STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

Richland Field Office
3100 Port of Benton Blvd., Richland, WA 99354 e 509-372-7950

June 24, 2025 25-NWP-099

Naomi M. Jaschke, Director

Soil and Groundwater Division
Hanford Field Office

United States Department of Energy
PO Box 550

Richland, Washington 99352

Re: Transmittal of the Department of Ecology’s Review Comment Record for the “Hanford Site
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Quarterly Determination Report for Units in
Groundwater Quality Assessment Programs — January through March 2023, SGW-71457,
Revision 0”

Reference: See page 2
Dear Naomi M. Jaschke:

The Department of Ecology (Ecology) completed our review for the Hanford Site Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act Quarterly Determination Report for Units in Groundwater
Quality Assessment Programs — January through March 2023, SGW-71457, Revision 0, received
with the United States Department of Energy Letter (Reference) dated April 24, 2025.

Ecology’s comments are on the enclosed Review Comment Record.

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at cathrene.glick@ecy.wa.gov or
(509) 209-7444 or Beth Rochette, Cleanup Section Manager, at beth.rochette@ecy.wa.gov or
(509) 537-7128.

Sincerely,

. Digitally signed by
Glick, Cathrene aiick, Cathrene (ECY)
(ECY) Date: 2025.06.24

12:32:23-07'00'
Cathrene D. Glick, LHG
Lead Hydrogeologist
Nuclear Waste Program

cg/bp
Enclosure

cc: See page 2



Naomi M. Jaschke 25-NWP-099
June 24, 2025
Page 2 of 2

Reference: Letter 25-SGD-0017, dated April 24, 2025, “Hanford Site Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act Quarterly Determination Report for Units in Groundwater Quality
Assessment Programs — January through March 2023, SGW-71457, Revision 0”

cc electronic w/enc:
Laura Buelow, EPA
Jason Capron, USDOE
Shanna Cozad, CPCCo
Laura O’Mara, CPCCo
Stephanie Brasher, HMIS
Michael Turner, HMIS
Mason Murphy, CTUIR
Anthony Smith, NPT
Alyssa Buck, Wanapum
Laurene Contreras, YN
ERWM Staff, YN
Susan Coleman, HAB
David Reeploeg, Hanford Communities
Max Woods, ODOE
Cathrene Glick, Ecology
Edward Holbrook, Ecology
Beth Rochette, Ecology
Stephanie Schleif, Ecology
Noe’l Smith-Jackson, Ecology
Kim Welsch, Ecology
Environmental Portal
Hanford Administrative Record
Hanford Facility Operating Record
CPCCo Correspondence Control
HAB Correspondence Control
HMIS Correspondence Control
USDOE Correspondence Control



Review Comment Record

Washington State Department of Ecology
Nuclear Waste Program

Date: 6/12/2025
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Hanford Site RCRA Quarterly Determination Report for Units in Groundwater Quality Assessment Programs — January through March 2023 (25-SGD-0017 SGW-71457)

Hydrogeologist Review: Cathrene Glick, Jonathan Rogers

Chemist Review: Noe’l Smith-Jackson

Document Manager

Telephone Number

Project Manager

Telephone Number

Facility Site ID

Cleanup Site ID

Cathrene Glick

509-209-7444

Beth Rochette

Item
No.

Pg. #
Sec. #
Para./Sent.

Comment or Question

Modification Needed

Basis/Justification

Permittee Response

Ecology
Response

Reviewer

Open/Close Initials

Overarching
Comment

The data tables show results for
unfiltered and filtered samples for
various contaminants. For example, in
Table 2 results are shown for both
filtered and unfiltered mercury samples.
However, the total cyanide and free
cyanide samples do not include the
distinction. Please explain if when a
filtered or unfiltered distinction is not
made, can it be assumed that the samples
are for unfiltered groundwater?

Include a note for the data tables to explain
what it means if “unfiltered” or “filtered” is not
listed for a contaminant.

NSJ

Pg: 21
Sec: 4.3

The Assessment Constituent
Determination Summary needs to
discuss the chromium results for wells
299-W22-93 and 299-W22-116. Table 4
shows well 299-W22-93 as having
unfiltered chromium (185 pug/L), filtered
chromium (187 pg/L) and hexavalent
chromium (192 pug/L). Well 299-W22-
116 is shown to have unfiltered
chromium (85.2 pg/L), filtered
chromium (87 pg/L) and hexavalent
chromium (88 pg/L). This is a trend that
was not observed for the other WMA S-
SX wells, and therefore warrants
discussion. For example, results such as
this indicate that the chromium
contamination is hexavalent chromium,
or dissolved chromium. Please provide a
technical assessment within the section
of this finding.

Include a technical assessment of the
chromium and hexavalent chromium results for
wells 299-W22-93 and 299-W22-116.

NSJ

Pg: 22
Sec: 5.3

The Assessment Constituent
Determination Summary needs to
discuss the chromium results for wells
299-W10-28, 299-W11-40, 299-W11-41
and 299-W11-42. Table 5 shows that
these wells exhibit a pattern of the
unfiltered chromium, filtered chromium

Include a technical assessment of the
chromium and hexavalent chromium results for
wells 299-W10-28, 299-W11-40, 299-W11-41
and 299-W11-42.

NSJ
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Review Comment Record

Washington State Department of Ecology
Nuclear Waste Program

Date: 6/12/2025
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Item
No.

Pg. #
Sec. #

Para./Sent.

Comment or Question

Modification Needed Basis/Justification

Permittee Response

Ecology

Response

Open/Close

Reviewer
Initials

and hexavalent chromium results being
of similar concentrations. This trend is

similar to what was observed for two of
the WMA S-SX wells. Please provide a
technical assessment of this occurrence.

Pg: 28
Sec: 6.1

The text states, “The bailed samples
from wells 299-W10-26, 299-W14-15,
and 299-W14-18 were turbid (335, 175,
and 699 nephelometric turbidity units,
respectively) due to suspended sediment
from the well from the bailing

process. Metals results in the unfiltered
samples were qualified as “R”
(rejected).” It appears that the hexavalent
chromium and cyanide results for these
wells were not qualified as “R”
(rejected). Therefore, please explain if
the samples for hexavalent chromium
and cyanide were filtered samples. And

if so, include that distinction on the table.

See comment.

NSJ

Pg: 34

Sec: 7.3
Second bullet
Last sentence

The text states, “The nickel results from
well 299-W19-44 will be reevaluated
after the well condition is investigated.”
Include what will be done to further
investigate if the condition of the well is
due to corrosion or another issue.

Include what will be done to further investigate
if the condition of well 299-W19-44 is due to
corrosion or another issue.

NSJ
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