STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

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

December 17, 2025 25-NWP-224

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
Groundwater Monitoring Report for 2024, DOE/HFO-2024-41, Revision 0

References: See page 2

Dear Naomi M. Jaschke:

The Department of Ecology (Ecology) completed our review of the Hanford Site Groundwater
Monitoring Report for 2024, DOE/HFO-2024-41, Revision 0, received with the United States
Department of Energy (USDOE) Letter (Reference 1). Ecology acknowledges that we required an
extension to complete our review and transmitted a letter to ensure USDOE was appropriately
informed (Reference 2).

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

If you have any questions, 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
q o CGLI461@ECY.WAGOV
/ ' Date: 2025.12.17
13:22:29 -08'00'

Cathrene D. Glick, LHG
Lead Hydrogeologist
Nuclear Waste Program

cg/bp
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cc: See page 2
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or drinking water standard [DWS]).

There are also a few areas in the report that says average contaminant concentrations are
presented in plume maps. For example, the report says that "most of the plume maps in

Page 1 of 10
Document: DOE-RL-2024-41-R0 2024 Sitewide Annual Groundwater Report Ecology Reviewer: Cathrene Glick, Jonathan Rogers, Matthew Durkee, Luissa Johnston, Noe’l Smith-Jackson
Pg. # .
Ttem Segc. # Comment and Basis/Justification Modification Needed DOE Response Ecology Response LIe R(-EV.I ewer
Close Initials
Para./Sent.
1. General The labeling of the wells on the map is inconsistent with how they are written in the text | Consistency in labeling. LI
making it harder to locate them on the maps.
2. | General The plume maps are generating using averages over the year, and also seemingly values | Editorial
from a few years ago if no current data exists. Is this the best way to portray the
plumes? Wouldn’t it be biased low. Also if it is accurate to use the averaged values, LI
those values should be summarized in each section instead of just the maximum values.
The tables should also match the figures. As of now, the tables state the maximum
value, the text states the maximum value, but the figures use the average value.
3. | General If wells are going dry, are plumes decreasing in size, or are the wells not being sampled | Editorial LI
skewing the data? Is this the case when older data is used instead?
4. | Pg.iv, Ist Text says “...track the extent of contamination over time, and monitor remedy Change to ““...monitor remediation R
paragraph performance. performance”.
5. | Pg.vi, DOE/RL-2019-96 is not included in the reference list. Please name the document that is | Add to reference list in Chapter 7.
6 . . JR
footnote referenced and add it to the reference list.
6. | Page vi, The footnote says "samples collected from wells screened in the upper unconfined Explain for how long this has been the
footnote® aquifer are no longer analyzed for TCE because concentrations were near or below case for TCE samples from 100-BC.
detection limits". Since what year have TCE concentrations been below the detection JR
limit? How many years have TCE samples collected from wells screened in the upper
unconfined aquifer not been analyzed because of this?
7. | Pgx, last Report states, “The increases were due to a sampling result at well 699-95-45 that has Briefly describe why Well 699-95-45 is MID
paragraph undergone a data review and is not considered representative of aquifer conditions.” not considered representative of aquifer
conditions.
8. | Pagex Total chromium filtered in 100-HR: does not seem to match text on page 4-75; may be | Editorial
due to splitting of HR-H and HR-D in section 4, so shouldn’t the executive summary LJ
split it as well?
9. | Page xiv Technetium-99 in 200-BP and in general: there appear to be multiple plumes on figure Editorial
4-103, which of the plumes is decreasing in size? The two different plumes seem to be
associated with different SST farms so shouldn’t each of those plumes be discussed LJ
independently vs. overall? This may apply to other sections but stands out the most
here.
10. | Pg. xv, The second bullet describes a Sr-90 sample collected from 200-PO as problematic. List the name of the well that had an
“Strontium-90 | Name the well similar to the “Tritium in 200-PO” section below in the report, so that anonymously high/problematic Sr-90 IR
in 200-PO” the well listed in text can be cross-referenced with the well in the map showing concentration.
2" bullet maximum concentrations of COCs and CPOCs.
11. | Page 1-7 Footnote a: unclear as written. Where are the cleanup levels, drinking water standards, Editorial
Table 1-1 and state surface water quality standards derived from? Is it MTCA Method A WAC
173-340-720? Also, why does it say "or Method B (WAC 173-340-900)" if that WAC LJ
includes the table for Method A cleanup levels but not Method B?
12. | Page 1-7 Footnote e: was the 48 ug/L calculated using the formula in WAC 173-340-720? Editorial LI
Table 1-1
13. | Pg. 1-12, General comment beginning in this section of the report. There are a few areas in the Clarify the discrepancy in this language.
section 1.4 report that say plume maps depict the extent of groundwater contamination at Clarification of plume map
concentrations above applicable (OU-specific) comparison values (for example, a CUL | representation. R
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th[e] report are based on the well with the highest concentration in the unconfined
aquifer (no matter what depth)."
14. | Pg. 1-12, The text describes Type 2 control point values. Explain the rationale for applying zero
sctehctlon 14 Is it reasonable that "zero" concentrations were applied to all areas of the Hanford Site concentrat?on values to all areas of the JR
5" bullet . Hanford Site where basalt is located
where basalt is found above the water table? What about the occurrence of fractured
basalt in areas? above the water table.
15. | Pg1-12, 5" Type 2 control point mentions “zero” concentrations were assigned where basalt above | More explanation or basis for “zero” MID
bullet the water table is a barrier to migration. It is assumed some contamination may migrate | concentrations where basalt is above
through fractured basalt, what is the basis for the “zero” concentration. water table.
16. | Pg1-13 The text states: “Groundwater remediation goals (CULSs), set as part of the CERCLA Edit the text for clarity as follows:
Sec 1.4 process, are often based on water quality standards such as those listed in Table 1-1; “Selection of groundwater remedies to
1st sentence however, CULs vary among the groundwater Ous.” This sentence is confusing, as the achieve clean up levels (CULSs), set as TL
acronym CUL is used, but not specifically mentioned. part of the CERCLA process...”
17. | Pg. 1-13 The bullet describes the chosen contour levels used for plume maps as "intermediate Explanation of what intermediate means
2" bullet levels". in the context of the bullet. JR
Is this to be understood as intermediate to the DW'S and multiples of the DWS?
18. | Page 3-1 Text reads “A total of 5,381 successful sampling trips to 1,374 monitoring locations Assess the accuracy of Footnote #9 to CDG
Section 3 (165 aquifer tubes and 1,209 wells) were completed at the Hanford Site in 2024.° the text/content that it is assigned to.
2" Paragraph Footnote #9 reads “Results were mistakenly assigned to well 699-40-70 in 200-UP in Correct the data tables and figures (if
1* Sentence the database although this well has not been drilled yet. This well is not included in the | added to or cited in figures) to allocate
sample counts for 200-UP but is in Appendix D.” the sample data to the correct well.
Not sure how the general content about the total number of wells sampled connects with
the specific context of Footnote #9. Well 699-40-70 in 200-UP is not specifically
identified in the text that the footnote is attached to and the footnote does not identify
which well the sampling data erroneously applied to Well 699-40-70 is correct. If this
sample event did exist, then the total number of samples/sample trips is unchanged and
it is not clear why this text needs a footnote that is not associated with the content. If
there is a data entry error, correct the data entry error in the tables and figures (if added
to or cited in figures).
19. | Pg.3-2 There are several monitoring wells (in addition to the extraction wells) within 200-DV- | Explain why other 200-DV-1 monitoring
Table 3-1 1. Why was a routine groundwater sample only collected from one monitoring well wells were not sampled in 2024. JR
within 200-DV-1 in 20247
20. | Pg. 3-20 A few of the Central Plateau RCRA monitoring document references in Table 3-3 do Add the rev. number to the document
. JR
Table 3-3 not include the rev. number of the document. numbers.
21. | Pg. 3-21 WMA A-AX, DOE/RL-2023-36 doesn't include the rev. number. Additionally, the Add the rev. number to document
Table 3-3 monitoring plan for WMA A-AX changed in 2024 (RCRA-CN-01 should be added to number DOE/RL-2023-36, and add the
. o . o JR
the applicable monitoring document reference in the table cell). second monitoring plan that was
followed in 2024 for WMA A-AX.
22. | Pg.3-21 WMA B-BX-BY (and the other 5 WMAs that are under the same monitoring plan) does | Add the complete list of monitoring
Table 3-3 not include the rev. number for DOE/RL-2019-74. documents that groundwater monitoring R

Additionally, there was a change notice to the monitoring plan implemented in 2024
(RCRA-CN-01 DOE/RL-2019-74, Rev. 2)

activities were performed under for each
WMA during CY2024.
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Washington State criteria/standard.

used for reference.
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23. | Pg.4-2 The text mentions well-specific trend plots (time-series charts) but without a discussion | Add an explanation or discussion of
3" paragraph of discernible trends over the 10-year trend plot period. Neither the text nor the figures | notable trends over the 10-years, as part IR
provide a discussion of the changing trends. of the text portion of the document in
Section 4.1.1.
24. | Pg4-22, 40 One of the concentrations of Carbon-14 from well 199-K-204 is an anomaly, provide Provide some info or interpretations on MID
bullet some more information or interpretations on this. the Carbon-14 anomaly from well 199-
K-204
25. | Page 4-21 Text reads “The soil flushing at the 183.1KE Headhouse and the rebound study at the Provide clarification as to what the CDG
Section 4.1.1.2 | 183.1KW Headhouse may be affecting Cr(VI) concentrations in this GWIA.” “effect” is (increase/decrease) and
100-KR significance of the soil flushing actions.
1% Paragraph
26. | Page 4-26 Text reads “The 2023 and 2024 concentrations in AT-K-1-D were flagged as suspect Provide more information about the CDG
Section 4.1.1.2 | because they did not follow the same decreasing trend as proximate aquifer tubes and “suspect” data that was “flagged” and
100-KR wells or the associated filtered total chromium values in the same aquifer tube, which how this data discrepancy was resolved
Hex Chrome have decreased since 2021 (Figure 4-18).” and the significance of the change in
Low River concentrations.
Stage
27. | Page 4-29 Figures depict Hexavalent Chromium at both aquifer tubes and monitoring wells and Clarify the figures to indicate that data CDG
Figure 4-17 the State Surface Water Quality Standard. Aquifer tubes are not acceptable data for collected from aquifer tubes is not
regulatory compliance and are not directly comparable to concentrations measured in acceptable for regulatory compliance
Page 4-30 monitoring wells. and is not directly comparable to
Figure 4-18 concentrations measured in monitoring
wells.
28. | Page 4-33 Figure references both aquifer tubes and upgradient wells however there is no indication | Clarify the figure to differentiate data CDG
Figure 4-20 on the legend to differentiate aquifer tubes from monitoring wells. Aquifer tubes are sources and to indicate that data
not acceptable data for regulatory compliance and are not directly comparable to collected from aquifer tubes is not
concentrations measured in monitoring wells. acceptable for regulatory compliance
and is not directly comparable to
concentrations measured in monitoring
wells
29. | Page 4-33 Text reads “Strontium-90 concentrations in former extraction well 199-K-141 (which Text addresses increase in concentration CDG
Section 4.1.1.2 | became a monitoring well in February 2019) have been inferred to be on the leading of Strontium-90 but does not address if
Strontium-90 edge of the strontium-90 plume from the 116-KE-3 Crib and UPR-100-K-1. The 2024 the plume migrating towards the river
concentrations in this well were within the range of historical concentrations and has changed correspondingly.
increased during the transition to low-river stage (i.e., in samples collected in late
August and early September).”
30. | Page 4-50 Figure identifies “Ambient Water Quality Criteria” when other figures depict/cite State | Clarify what and why “Ambient Water CDG
Figure 4-31 Surface Water Quality Standard without explanation for why the regulatory requirement | Quality Criteria” is appropriate for this
changes or is appropriate. chart or change to other appropriate
regulatory standard.
31. | Page 4-53 Figures identify “Drinking Water Standard” without clarification if this is EPA or Clarify which regulatory statute is being CDG
Figures 4-33 Washington State criteria/standard. used for reference.
and 4-34
Page 4-54
Figure 4-35
32. | Page 4-59 Figures identify “Drinking Water Standard” without clarification if this is EPA or Clarify which regulatory statute is being CDG

0O/C = open or closed
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Figures 4-37
and 4-38
33. | Pg. 4-60 The text says that six samples from four wells were greater than or equal to 10x the Add an explanation.
3" bullet MTCA Method A value. R
Can you elaborate on the likelihood as to why this was the case?
34. | Page 4-63 Last bullet reads “Considering radioactive decay half-life of 12.3 years, the stable Unresolved comment from 2023 Annual CDG
100-NR concentrations in these wells indicate a potential continuing source.” Report RCR and remains an unclear
Section 4.1.1.3 issue. As the concentrations of Tritium
Tritium remain stable how is this still identified
as a “potential continuing source”?
Clarify how this is only a “potential
source” and not a real source to
investigate/identify.
35. | Page 4-67 Figure identifies “Drinking Water Standard” without clarification if this is EPA or Clarify which regulatory statute is being CDG
Figure 4-42 Washington State criteria/standard. used for reference.
36. | Page 4-67 Figure references both aquifer tubes and upgradient wells however there is no indication | Clarify the figure to differentiate data CDG
Figure 4-42 on the legend to differentiate aquifer tubes from monitoring wells. Aquifer tubes are sources and to indicate that data
not acceptable data for regulatory compliance and are not directly comparable to collected from aquifer tubes is not
concentrations measured in monitoring wells. acceptable for regulatory compliance
and is not directly comparable to
concentrations measured in monitoring
wells
37. | Page 4-67 Text reads “Cr(VI) was detected in 20 of 45 (44%) aquifer tube samples. Unresolved comment from 2023 Annual CDG
Section 4.1.1.4 | Concentrations ranged from 3.35 to 13.2 pg/L and were greater than or equal to the Report RCR and remains an unclear
100-HR-D CUL of 10 pg/L in two samples from two aquifer tubes.” issue. Clarify/state which aquifer tubes
Hex Chrome are being referred to with concentrations
1* Bullet greater than or equal to 10 pg/L.
1* sub-bullet
38. | Page 4-71 Figure depicts “Cleanup Levels” for both Hexavalent Chromium and Filtered Total Clarify the reasoning for depicting CDG
Figure 4-45 Chromium. However, it has been identified that the Chromium in the groundwater is Cleanup Levels for both Hexavalent
mostly Hexavalent Chromium and as such why is the Cleanup Level for filtered Chromium and Filtered Total
chromium levels significant and included in the figure? Chromium.
Provide reference/citation for each
Cleanup Level identified.
39. | Page 4-72 Figure depicts “Cleanup Level” without citing a reference for the identified Provide reference/citation for each CDG
Figures 4-47 concentration in groundwater. Cleanup Level identified.
and 4-48
40. | Page 4-71 Figures depict/identify a “Cleanup Level” but does not reference or differentiate Provide consistent information and CDG
Figure 4-4 Hexavalent Chromium or Filtered Total Chromium as done in Figure 4-45. criteria for Cleanup Levels between
figures.
Page 4-72
Figures 4-47
and 4-48
41. | Page 4-87 Figure depicts “Cleanup Level” without citing a reference for the identified Provide reference/citation for each CDG
Figures 4-53 concentration in groundwater. Cleanup Level identified.
and 4-54

0O/C = open or closed
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reference maximum reported
concentrations across different sections
of the report (including cross-referencing
figures and text).
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Page 4-88
Figures 4-55
and 4-56
42. | Page 4-93 Figures depict “Cleanup Level” without citing a reference for the identified Provide reference/citation for each CDG
Figures 4-58 concentration in groundwater. Cleanup Level identified.
and 4-59
43. | Page 4-97 Figure depicts “Cleanup Level” without citing a reference for the identified Provide reference/citation for each CDG
Figure 4-61 concentration in groundwater. Cleanup Level identified.
44, | Page 4-101 Figure depicts “Cleanup Level” without citing a reference for the identified Provide reference/citation for each CDG
Figure 4-63 concentration in groundwater. Cleanup Level identified.
45. | Page 4-105 Figures depict “Cleanup Level” without citing a reference for the identified Provide reference/citation for each CDG
Figures 4-65 concentration in groundwater. Cleanup Level identified.
and 4-66
46. | Page 4-114 Figure 4-73 depicts “Cleanup Level” without citing a reference for the identified Provide reference/citation for each CDG
Figures 4-73 concentration in groundwater. Figure 4-74 depicts “Maximum Contaminant Level” and | Cleanup Level identified and include
and 4-74 it is unclear why Figure 4-73 does not make the same reference since well 199-F5-45 relevant clean up levels. Maximum
also exceeds the maximum contaminant level depicted in Figure 4-74. contaminant level has no regulatory
reference to clean up and if it is critical
to show maximum contaminant level
compared to individual well(s) then
include all wells exceeding the
maximum contaminant level not just a
single well.
47. | Page 4-120 Figure depicts “Cleanup Level” without citing a reference for the identified Provide reference/citation for each CDG
Figure 4-77 concentration in groundwater. Cleanup Level identified.
48. | Page 4-127 Figure depicts groundwater concentrations for Uranium along with groundwater level. Consider removing groundwater level in CDG
Figure 4-83 Noting that there is less than 0.25m change in groundwater elevation, does including figure.
groundwater level add anything to the understanding of the contaminants present in the
groundwater?
49. | Page 4-131 Figures identify “Drinking Water Standard” without clarification if this is EPA or Clarify which regulatory statute is being CDG
Figures 4-86 Washington State criteria/standard. used for reference.
and 4-87
50. | Page 4-132 Figure identifies “Drinking Water Standard” without clarification if this is EPA or Clarify which regulatory statute is being CDG
Figure 4-88 Washington State criteria/standard. used for reference.
51. | Pg.4-133 The text mentions well-specific trend plots (time-series charts) but without a discussion | Add an explanation or discussion of
3" paragraph of discernible trends over the 10-year trend plot period. Neither the text or the figures notable trends over the 10-years, as part R
provide a discussion of the changing trends. of the text portion of the document in
Section 4.1.2.
52. | Page 4-134, There are several Maximum Concentration Tables in the report. Some of them also Add the well that reported the maximum
Table 4-2 include the well associated with the maximum concentration. Table 4-2 does not concentration and the list of wells for
include this information. which sample results were 100x or
greater than the comparison value. As
this would make it easier to cross- JR

0O/C = open or closed
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Thus, for Tc-99 in the 200-PO-1 OU, what was the maximum concentration...16,200
pCi/L (per the 2nd and 3rd bullets on page 4-179) or 29,800 pCi/L?

value for Tc-99 in 200-PO-1.
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53. | Page 4-134, There are several Maximum Concentration Tables in the report. Some of them also Add the well that reported the maximum
Table 4-2 include the well associated with the maximum concentration. Table 4-2 does not concentration and concentrations greater
include this information. than 100x the comparison value, and add
what type of well the sample was
collected from (for example, a
monitoring well [routine], extraction
well, drilling [characterization]). JR
Knowing maximum contaminant
concentration results associated with
monitoring wells, for example, can help
validate the necessity and design of a
monitoring network.
54. | Pg. 4-136, The 3rd bullet for total cyanide reports the monitoring well with the maximum Add the monitoring network that well
“Total concentration reported during CY2024. 299-E33-1A was part of during CY2024. R
g:r?;illlllﬁlgt As the report is meant to discuss monitoring sampling results, it could be beneficial to
also include the monitoring network that the well is a part of.
55. | Page 4-139 Figure identifies “Drinking Water Standard” without clarification if this is EPA or Clarify which regulatory statute is being CDG
Figure 4-90 Washington State criteria/standard. used for reference.
56. | Pg. 4-150, The bullet says that seven samples from five monitoring wells were greater than or Add an explanation to explain why this
“Sdtrontium—90” equal to 10x the DWS. was the case for these wells. R
2" bullet Can you elaborate on what the reason might be that seven samples from five monitoring
wells were greater than or equal to 10 times the DWS?
57. | Page 4-161 Figure identifies “Drinking Water Standard” without clarification if this is EPA or Clarify which regulatory statute is being CDG
Figure 4-108 Washington State criteria/standard. used for reference.
58. | Pg4-172, 4" Report states the maximum concentration was anomalously high Explain what the sample collection MID
bullet and flagged as problematic due to the sample collection method. method was and why it was problematic
What was the sample collection method and why was it problematic? for the highest nitrate sample.
59. | Page 4-175 Figure depicts well 299-E17-20 with two data points, one of which is noted as Recommend removing well 299-E17-20 CDG
Figure 4-120 anomalous due to sample method and not representative of groundwater. Noting this from figure.
anomaly and that there is only one real data point, why include this well data since it
adds nothing to the understanding of the site conditions over time.
60. | Pg4-176, 3™ Report states the maximum concentration was anomalously high Explain what the sample collection MID
bullet and flagged as problematic due to the sample collection method. method was and why it was problematic
What was the sample collection method and why was it problematic? for the highest nitrate sample.
61. | Pg. 4-176, The text says that the maximum concentration (in well 299-E17-20) of Sr-90 in 200- Explain the sample method and sampling
“Strontium-90” | PO-1 was anonymously high and flagged as problematic. circumstances for well 299-E17-20
3" bullet C . . . during 2024 sampling. Explain the likely
an you explain what happened during sampling of well 299-E17-20 (for example, . JR
details of the sample collection method and associated issues with the sample method/if | o0 why the sample was determined
P . P to be not representative of groundwater.
any at all). What was the reason that the sample result was determined to be p &
unrepresentative of groundwater? Was it because of the sample collection method?
62. | Pg.4-179, What was the sample (from which well) that had a 29,800 pCi/L concentration? Clarify which well had the maximum
footnote?’ concentration and the concentration JR
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process results were below the CUL (e.g., the result collected on October 24, 2024, was

other reported groundwater values
discussed/described. Revise text to
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63. | Page 4-179 Figure depicts well 299-E17-20 with two data points, one of which is noted as Recommend removing well 299-E17-20
Figure 4-124 anomalous due to sample method and not representative of groundwater. Noting this from figure.
anomaly and that there is only one real data point, why include this well data since it
adds nothing to the understanding of the site conditions over time.
64. | Page 4-179 Text reads “The maximum technetium-99 concentration (16,200 pCi/L) was detected in | Correct language to identify that this CDG
Tech-99 well 299-E25-240 during drilling at 100 m (328 ft) bgs and was greater than 10 times groundwater sample is not a valid
3" Bullett the CUL.” representative groundwater sample
Since this sample was not obtained through routine purging and sampling, the value is consistent with other ¥eported .
not credible as representative of groundwater conditions but only an indicator that Tech- groundwater values discussed/described.
99 is present in the groundwater.
65. | Page 4-179 Text reads “Technetium-99 plumes for the upper and lower unconfined aquifer are Revise text to identify if reported CDG
Tech-99 presented in Figure 4-125. For wells 299-E27-157 and 299-E25-240, the maximum concentration of Tech-99 at well 299-
4™ Bullett characterization concentrations within the upper and lower unconfined aquifer were E25-240 from routine purging and
used for the 200-PO technetium-99 plume interpretation.” sampling or if this concentration is from
Need to clarify the maximum concentration in well 299-E25-240 as being from routine samphng d“rmg dr?”?"g' If.data is from
purging and sampling or if this concentration is from sampling during drilling sampling during drilling, this
' groundwater sample is not a valid
representative groundwater sample
consistent with other reported
groundwater values discussed/described.
66. | Pg. 4-183, Report states that “The concentration in the well 299-E17-20 Explain what the sample collection MID
5" bullet sample was anomalously high and flagged as problematic due to sample collection method was and why it was problematic
methods and was determined to be unrepresentative of groundwater conditions in the for the highest nitrate sample.
aquifer.
What was the sample collection method and why was it problematic?
67. | Pg. 4-225, Can you elaborate on why 238 samples from 23 monitoring wells had sample results Add an explanation to explain why this
“Carbon that were greater than or equal to 100x the CUL? was the case for these wells. R
Tetrachloride”,
3" bullet
68. | Pg4-231, Report states that “Increased filtered total chromium concentrations at monitoring well | Provide additional info and explanation MID
5" bullet 200-W10-28 in late 2024 corresponded with changes in pumping at the 200 West P&T | on the changes in pumping and how
facility, which caused local changes in the hydraulic gradient and mobilized these changed the hydraulic gradient and
contaminants in the vadose zone proximal to the water table” mobilized contaminants.
What were the changes in pumping? Describe how these changed the hydraulic gradient
and mobilized contaminants.
69. | Pg. 4-225, Suggestion, suggest changing footnote33 text to say "...leading to potential inaccuracies | Editorial
footnote™ in the estimated vertical plume distribution." JR
70. | Page 4-239 Figure only depicts one data point for each well without trends or context. Question Reassess the value of this figure in the CDG
Figure 4-161 value of this figure in the report. report and delete unless more context is
provided to make useful.
71. | Page 4-244 Text in 3™ Bullett reads “The maximum concentration (1.46 pCi/L) was detected in ZP- | Data obtained from sampling during CDG
lodine-129 1 extraction well 299-W14-29. This result was collected during depth-discrete sampling | drilling is not a valid representative
3" Bullett while drilling and had high turbidity (33.8 nephelometric turbidity unit); subsequent in- | groundwater sample consistent with
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0.72 pCi/L with a turbidity of 0.23 nephelometric turbidity unit). Subsequent samples identify that this is not a valid
from this well were below the CUL. groundwater sample for reporting
Since this sample was not obtained through routine purging and sampling, the value is purposes and is informational at best.
not credible as representative of groundwater conditions but only an indicator that
lodine-129 is present in the groundwater.
72. | Pg4-251, Report states that “Technetium-99 concentration trends for wells near T-TX-TY Farms | Provide additional info and explanation MID
5™ bullet are presented in Figure 4-170. The increased concentrations in wells 299-W10-26 and on the changes in pumping and how
299-W14-14 are likely due to changes in pumping at the 200 West pump and treat these changed the hydraulic gradient and
facility, which caused local changes in the hydraulic gradient and mobilized mobilized contaminants.
contaminants in the vadose zone proximal to the water table.”
What were the changes in pumping? Describe how these changed the hydraulic gradient
and mobilized contaminants.
73. | Page 5-8 Text in 2™ Bullett reads “The tritium plume area greater than or equal to the DWS of Clarify why the continued source of CDG
Section 5.1.3 20,000 pCi/L has been the same since 2014. The tritium plume near the Columbia River | Tritium is not addressed as a source for
2™ Bullett is delineated with wells to the north, south, and west with concentrations less than the further investigation and source
DWS. Tritium concentrations at the monitoring locations downgradient of the 105N reduction.
Reactor have remained relatively stable since 2017 (Figure 4-42). The consistent
concentrations in these wells indicate a potential continuing tritium source in this area.
The radioactive decay half-life is 12.35 years; therefore, the plume area should have
decreased nearly 50% over the last 10 years.”
Noting that Tritium levels have not declined even with considerations of radiologic
decay over the last 11 years, why is this not addressed as a source for further
investigation and source reduction?
74. | Page 5-9 Figure 5-6 depicts a significant increase in Nitrate Plume area however text in 3™ Bullet | Delete 2024 data point as erroneous or CDG
Figure 5-6 and | on same page discounts the data for increased concentration as suspect and not incorrect data or provide
3" Bullett Text | representative of groundwater conditions which invalidates the data depicted in Figure note/identification that the data is
5-6 invalid.
75. | Page 5-9 3" Bullet text makes reference of 1,050% increase in Nitrate plume since 2018 and a Correct text to eliminate plume CDG
3" Bullett Text | 7,567% increase since 2023 based on incorrect, invalid, and suspect 2024 data which is | expansion relative to 2024 data and
not representative of groundwater conditions. Text and inference as presented is reduce the expansion ratio accordingly.
erroneous and inaccurate since the 2024 data is identified as erroneous.
76. | Pg: A-3 The table presents that several wells were not sampled because the “well was Include if wells that were completely dry NSJ
Sec.: Al1.3 completely dry.” Explain if the plan will be to decommission all wells that fall into this | and could not be sampled will be
Table: A-2 category. decommissioned.
77. | Pg: A-5 For well 699-13-1C(1), the reason provided for no sample being collected was that the Include information on the industrial NSJ
Sec.: A1.3 industrial hygienist readings were over range. Please elaborate on this finding. hygienist readings that were over range.
Table: A-2
78. | Pg: A-5 For well 299-E-13-5(1), the reason provided for no sample being collected was that they | Include what caused the water to be NSJ
Sec.: A1.3 were unable to bring water to the surface. Explain how this is different from a well unable to be brought to the surface for
Table: A-2 being dry and specify what caused the water to be unable to be brought to the surface sampling (e.g.; well being dry,
for sampling. mechanical issue, etc.)
79. | Pg: A-7 For wells 299-W13-2Q(1) and 299-W5-2P(1) the reason provided for no samples being | Include what caused the pump to not be NSJ
Sec.: A1.3 collected was that the pump would not bring water to the surface. Please elaborate on able to bring water to the surface for
Table: A-2 these events. sampling (e.g.; well being dry,
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80. | Pg: D-1 The text states, “The data set includes all groundwater samples collected regardless of Include text stating if all samples were NSJ
Sec.: D1 the collection purpose, or the reason sample was collected.” Confirm if all samples collected and analyzed under sampling
Para: Second were collected and analyzed under sampling and analysis plans (SAPs) that were and analysis plans (SAPs) that were
Regulator approved. Thus, making results approved for decision making purposes. Regulator approved. Thus, making
results approved for decision making
purposes.
81. | Page E-2, The last column of the table describes the reason for sample deviations and omissions. Explain the difference between water not
Table E-1 Some of the reasons provided for missed samples are because the well was noted as being able to be brought to the surface
being dry during the attempted sample collection date. However, for some wells it states versus a less than 0.9m water-level
how long the well has been dry for, while for others it doesn’t provide this information. sample-dry well. R
If more information is known about the sampling history of the dry wells, include the
length of time that each well has been sample-dry for.
Also, for those wells for which "water could not be brought to the surface", can you
explain the reason why?
82. | Pg: F-2 The text states, “Third-party validation is performed at the discretion of the project Include a technical justification of why NSJ
Sec.: F2.2 managers. There were no validation requests made in 2024; therefore, third-party no project manager requested third-party
Para: last validation was not performed on the 2024 groundwater monitoring data.” For the 2024 | data validation for any of the 253,948
groundwater monitoring program, a total of 1,326 wells, aquifer tubes, and springs were | laboratory results for the 2024
sampled during 3,346 sampling trips over the extent of the Hanford Site. These groundwater monitoring program.
sampling events generated 17,428 laboratory samples. From these samples, five
analytical laboratories reported 253,948 laboratory results. In light of all of this, explain
how not one project manager requested validation of any of the data for their project.
83. | Pg: F-12 The text states, “Samples collected for the groundwater monitoring program were sent Confirm how many laboratories reported NSJ
Sec.: F3.5 to seven laboratories for analysis.” This information is contrary to what was presented groundwater monitoring results (e.g.;
Para: First in Section F2.2, which states that five analytical laboratories reported the results. five or seven), and edit the report
Address the discrepancy. accordingly.
84. | Pg: F-12 The text states that Analytical Laboratory Services LLC (ARS) in Port Allen, Louisiana, | Confirm that Analytical Laboratory NSJ
Sec.: F3.5.1 provided 12 sample analyses for tritium enrichment in calendar year 2024, and that Services LLC (ARS) is the same facility
First Bullet ARS was contracted by the Hanford Laboratory Management and Integration as American Radiation Services. And if
contractor. It is a requirement for laboratories that perform analytical work on samples | so, edit the bullet to state the American
collected from the Hanford Site to be accredited by the Department of Ecology. Based Radiation Services was used for
on the State Accreditation database, the only Ecology accredited laboratory in the state | analysis.
of Louisiana is American Radiation Services. Please confirm that Analytical
Laboratory Services LLC (ARS) is the same facility as American Radiation Services.
And if so, edit the bullet to state the American Radiation Services was used for analysis.
85. | Pg: F-12 The text states that Cape Fear Analytical, LLC (GEL-CFA, a GEL Affiliate) in Cape Fear Analytical LLC is not NSJ
Sec.: F3.5.1 Wilmington, North Carolina, provided sample analyses for dioxin/furans. It is a accredited by the Department of
Third Bullet requirement for laboratories that perform analytical work on samples collected from the | Ecology, therefore the data is unusable.
Hanford Site to be accredited by the Department of Ecology. Based on the State Please provide an explanation as to why
Accreditation database, the only Ecology accredited laboratory in the state of North the laboratory was utilized for Hanford
Carolina is Eurofins CEI, which is located in Cary, North Carolina. Since Cape Fear Site samples, or provide documentation
Analytical LLC is not accredited by the Department of Ecology, the data is unusable. that proves the laboratory is State
Please provide an explanation as to why the laboratory was utilized for Hanford Site accredited.
samples, or provide documentation that proves the laboratory is State accredited.
86. | Pg: F-14 The Semivolatile Organic Compounds section of the table is missing the analytical Confirm that all results for PAHs were NSJ
Sec.: F3.5.2 method which should have been used to analyze the polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons obtained using Method 8270 SIM, and if
Table F-3 so0, include the method in the table.
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(PAHs). This method is SW-846 Method 8270 SIM. Confirm that all results for PAHs
were obtained using Method 8270 SIM.
87. | Pg: F-37 The polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (e.g.; benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, Provide an explanation as to why NSJ
Sec.: F4.3.2 benzo(k)fluoranthene, etc.) listed in the table appear to have been analzyed via method | Method 8270 SIM was not used by GEL
Table F-20 8270 SVOA GCMS. These constituents should have been analyzed via Method 8270 Laboratory to analyze PAHs.
SIM. Please explain why the proper method was not used.
88. | Pg: F-47 The text states, “Each contracted environmental laboratory was required to participate Edit the text to include that contracted NSJ
Sec.: F5.1 in the U.S. Department of Energy Consolidated Audit Program—Accreditation Program | environmental laboratories must be
Para: First and be accredited by an accreditation body to receive Hanford Site environmental accredited by Ecology to receive
samples. Six of the seven laboratories maintained their accreditation through this Hanford Site environmental samples.
program.” It is also a requirement for laboratories to be accredited by Ecology and they | And that laboratory quality requirements
must also be consistent with HASQARD (DOE/RL-96-68). Edit the text to include this | must be consistent with HASQARD
information. (DOE/RL-96-68).
89. | Pg: F-47 Include the Ecology Accreditation status for each of the contracted environmental Include the Ecology Accreditation status NSJ
Sec.: F5.1 laboratories. for each of the contracted environmental
All Bullets laboratories.
90. | Pg: F-51 The text states, ““ For 2024, third-party validation was not performed for the annual Remove the last sentence. Since third- NSJ
Sec.: F6.2 groundwater monitoring data. All data were considered acceptable by the validators.” party validation was not performed, it is
Para: First This statement is nonsensical. Since third-party validation was not performed, it is inaccurate to claim that all data were
inaccurate to claim that all data were considered acceptable by the validators. Remove | considered acceptable by the validators.
the last sentence.
91.
92.
93.
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