











The discussion should begin with referencing Table 4-1, which lists all the waste sites (add
NRDWL). The discussion sh. 'd also include desiguat’ =g whick sources are RPP, CPP, TSD,
and dates of operation.

15. Page 4-1, Section 4.2: Cite evidence or references for the recharge not resulting in
significant mobilization of contamination.

16. Page # ” Section 4.2: More discussion is needed in this section (not just referenced in
tables). The discussion should include how many sources could potentially impact groundwater,
how many sources could significantly contribute to groundwater (list in text). Also, the gamma
logging referenced in the 200 East Groundwater AAMSR should be discussed. What does the
RCRA monitoring for each TSD indicate as to past, and present groundwater contamination?
What is the status of monitoring at each of these TSDs?

17. Page 4-2, Section 4.2: What does the last sentence in the first paragraph refer to?

18. Page 4-2, Second Bullet: Historical detections (which are currently below levels of concern)
are still important data, because these situations may indicate areas where contamination has
moved past wells and has not yet reached others wells. Please examine this situation to see if it is
currently accounted for in the data screening. Ifit is not accounted for by the past methodology,
please incorporate. ‘

19. Page 4-3, Second Paragraph: What is the source and reference for the site background
levels? Include a small description of size of data set and the methodology used in determining
the background levels.

20. Page 4-3, and Page 4-4: For the wells sted as containing arsenic, please list locations and
probable association with TS (s) or other source units.

21. Page 4-4, Eighth Paragraph: The first sentence is incorrect. Three of the wells are located
near Cribs 216-A-37-1 and 2. It is possil :these cnibs contributed to the arsenic in the
groundwater. Other wells are locat¢ near otl s) or source units |1 may be ated
arsenic concentrations. Please elaborate.

22. Page 4-4, Ninth Paragraph; What do the RCRA monitoring reports indicate for the various
TSD(s)? Please reference their conclusions and impacts. This data should be used more
throughout this section and referenced.

The arsenic levels are not consistent throughout the 200 East Area or the 200-PO-1 operable unit
area. If this were true, why would only a few wells be listed here? In fact, some wells (the ones
listed in the report) show higher concentrations than the majority of others. The other
surrounding wells (not usted i. the report) 1epresent background. How many wells are sampled
for arsenic? Is there any evidence for bimodal distribution indicating both a background level and
a contaminant level? Statistics should be performed on these arsenic concentrations.










A more detailed description of the tritium contamination is needed.
What were the major source units for the tritium contamination?
The size of the plume above MCL should be indicated. Square miles.
Where and what are the highest concentrations?
Mobility discussion.
Trend plots should be developed for the highest areas on the plateau for a few wells.
Reference the tritium document and 200 East Area AAMSR.
A detail description of the various 200,000 + plumes should be described and include:
e high area at river - result of discharges in 19 from __facilities, and what are the
highest concentrations;
e high area east of 200 East - result of discharges in 19__ from __facilities, and what
are the highest concentrations;
e high area beneath the plateau - result of discharges in 19 from __facilities, and what
are the highest concentrations; and
e high area beneath B pond - result of discharges in 19 from __ facilities and what are
the highest concentrations.

When addressing the areas of higher concentration list the contoured concentration. Also, list the
MCL in the text.

Some trend analysis should be performed in some of the wells located in the plateau to look for
continuing sources from the vadose zone.

Explain that modeling will be done in the CMS.
What does the RCRA monitoring reports indicate about tritium and the source units?

"~ How manyv s withinthe ope e it were | for

35. Page 4-7, Section 4.4.8: Within the operable unit, how many wells are sampled for nitrate?
How many were above MCL?

You need to be careful when discussing nitrate at Hanford and comparing to standards such as
MTCA Method B and C levels and MCLs based on NO;-N. I believe your plumes are based on
NO; analyzed as nitrate ion, which means the standard or MCL for nitrate ion is 45 ppm. The
standards for Method B and C are most likely based on NO; as nitrogen and the MCL is 10 ppm,
which is what you have included in your tables, such as Table 4-4. You need to discuss the
differences and discrepancies for what appears in the plume map and what is listed in the tables.

More information on the mobility is needed. More description of nitrate contamination is needed,
not just restricted to concentrations above MCL.

More discussion on sources of the nitrate is needed. What does the RCRA monitoring indicate
about nitrate contamination from TSD?




36. Figure 4-9: Please put a smaller contour interval on this plume map. Recommend using 0.5,
1, 5, and 10.

37. Figure 4-12: A more detailed iodine plume map is in The Hanford Sitewide Groundwater
Remediation Strategy. Please replace this figure. The contour interval should be 1, 5, and 10.

38. Figure 4-16. This map shonld shaw wellz 299-E12.14 2nd F12-15,

39. Figures 4-23 and 4-24: As with the tables and the text, it should be clearly defined what
nitrate we are talking about. The regulatory standards should match the type of measurement of
nitrate. Also, the contour interval should be smaller than the regulatory standard (45 ppm or 10
ppm). Figure 4-24 is unreadable.

40. Table 4-1: Add NDRWL and any other missing source waste sites. Which sites are TSD,
RPP, or CPP?

41. Table 4-2: Show shading as referenced in the footnote. Reference this table and explain
what criteria this table was based on. Also, explain that other sites not designated as potential
have been shown by other means to be groundwater contaminators. Add A-AX and 2101-M
Pond.

42. Pages 4T-4a and 4T-4b, Table 4-4: The values for nitrate as NOs-N need to be related back
to your discussion and plume map in the rest of the Section 4, as well as elsewhere in the
document.

Is "uranium" total uranium? In other words, is it uranium-234, 235, and 238? The MCL listed in
this table for "uranium" is 125 pCi/l and for Z*U is 97 pCi/l. However, in Table 4-5, uranium
MCL screening value is 20 pCu/l.

43. Table 4-5: Cobalt 60 and Cesium 137 are listed as disposed constituents and potential
cantaminants of concern on Tables 4-3 and 4-4, respectively; but are not listed on the Screening
Results Table 4-5. Please add.

44. Page 4T-12, Table 4-12: Is there a reason chromium is not listed in this table? It does have
an Ambient Water-Quality Criteria and is a contaminant of concern.

45. Page 5-1: This Summary and Conclusion Section is inadequate. It neither summarizes nor
offers conclusions. Prio: tu the itwo subsectiois lisied 1n this section, a sumimary of the known
information should be presented and some conclusions put forward. Please summarize at least the
following; ‘
¢ surface sources and total volumes of discharge,
confirmed and suspected groundwater impacting sources,
list of cont iinants of concerns,

extent of plumes (size), and
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