed 
to reduce the source and the level of contamination. DOE is committed 
to continuing these ongoing cleanup efforts.”
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CAB Involvement

• This is an opportunity for the CAB to provide input on the flow of the 
story.

• What are ways to improve the storyboard?
• Questions to consider:

• Is the storyboard heading in the right direction?
• Will it be user friendly for the general population? 

• Any additional thoughts, comments, or concerns?
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ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT SITE-SPECIFIC ADVISORY BOARD 
 
 
 
 

Hanford Idaho Nevada Northern New Mexico 
 

Oak Ridge Paducah Portsmouth Savannah River 
 
 
 
 
October XX, 2021 

 
Mr. William “Ike” White 

 Acting Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM) 
 U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) 
 1000 Independence Avenue, SW  
 Washington, DC  20585 
 
Dear Mr. White: 
 
On October XX, 2021, the Chairs and Vice-Chairs of the EM Site-Specific Advisory Board (SSAB) 
passed the following recommendation concerning community engagement at EM sites.  This 
recommendation was subsequently approved by XXXX local boards of the EM SSAB. 
 
Background 

 
The EM SSAB understands that successful completion of the DOE-EM mission must include a 
significant community, public and stakeholder outreach. While DOE-EM has been engaging in public 
outreach from the beginning we believe that the effectiveness can be improved by any of several 
different approaches described in this document taking into consideration the complexity and 
uniqueness of each of the cleanup sites managed by DOE-EM. 

 
Because of the challenges represented by the complexity and variety of sites with correspondingly 
different cleanup schedules, we are presenting a suite of potential activities that can be implemented by 
DOE EM and the SSABs at each of the sites but are applicable to all sites in some form. Individual site-
specific advisory boards are in the perfect position to help develop and recommend implementation 
strategies because of our inherent connections within our respective communities.  Advisory board 
involvement on DOE EM outreach would help by providing advice related to specific targeted areas 
based on feedback from actual communities and individuals who live near or are potentially impacted by 
site activities.  
 
Below are observations from the SSABs developed during public outreach committee meetings. These 
are followed by specific recommendations from this committee. 

 
Observations: 
 Some SSABs feel that the relationship between DOE and their communities is top-notch, while 

others feel that the public stakeholders need greater involvement in the cleanup conversation as 
decisions are being made.  

 SSABs tend to agree that DOE sites are most successful when they host and encourage frank, 
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transparent conversations with the public and regulators regarding the decisions that are being 
made and the challenges they face. These are often difficult and complex topics that the public is 
eager to understand and need to have the opportunity to ask questions and see their concerns 
addressed.  

 Sites are most successful when they get in the “trust zone” with their local and regional 
stakeholders and partners. 

 Frequent sharing of information about cleanup, schedules, and funding with local Chambers of 
Commerce and economic development organizations as well as city and county governments has 
been found to be very advantageous for one SSAB.   

 Public involvement in shaping decisions is important to project success. In order to accomplish this 
overarching goal, several areas of the public involvement relationship could be improved. What is 
legally required is just the start.   

 Public stakeholders appreciate when we see their values reflected in the activities, agreements, and 
products of site managers and regulators. Examples include DOE’s solicitation of board values and 
incorporation of those values in Federal Facility Agreement Public Involvement Plans, soliciting 
and incorporating board input on informational materials and effective public meeting designs. 

 In-depth informational outreach is highly valued by the different SSABs.  
o This can take the form of monthly newsletters for those who can’t attend meetings, to 

virtual meetings that give the public access to SMEs on specific topics of interest, to 
regional in-person “dialogues” that promote a two-way communication between interested 
stakeholders and site managers from both DOE and the regulatory agencies.  

o Access to information digitally and in an approachable format are also highly valued in 
order to reach and inform the widest audience.  

 Beyond virtual access, the ability to take in-person tours is deemed fundamental to the openness 
and transparency the public is seeking. 

 In general, the SSAB boards are interested and willing to consult with DOE on how meetings and 
outreach materials are designed and distributed, and we encourage DOE to make use of this 
resource.  New media such as videos, animations, virtual tours, regular newsletters, and digital 
histories are excellent tools for site outreach and education, and their continued development 
should be supported. 

 Many sites like Paducah have a book on the history of the site. 
o These could be placed in the community, university, and local school libraries, city and 

county offices, tourism, and Chambers of Commerce offices.   
o These could also be presented to state and federal officials, Congressional delegation, state 

legislators and others.  
 Exhibits on the history of the site and cleanup process placed in appropriate locations, such as area 

universities and colleges, city and county offices; public meetings regarding the site and cleanup 
and other appropriate locations. 

 
Recommendation 
We recommend that the individual site managers/designees and their advisory boards work together to 
discuss and determine which activities best suit their circumstances and respond to public needs. The 
detail, depth, and implementation plan should result from this collaborative effort. The following 
thematic areas of improvement were agreed upon by the Chair Public Outreach Committee and are 
offered as recommendations to DOE EM, as well as some specific recommendations within each 
thematic area. Site-by-site recommendations may be found in the attachments to this letter. 
 
1. Develop an optimal design and platform for virtual and hybrid meetings and make the most of virtual 

opportunities. Not only does this allow us to make the most of the change that COVID-19 brought to 
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the world but allows access by members of the public that might not be able to travel to SSAB 
meetings.  

o Utilize social media to quickly disseminate important information to the public, State and 
local governments, and stakeholders.  

2. Maintain efforts for in-person outreach.  
o Make site tours for board members a requisite, and include the public, stakeholder 

groups, and the media whenever possible.  
o Utilize local museums to house displays for preserving site history or virtual museums to 

tell the story of the site using online format that can be accessed at any time. 
3. Outreach should be a mechanism for effective two-way communication between DOE-EM and the 

general public. DOE-EM outreach should seek to increase (1) the general public’s awareness and 
understanding of DOE-EM activities as well as (2) actionable feedback from the general public 
regarding past, current, and future DOE-EM activities.  

o Engage the public early and often. Have interactive conversations with the public that 
allow the public to ask questions and get answers about complex subjects. 

o Share how public input has shaped or influenced cleanup decisions. 
o Ensure open and transparent decision making. 
o Promote success and planning ahead by incorporating and educating the public on strategic 

vision plans that cover at least the next 10 years. 
4. Continue to support and improve informational outreach products to engage the public. 

o Utilize existing digital media outlets (i.e., YouTube channels, papers, blogs, and newsletters) 
to broadcast timely information about current events and upcoming activities at a site. 
[NOTE: Nevada has their own YouTube channel.] 

o Create videos, animations, and diagrams to use at public presentations or posted on 
websites to present engaging content the public would be interested in. 

o Create a listing of historical articles and books relevant to each site that could be accessed 
through each site’s website. Consider providing hyperlinks for the public to view these 
documents. EM sites provide databases or libraries of the technical reports produced for 
EM cleanup actions. The aforementioned historical articles and books would not 
duplicate the EM libraries but rather provide information that is less scientifically 
complex and technical for interested but perhaps less informed members of the public.  

o Messaging regarding the cleanup of environmental impacts from nuclear development 
and research at the sites should be prioritized and increased relative to other, non-cleanup 
messaging.  

5. Continue seeking ways to support and improve the impact of DOE’s Site Specific Advisory Boards 
o Educate/inform the public, stakeholders, local and state officials and other appropriate entities 

on the purpose and responsibilities of the SSAB/CAB Boards in each community, including 
the current leadership and membership, through news releases, speaker presentations, social 
media, newsletters and other communication methods.  When new leadership has been 
selected or new members have joined the Board, also announce the changes using similar 
methods as previously mentioned.  

o When DOE/EM officials visit EM sites, plan an opportunity to visit informally with local 
SSAB / CAB Board members in order to develop a relationship with its membership and to 
show that they are valued. 

6. Facilitate and support cross-site sharing of activities and public outreach resources. 
Outreach efforts should be informed and motivated by relevant professional expertise and 
related quantitative and qualitative metrics. To ensure ongoing progress, outreach efforts should 
be reviewed periodically by recognized experts in the field of government public outreach, and 
the outreach efforts should be adjusted as appropriate.  
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Additional Information 
In preparation for this recommendation, the EM SSAB prepared the following three attachments that it 
believes represents viable activities and opportunities for effective public outreach that EM sites should 
consider in preparing public outreach plans. 
  
 Attachment #1, Outreach Activities for DOE EM, contractor, or SSAB, is a compilation of outreach 

activities that have been used by SSABs with varying degrees of success. This can be used to 
develop approaches at Sites. 

 Attachment #2, Improvement Opportunities, collates public outreach best practices submitted by 
the SSAB chairs at the Spring 2021 Virtual Chairs Meeting. 

 Attachment #3, Charge Responses Compiled, contains the PowerPoint slides provided by each 
SSAB Chair at the Spring 2021 Virtual Chairs Meeting. The slides provide a detailed listing of the 
improvement opportunities offered by each of the SSAB chairs. 
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These observations and recommendations are respectfully submitted by the below signed chairs of the 
respective SSABs. 
 
 

XXXXXXX, Chair XXXXXXX, Chair XXXXXX, Chair 
Hanford Advisory Board Nevada SSAB Oak Ridge SSAB 

 
 

 
 

XXXXXXXX, Chair XXXXXXXX, Chair XXXXXXXX, Chair 

Paducah CAB Savannah River Site CAB Northern New Mexico 
CAB 

 

 
 
XXXXXXX, Chair XXXXXXXXX, Chair 
Portsmouth SSAB Idaho Cleanup Project CAB 

 

 
 
cc: Kelly Snyder, EM-4.32 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
References 

 
1. Attachment #1, Outreach Activities for DOE EM, contractor, or SSAB 
2. Attachment #2, Improvement Opportunities 
3. Attachment #3, Charge Responses Compiled 

 



DRAFT 
 
10 Year Strategic Plan Development: 
 
1) DOE should hold 10 year Strategic Vision public meetings every year, at each site, in order to share 
the next iteration of programmatic goals, including discussions of successes, roadblocks, course 
changes, new scopes of cleanup and recognition of potential uncertainties. Public tutorial meetings 
should be held two weeks in advance of the beginning of any formal Public Comment period in order 
to build a common knowledge base. 
 
2) EM Sites have the commonality of specific, near-term, three to five year, plans. These specific site 
plans should all trigger public involvement campaigns, outlining yearly updates on their next 
respective, goals. Site near-term plans should be aligned with 10 year Strategic Plan goals such that 
near-term plans can be used iteratively to benchmark programmatic progress. 
 
3) Regarding the Strategic Vision, in addition to reducing jargon and allowing for a quicker means of 
identifying or getting to information pertinent to a specific site, the document needs a better 
explanation of how the priorities are established.  What criteria are used with regard to public health, 
environmental risks, local economies, cost to complete, land transfers, etc.?  Not details for each site, 
but an overall explanation of the process.  This might help people understand why some sites have 
larger budgets or seem to be more active.  Local SSABs are probably knowledgeable about planning 
for their sites, but each board should have some education on national priorities. 
 
 
Communication: 
 
1) DOE should put forth a concerted effort to define terminology so that FACA Boards and the public 
understand what is being considered and asked for, from them, within the decision matrix to be 
discussed. DOE needs to clearly communicate the boundaries of what is being considered. 
Additionally, DOE should articulate, in what manner, public policy advice can be successfully received 
by DOE-EM in order to see it incorporated into DOE’s pending decisions. Lastly, DOE must convey 
how they will respond to public comments. 
 
2) Utilize the strength of the SSAB Board’s experiences and longevity by having them help to facilitate 
public meeting design, timing and locations. DOE-EM SSABs are now long-standing. They are formed 
from broad representation of the communities they represent and as such have the ability to help DOE 
regionalize presentations. 
 
3) Evaluation of SSAB effectiveness should be based on several factors.  This should include develop-
ment of, but not limited to, guidance on when and what types of recommendations are needed.  Alt-
hough less objective, evaluative assessments from community stakeholders, DOE, DOE contractors, 
regulatory personnel and the SSAB’s themselves should be incorporated. 
 
4) Activities at some sites are long term and have reached the stage where little change is seen during 
the tenure of a typical SSAB member.  Hence, the need for major decisions and recommendations is 
less or non-existent.  Maintaining SSAB member interest is difficult.  In this situation, DOE should 
consider ways to involve the SSABs in less consequential decisions and public outreach.  DOE should 



also consider what types of education might provide a better background for recommendations, deci-
sions, community outreach that will occur in the future. 

5) Written communication produced by DOE and the SSABs that is intended for the general public 
should be reviewed by site Public Affairs to verify that the use of jargon or uncommon terminology is 
understandable to a non-technical audience. 
 
 
Public Involvement: 
 
1) DOE should embrace the tenet that institutional knowledge and transparency in all aspects of the 
cleanup program is an essential component of building informed, useful and supportive public policy 
advice from the SSAB Boards, Tribes and the public. By engaging the public early and often, DOE can 
utilize the SSAB Boards and their operating structures such that they help prepare future generations of 
Board members and the public for informed engagement. 
 
2) DOE should support STEM program development for local schools and colleges with curriculum 
development. Efforts should include supporting development of trained people for trade-focused 
careers. 
 
3) DOE should actively provide opportunities for informational engagement and coordinate with the 
EM SSAB meeting schedule to the extent possible.  
 
4) DOE should hold public tutorial meetings in order to share DOE interactions with regulatory bodies 
and formally convened scientific panels. Building a collective, scientific basis for remediation pathway 
development that incorporates informed public policy recommendations should be the goal. 
 
5) SSAB membership should be consistent in reflecting community educational levels, proximity, ra-
cial and cultural diversity, and income levels.  An exact mirror of the community is not necessarily 
beneficial.  Interest and commitment are most important.  Including actual stakeholders affected by 
public health or environmental risks or community economic and political factors is more important 
than simply looking at the community demographics.  Also, having people that can contribute to SSAB 
decisions because of experience, education, and connections in the community is important.  One crite-
rion that should be emphasized is a member’s willingness and ability to communicate with the general 
public. 
 
6) Introductory training for new board members appears to be inconsistent.  Site tours and in-person 
instruction should be required.  These should be supplemented by online or other virtual resources.  In 
addition to DOE and/or contractor personnel, current SSAB members should be involved in the tours 
and training.  Introductory training can be spread out over time, but should be separate from SSAB 
meetings.  A more formal schedule of when new SSAB members are added should be established to 
allow for a better introductory training schedule and to reduce the need for continual repetition of infor-
mation that has already been addressed by longer term SSAB members. 
 
7) Because of COVID, virtual meetings have become routine.  Although these meetings allow for 
participation of people geographically distant or with health issues, they are not as effective regarding 
communication within and between SSAB, DOE, regulatory personnel, DOE contractors, and the 
general public.  Virtual meetings allow for a lessened commitment among participants.  SSAB in-
person meetings should be prioritized, with hybrid meetings as needed.   



 
Risk Communication: 
 
1) DOE should address the Boards and the public on how risk assessments affect prioritization and 
decision making.  
 
2) Training should be provided to Board members on communications surrounding high-profile or 
sensitive issues. 
 
 
 
 



RECOMMENDATION TO REVISE THE MEMBER APPOINTMENT PROCESS 
 
 
Background 
 
The work of the DOE-EM Site-Specific Advisory Board (EM SSAB) is in support of Department of 
Energy (DOE) programmatic missions focused on environmental cleanup of post-war nuclear and 
chemical contamination. At each of our respective sites, that work has been substantially and adversely 
impacted over the course of the past few years, in part, because of the length of time it is now taking to 
get appointment letters approved for individual Board members to participate. It has hamstrung Board 
abilities, at each site, to fulfill DOE goals for development and incorporation of public policy advice 
concerning the nature of cleanup and many other issues. For example, often potential members apply and 
later withdraw their applications due to extended delays in the appointment process. Boards have had to 
delay providing advice or recommendations due to a lack of membership, coupled with the loss of Board 
or Committee chair leadership while they wait for appointment approval. Reduced Board membership has 
also limited the development of institutional knowledge, so necessary at sites whose cleanup missions 
will extend decades into the future. In some cases, experienced and informed members are handicapped 
by a year or longer gap between their terms because they lack the special and immediate access to 
information on emerging issues that active members receive. More significantly, the extended approval 
process, which has often resulted in depleted Board rosters, has reduced Board legitimacy, and eroded 
public confidence in the DOE, including attracting complaints from community organizations and 
negative media coverage.  
 
Examples of negative impacts specific to each site are attached to this recommendation. 
 
Recommendation 
 
The EM Site-Specific Advisory Board (EM SSAB) believes that the Department of Energy (DOE) should 
substantially revise the membership approval process to ensure that the continuity of Board and 
Committee activities is protected and remains intact such that there is no disruption of stakeholder 
involvement and input as per each Board’s respective chartering agreements and operating rules.  
 
While the larger effort to comprehensively revise the SSAB membership approval process is pursued by 
the Designated Federal Officer for the EM SSAB and in order to further enable stakeholder participation 
at their respective sites during this endeavor, the EM SSAB recommends:   
 

1. The membership review and approval process should include all reasonable activities necessary 
to prevent lapsed memberships. A lapsed membership is defined as: a membership held by a 
member in good standing whose term has expired but has not reached the six-year limit. 

2. The site manager should be empowered to temporarily extend the terms of lapsed members in 
good standing or to temporarily appoint other qualified members to replace lapsed members until 
a new membership package is approved.1  

3. The DOE should publish the review and appointment process and then take feedback from the 
public and EM SSAB members. The published information should identify which elements are 
required by the Federal Advisory Committee Act, the General Services Administration, and the 
EM SSAB charter, and which elements are internal to the DOE, as well as where those DOE 
policies and procedures can be found.  

 
 

1 For a related authority see the DOE EM SSAB Policies and Procedures Desk Reference (June 2013), Section III.C 
on “Delegated Authority to the Field for Member Appointments.” 
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PADUCAH GASEOUS DIFFUSION PLANT 

CITIZENS ADVISORY BOARD 

MINUTES OF THE THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 18, 2021, CAB MEETING • 5:30 P.M. 
  

  

Location:  Emerging Technology Building, WKCTC, Paducah, Kentucky 
  

Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) Members Present: Don Barger (Teams), Phillip 
Brown, Victoria Caldwell, Celeste Emerson, Fran Johnson, Michael Kemp, William 
Murphy, Patrick White, Judy Clayton 
 
Proposed Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) Members Present: William Robert 
Clark, Elizabeth Wilson (Teams) 
 
CAB Members Absent: Eric Butterbaugh, Clinton Combs, Blake Summarell, Shay 
Morgan 
 
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and Contractors: Jennifer Woodard, Buz Smith, 
Ryan Anderson, DOE; Hayly Wiggins, Jim Ethridge, EHI Consultants (EHI) 

 
Liaisons: Jessica Vasseur, Four Rivers Nuclear Partnership (Teams); Brian Begley 
(Teams), Brian Lainhart (Teams), Christopher Travis (Teams), Commonwealth of 
Kentucky Energy and Environment Cabinet. 

    
Facilitator:  Eric Roberts, EHI  
  
Public: Watched on YouTube 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

       Approved by Don Barger, Board Chair 

 

 

                          

 

Don Barger 



 11.18.21 

         BOARD MINUTES 

PAGE | 2 

Chartered as an EM Site Specific Advisory Board under the Federal Advisory Committee Act 

 
 

 

 

Call to Order: 
 
Roberts:  
Welcome to the CAB meeting this evening.   
 
Johnson: I would like to call the meeting to order.  Welcome to the CAB meeting and 
thank you for taking time from your busy schedules tonight.  
 
Attendees introduced themselves.   
    
Review of Agenda 
  
DOE comments provided by Jennifer Woodard, DOE PPPO Paducah Site Lead:   
 

• C-400 sampling, remedial investigation is ongoing, field sampling to be 
completed in December of 2021 

• C-333 deactivation continues-cleaning out areas and removing 
converters 

• 537 Switchyard dismantling has begun, pulled out some large pieces of 
aluminum and copper that has been turned over to PACRO. Finished 
taking out another 65 acres in the southeastern corner of the plant, 
starting to take out another 110 acres in the southwestern corner of the 
plant which will take place over the Winter.  

• Jennifer announced that she will be taking a 4 month temporary 
assignment at headquarters for Dae Chung, EM5, so she will not be the 
site lead from 12/19/2021 – 4/18/2022.  She will continue as DDFO for 
Paducah.  No word on who the new lead would be in her absence at this 
time.  
 

 
Question/Comment: Answer: 
Murphy: When you take an area out do 
you have to refence it or just mark it in 
some way? 
 

Woodard: We are leaving the old fence 
and putting in new limited area fencing.    

Murphy: You will not be moving to 
Washington DC for the position? 
 

Woodard: No, this is a remote position, 
so you will still see me out and about in 
town. 

 
 
 
Federal Project Coordinator comments provided by Buz Smith:  

• Thanks for everyone for being here tonight 
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Liaison Comments:  

1. Division of Waste Management – Brian Begley 

Kudos to the C-400 team in the field.  112 planned soil borings 120 feet 

deep, 18 new monitoring wells, 2 Piezometer in the building, 22 

contingency borings, gamma walkover surveys.  Well-run operations in 

the field.  Covid has not slowed us down. 

 
Question/Comment: Answer: 
Murphy: Does anything jump out from 
the data so far?   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Eric: You mentioned that you have about 
a 90-day time frame before you are 
notified of the results of the testing.  Are 

Begley: The data has been trickling in.  It 
takes the lab time to analyze it and then 
it goes through quality control protocols.  
The actual data can take 60 – 90 days 
from collection to my desk.  We have 
used the data we have collected to locate 
the 22 contingency borings. As far as 
things jumping out, I don’t think the 
contamination under the building was as 
large as some were thinking before this 
project.  There are large areas of TCE 
under the building and there were a 
couple of places where T-99 was 
elevated.  This is not a surprise based on 
the groundwater plumes traced back to 
the C-400 building.  The laboratory has 
to dilute the samples due to the high 
concentrations of TCE and T-99.  This 
dilution means you don’t get detections 
for other chemicals.  We feel very 
confident that we have delineated the 
highest concentration areas.  We feel like 
we have enough information to move on 
to the next stage, which is the feasibility 
study, which will determine which 
actions we’ll take.  
 
Begley: There is no warning system, but 
the contractors can ask for expedited 
turn arounds.  Contractors can see 
preliminary data and can recommend 
locations for the contingency borings.  
They can use a draft of the concentration 
levels prior to full validation.  
 
Woodard: The normal process is to pull 
a sample and it has a 90 turn around, we 
can do a 21 and a 7 day turn around.  



 11.18.21 

         BOARD MINUTES 

PAGE | 4 

Chartered as an EM Site Specific Advisory Board under the Federal Advisory Committee Act 

 
 

 

 

you ever notified early if anything ever 
pops up unexpectedly?  Is there any 
warning system to alert you ahead of the 
90-day time frame? 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Brown: You said you did not discover 

anything unexpected.  So, you were 

expecting to find uranium? 

Data Validation is normally 45 days. We 
did not see any chemicals beyond what 
was expected.  There were some areas 
that were higher than expected and 
some others were lower than expected.   
 
Begley: Correct, we did not see any 
chemicals that were unexpected. 
Because these samples are diluted, there 
really is no way to see any other 
chemicals in the samples.  
 
 
 
Woodard: I can’t speak to the levels of 
uranium, but I do know that they did see 
uranium in the soil.  I don’t know if they 
saw it in the groundwater, but they did 
see it in the soil. 

 
 
DOE presentation provided by Buz Smith: DOE Groundwater Treatment 

Storyboard 

• First, I am going to show you a great video that FRNP did along with the 

middle school and this has a good feel that we are looking for with our 

product.   

• The Storyboard is divided into sections, Discovery, Goals, Testimonial from 

CAB member as local SME, Accomplishments and Directions for the Future 

 

 

Question/Comment: Answer: 
  
Kemp: What is the intended audience for 
this product?   
 
 

Kemp: I like the idea of it and the soft 
video, but can we go back to the slide 
about the sources.  One thing I think we 
should be careful about is the outside 
audience not having any idea what C-400 
is.  Maybe call it the equipment 
maintenance building or something more 
generic.  Also, when talking about TCE, 
say that it was commonly used at the 
time as an industrial degreaser as the 

Smith: This can be played on You Tube, 
on Facebook, in a classroom or any way 
to get it to the public. 
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chemical name can be confusing.  Next,  
when showing the accomplishments, it 
can be hard to explain the amount of 
contaminates cleaned up is out of how 
much.  Could that be added? Or even, how 
large was the original plume?   Another 
concern is that no one knows what some 
of the chemical specific jargon, such as 
ppb.  Could we instead just use the 
percentages decontaminated?  I just want 
to make sure that when the DOE puts this 
out, it comes across in language that is 
understandable.  What is the EPA 
concentration level?  I know, but the 
public might not.  Instead, say it is 
drinking water standard.   
 
Murphy: Your average watcher might 
not understand “plume” and how it 
figures in the ground.  You need to be 
careful about the terminology to make it 
easier to understand from a laypersons 
level.  On the contaminates, just say what 
they do as in health implications.  If you 
say radionuclides some people might 
thing it could mean you have 3 eyes or 
glow in the dark.  Maybe just say cancer 
causing agent instead? 
 
Caldwell: Back on the set-up slide, it says 
that “it was discovered Off property”.  
Was that a proactive sampling, was that a 
reactive sampling?  How close is it to DOE 
property?  I feel like this is something 
that a general person would be asking.  
It’s a big difference if it is 100 yards from 
the site or if it’s 5 miles.  Did someone 
complain so the sample was taken 
reactively?  
 
Brown: I like where you are headed with 
this.  I think Mike has some great 
questions, along with Victoria.  I live in 
Carlisle County.  Does that aquifer go all 
the way to Carlisle, or not?  That is the 
beginning of understanding ground 

 
 
 
 
 
Buz: Perhaps overlaying a map of the 
area could help with defining the 
plumes.   Very good feedback. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Smith: I don’t know the answer to that, I 
know the sample was discovered not far 
from the property. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Smith: Do you think showing a map of 
the area would be helpful?  I think you 
are talking about your audience.  Will 
middle school kids get this?  They don’t 
have any idea where the plant is or how 
it is even related to Western Kentucky.  
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water and Victoria hit on it.  Should folks 
in Graves County be concerned?  How 
does this relate to all the other water 
supplies.  I have a well.  Can this get over 
to Carlisle County?  Can it get to Cairo?  
Where is that aquifer heading? 
 
Kemp: Was this all part of the original 
plumes?  You know where the 
boundaries are? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Kemp: 2003 is the one you hang your hat 
on.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

We may even have to have 2 levels with 
this video.  One for an adult audience and 
one for school kids. 
 
 
 
 
Woodard: No, we are going to be 
cautious about that.  You have to 
understand that when we found the 
plumes, we had very few monitoring 
wells, so there is a lot of room for 
interpolation.  One of the reasons the 
plume got more defined throughout the 
years is because we kept adding 
monitoring wells.  We don’t want to 
misrepresent and that’s where it gets 
hard for us.  If you show the worse case, 
it does look bad, but some of that is due 
to lack of accuracy.  We tend to go with 
the 2003 data instead of 1998.  We put in 
more wells to better define it.   
 
Begley: one more caveat with these 
maps, what you are looking at is based 
off of data from monitoring wells.  So the 
closer you are to the facility, the more 
monitoring wells you tend to have. As 
you go away from the facility, the less 
monitoring wells you have.  But there 
was an effort with some stimulus money  
back 10+ years ago, and they put 
monitoring wells across these plumes 
and that’s how we are more sure how far 
they extend to the east and west.  The 
yellow color signifies the mcl which is 
the drinking water standard, the 
maximum contaminate level and that 
represents 5 parts per billion.  There 
could still be lower levels than that seen 
in monitoring wells that do not show up 
on the maps, but from a regulatory 
perspective that mcl is there as a 
precaution.    So everywhere you see the 
yellow, those boundaries assure that no 
one is drinking that water.  Everyone 
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Clayton: Strangely enough, today, we had 
a gentleman in our home and he asked 
about whether his well could be 
contaminated.  He lives on the southside 
of 62 off of Fisher Road.  So, I tried to 
explain to him the geology to him, how 
the water flowed north to the river and 
he didn’t have anything to be concerned 
about.  And if he did, I was between him 
and the plant.  So, I wonder, if on that first 
bullet, could you say “upon the discovery 
of ground water contamination NORTH  
of  DOE property?  It also needs to be 
explained that this does not cover 
counties.  It is limited to a small corner of 
McCracken County. 
 

White: So, are you going to use the map 
of 2003 at all?  So using the map, are you 
going to indicate north.  That should 
answer the question of what counties are 
involved.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Brown: So, these wells are 150 feet in the 
ground, but what happens to all that 
surface water that goes into our rivers.  
Has DOE ammunition in their gun to say 
we have samples our river.  So we don’t 
know what’s happening in Cairo.  There 
aren’t many uranium enrichment plants 

might not be aware of exactly where the 
site is in relation to downtown Paducah, 
people know that there are homes 
between the river and the plant.  You do 
not want to cause unnecessary concern 
for people.  It is a daunting task to 
explain the science, but it is a 
worthwhile one as well. 
 
Woodard: I actually already wrote that 
down, I agree. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Smith: We do plan on using it.  We think 
that is the best baseline map. 
Woodard: When we present the maps 
normally, they have a north direction 
and have the river in the picture at the 
very top.  We will make sure whatever 
map we use is easily understood. 
 
Smith: We could lay this map over an 
ariel map of the site and then we could 
bring it up so you can see the river, 
metropolis and even Cairo. 
 
Woodard: No, we do not sample the 
Ohio River because if you sample the 
Ohio River, you have no idea whose 
contamination you are sampling.  Now, 
do we sample our creeks and surface 
water, yes, and Kentucky samples 
surface water since we started the 
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between here and Cairo.  If I were a 
fisherman, I would remember the 
mercury scare from several years ago.   
We just don’t want you to have a deer in 
the headlights if some kid asks you 
questions about downriver.  
 
Roberts: Phil, you brought up some good 
points, as always, but as we started this 
discussion several years ago, the startup 
of the discussion was that we would like 
to see some videos in a series with the 
groundwater being the first, but surface 
water might be one that we could easily 
do a 2-3 minute video on in the future. 
 
Brown:  One thing you might think about 
is giving a presentation like this to a live 
audience.  A different spectrum of people, 
all types, before you put it online.  Online 
there won’t be questions and answers, 
just interpretation.  And so, I think if you 
gave it to a live audience, you could get 
their problems with it and be prepared 
for them.  Like a Beta testing in front of 
live people. 
 
Barger:  In board 1, You talk about the 
late 1980s at a well sampling event.  Had 
you been sampling prior to 1980 
anyplace, and what precipitated this well 
sampling event?  And why, at this time, 
and not earlier?  Or prior to 1989 no TCE 
had been discovered off property? 
 
Roberts: If they look for a video that 
meets the tenor of the sample shown, 
that addresses the concerns you have 
raised, is that getting closer to what you 
are wanting to see?  Buz, how do you 
want to go forward from here? 
 
Brown: I don’t know when the first well 
was put in, but I don’t know if the 
monitoring was the result of a complaint 
or not. 

environmental monitoring program, but 
we don’t sample the river.  You also have 
to admit that there is fallout all over the 
nation, even where there is not a plant.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Woodard: Like a test audience? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Smith: I don’t know the answer to that.  I 
thought that was a routine thing.  That is 
a good point, thank you, we will look into 
that. 
 
I think what we’ll do is take this 
information and this gives us enough o 
incorporate these comments and work 
on creating the final product. 
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Clayton: I actually do know. I can give 
you the name of the individual, if you 
need it.  His coffee tasted funny and he 
requested the well be tested and they 
went and shut it down. 
 
Brown:  One other thought, I suggest if 
you do something for a school kids 
audience, get a middle school science 
teacher who can review it for you and 
have an understanding of what the kids 
would understand. 
 
 
 
 
Murphy: Some will say it’s too 
complicated and some will say it’s too 
simple. 
 
Roberts: Some folks ask what the benefit 
is of this Board.  And this is it, at some 
point we will have this amazing video 
rolled out  and we can jointly hold our 
hands and say we did this together.  It 
doesn’t do us any good to create a video 
that people skip over.  We have you, 
subject matter experts who are also 
neighbors of the folks who will be 
watching it, to make it better for our 
audience to educate and really make a 
difference. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Woodard: Do you kind of see the 
struggle we have with your comment of 
how to make it high enough level and 
short enough to not lose the attention, 
but yet enough information to make it 
worthwhile.  Too many of us are 
engineers and needed the input from 
non-engineers to see what needs more 
clarification.  Finding that blend is hard.  
I do like the idea of 2 versions.  
 
 

 
 
Administrative Issues:  
 
Fall 2021 EM SSAB Chairs meeting Recap 
 
Johnson: Don and I attended the meeting, virtually.  We had participants from all the 
boards across the United States.  Todd Shrader, who is currently serving as Principal 
Deputy Assistant Secretary (PDAS) in the Office of Environmental Management was 
one of the guest speakers.  He reviewed some of the past year’s accomplishments of 
the sites and future challenges including the impact of Covid and the new work 
environment as the result of it.  Plus, the challenge of many of the workers retiring 
now, so they have to be looking at future employees and workers.  One of the major 
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priorities he mentioned was increased outreach int the communities to help them 
transition from the original purpose to the end stage.  We also had Mark Gilbertson, 
Associate Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary For Regulatory and Policy Affairs, 
and he discussed the need for transparency in the communities, the impact of 
climate change on DOE sites, safety and job opportunities for workers and the 
challenge of hybrid meetings.  We also had Kelly Snyder, Deputy Designated Federal 
Officer for the EM Site-Specific Advisory Boards who reviewed the lengthy process 
for an individual who is applying to be a member of the Board and she explained to 
us why it takes so long.  In that conversation she said the process includes about 12 
additional reviewers, not just the EM, but also from other agencies, including the 
White House.  Would anyone else like to comment on these meetings? 
 
Barger: If you have not been able to attend a national Chairs Meetings, try to attend, 
you will be amazed at what takes place at a higher level than our own meetings.  
What impressed me was our CAB’s and its relationship with all the people working 
at the Gaseous Diffusion Plant.  I wish there was a magic formula we could pass on 
to other Boards so they could also do that. 
 
Johnson:  The facilitator for this meeting was our own Eric Roberts.  He does an 
excellent job and we are very lucky to have him with us.  Anyone else have any 
feedback? 
 
Roberts:  All the presentations given are available on the EM SSAB which will pull 
up the DOE website and on the side bar it will pull up the Chair meeting and you can 
see them.   Both days meetings are on You Tube as well.  Go to You tube and go to 
EM SSAB HQ and you can watch the entire meeting the excellent discussions that 
went along with them. 
 
 

Charge #1 – White Paper on Public Outreach Efforts: 
Johnson: This is a committee I served on and we were charged with different ways 
to come up with outreach practices to use as a guide to augment existing programs  
and increase engagement in the future.  The recommendations suggested are 

1) Develop an optimal design and platform for virtual meetings to make the 
most of virtual opportunities 

2) Maintain efforts for in person outreach  
3) Create effective mechanism for 2-way communication between DOE and the 

general public 
4) Support and improve outreach products to engage the public 
5) Continue seeking ways to improve the DOE SSAB 
6) Facilitate and support cross site outreach and sharing of ideas 

 
Question/Comment: Answer: 
Roberts: Fran mentioned that we broke 
into subcommittees and Paducah’s CAB 
were some of the drivers in these 

Murphy: I move approval as submitted 
 
Smith: Second 
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subcommittees and we are really proud 
of that. 
 

 

Alright, we will take this recommendation 

and contact headquarters. 

 
Fran: All in favor of approving this 
recommendation signify by saying “Aye”.    
Any opposed?   
 
All present both in person and virtually 
voted Aye, motion passed unanimously 
9-0-0 
 
 
 

 

Charge #2- White Paper on DOE 10 Year Strategic Vision: 
Murphy: Our recommendations were more of a list of things to do.  We talked about 
communication and recommendations.  It is a list of ways that all SSABs can be more 
efficient.  
 
I don’t think anyone on the committee had actually been at the last Chairs meeting, 
so we really didn’t have any idea what the charge meant. 

Question/Comment: Answer: 
Clayton: One #1, it says make the most of 
virtual opportunities and on #7 it says 
that SSAB in person meetings should be 
prioritized. Do we have a conflict? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Roberts: Yes, we were answering two 
different questions.   
 
Murphy: First what we were saying is 
that in a world of virtual meetings, we 
want to make them as useful as possible, 
but at the same time, strongly encourage 
people to start having in person 
meetings again.   Each CAB will have it’s 
own set up, it’s own meeting type and 
the geographical separation, so we were 
trying to compromise so that each CAB 
still had it’s own situational guidelines.  
There are some CABs where people have 
to travel half a state to get to the 
meetings so they had better attendance 
at virtual meetings that in person.  So 
our recommendations were vague so we 
can allow for different considerations to 
be met. 
 
Roberts: The first recommendation is 
that there are difficulties with virtual 
meetings, so find the BEST way to have 
them with the most people involvement 
and the second recommendation is to 
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Barger: Are these documents in the right 
format to send them forward as a 
recommendation? 

get back to in person meetings.  It feels 
conflicting, but it really is not. 
The text of both recommendations are 
fine, they will be sent out on letterhead 
and have signature lines as they should 
be.  
 
Murphy: I move approval of the 
document submitted 
 
Caldwell: I’ll second 
 
Johnson: All in favor of approving this 
recommendation signify by saying “Aye”.    
Any opposition?   
 
All present both in person and virtually 
voted Aye, motion passed unanimously 
9-0-0 
 
 
 

Charge #3: Revise member appointment Process  

This has been a real problem for many CABs, some of them couldn’t even have a 

quorum due to delays in the approval process for new members.   

 
1. The membership review and approval process should include all reasonable activities 

necessary to prevent lapsed memberships. A lapsed membership is defined as: a 

membership held by a member in good standing whose term has expired but has not 

reached the six-year limit. 

2. The site manager should be empowered to temporarily extend the terms of lapsed 

members in good standing or to temporarily appoint other qualified members to replace 

lapsed members until a new membership package is approved.1  

3. The DOE should publish the review and appointment process and then take feedback 

from the public and EM SSAB members. The published information should identify 

which elements are required by the Federal Advisory Committee Act, the General 

Services Administration, and the EM SSAB charter, and which elements are internal to 

the DOE, as well as where those DOE policies and procedures can be found.  

 

 

Question/Comment: Answer: 
 
 
 
 

Roberts: Does everyone understand 
what they are saying in that?  The way 
we are currently set up is that you serve 
a 2-year term, when your term ends, 

 
1 For a related authority see the DOE EM SSAB Policies and Procedures Desk Reference (June 2013), 

Section III.C on “Delegated Authority to the Field for Member Appointments.” 
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White: When you are talking about the 
DOE, are you talking about the part here 
or in Washington?   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
That can take months, correct? 
 
 
 
 
Clayton: About halfway down it says 
“examples of negative effects are 
attached to this recommendation”. Where 
are they? 
 
 

ideally, we ask you if you would like to 
renew your membership.  Previously Jim 
would have sent you an application and 
there would have been a gap period 
between your term date and your new 
application approval date and you are 
kind of with us, but not with us. What 
they are asking for in simple terms is if 
you are in good standing and wanting to 
be renewed, they want to give Jennifer 
the power to renew you on her word 
while we wait for the paperwork. 
#2 if your membership has expired and 
you will no longer be with us and the 
new membership package has not been 
approved yet, asking that Jennifer can 
say, as DDFO, that they could start 
attending meetings. 
They are asking DDFO short term 
authority to appoint or reappoint 
temporary members over the lapse. 
 
This is the DOE in Washington.  When 
you signed up to be on the board, we 
collect your application, give them to 
Buz and Jennifer, they agree and send it 
to headquarters and you serve at the 
pleasure of William “Ike” White.  Once 
Jennifer gives the thumbs up and it goes 
to Washington, DC and they weigh in on 
it.  It goes to the DOE, White House 
liaison.   
 
 
Woodard: That is the point, this way I 
could appoint and simplify the process.  
Right now, I can’t, we just wait and wait. 
 
 
Roberts: So, those are being drafted by 
each site.  Bill is working on those for us.  
We talked about it at our last meeting.  
As soon as they are in, I will send them 
out to you. 
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I just don’t think we need to make a 
statement until we have those. 
 
White: What is the time frame to get this 
submitted?  Is there one? 
 
 
 
 
 
Are we going to submit all of these 
together or separately? 

 
 
Roberts: They would like them sooner 
rather than later, if you would like we 
can take this up after the first of the 
year.  So, it is strictly up to you. 
We can vote up or down or choose to 
wait. 
There are 8 boards across the country, 
this would give Kelly and Jennifer to 
fight with the folks above them to ask for 
this authority. 
Portsmouth is caught up in this, they 
might not have another Board meeting 
for 4 months while they wait on new 
member packets to be approved. 
 
 
Murphy: I move approval of the member 
appointment process as submitted 
 
Unknown male voice: second 
 
Johnson: All in favor of approving this 
recommendation signify by saying “Aye”.    
Any opposition?   
 
All present both in person and virtually 
voted Aye, motion passed unanimously 
9-0-0 
 

 

Second Reading of Revised Operating Procedures: 

 
Question/Comment: Answer: 
Roberts: The operating procedures are 
meant to empower you to do work, not 
be a limiting document that creates a 
process that makes it harder to do your 
work.  We tried to clear out some of the 
wording that made things harder so you 
could get things done.  This has gone 
through headquarters and been 
reviewed.  After this, the second reading, 
this can be voted on.   
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Barger: The important part for us to 
remember is that it is a working 
document, and within it are methods to 
make changes, if after a year, we come 
across something that isn’t working.  
Sometimes language changes, like 
diversity.  Some CABs were all male and 
when 2 females were added, they were 
diverse, but we know in 2021, that is not 
what diversity means.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Johnson: Do we have a motion to accept 
the Operating Procedures as edited? 
 
Murphy: So moved 
 
Johnson: Is there a second? 
 
Clayton: second 
 
Barger: If we edit it, does this become 
the first reading? 
 
 
Johnson: All in favor of approving this 
recommendation signify by saying “Aye”.    
Any opposed?   
 
All present both in person and virtually 
voted Aye, motion passed unanimously 
9-0-0 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Murphy: One comment, on page 4, under 
item B Vacancies, “As soon as a vacancy 
exists…” it seems to me that as we talked 
about the nomination process, we 
discussed sending it once a year.  Can 
that wording be changed to “When” 
rather than “As soon as”? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Roberts: I don’t think so, as long as we 
all realize we are voting on it with he 
edit. 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

Public Comments: 

Public comments will be accepted via email prior to and after the meeting.  

Comments received by no later than 5:00 p.m. CST on Monday, November 15, 2021 
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will be read aloud during the virtual meeting.  Comments will also be accepted after 

the meeting, by no later than 5:00 p.m. CST on Friday, November 25, 2021.  Please 

submit comments to eric@pgdpcab.org. Please put “Public Comment” in the subject 

line. 

 

Johnson: Meeting adjourned 

 

 

 

mailto:eric@pgdpcab.org
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