STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

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

May 26, 2026 26-NWP-075

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 (RCR) for the Hanford
Site Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Groundwater Monitoring Report for 2025,
DOE/HF0O-2025-28, Revision 0

References: See page 2
Dear Naomi M. Jaschke:

The Department of Ecology (Ecology) completed our review of the Hanford Site Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act Groundwater Monitoring Report for 2025, DOE/HFO-2025-28,
Revision 0 received with the United States Department of Energy (USDOE) Letter (Reference 1).
Our comments are enclosed with the attached RCR. Ecology acknowledges that we required an
extension to complete our review and transmitted a letter to ensure USDOE was appropriately
informed (Reference 2).

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

CGLI461@ECY.WA.G
W‘//“ oV

Date: 2026.05.26
]4:12:34 -07'00'
Cathrene D. Glick, LHG

Lead Hydrogeologist
Nuclear Waste Program
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cc: See page 2
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Page 1-13
Table 1-2
LLBG WMA-2
and Trench 94
in Table 1-2

as “undetermined” and the comment states “A meaningful gradient cannot be estimated
because the unconfined aquifer is absent beneath much of the WMA.”

While it is agreed that LLBG WMA-2 is primarily underlain by basalt, the revision to
groundwater regime from the introduction of permeable basalt change and there is now
a measured unconfined aquifer beneath Trench 94.

groundwater flow direction at LLBG
WMA-2 is to the south per alternate
groundwater monitoring plan (DOE/RL-
2022-47).

Page 1 of 10
Document: DOE/HF(O-2025-28-R0, 2025 Hanford Site RCRA Annual Groundwater Monitoring Report; Reviewer: Cathrene Glick, Luissa Johnston, Noe’l Smith-Jackson, Matthew Durkee
Item Pg. # Open/ Reviewer
Sec. # Comment and Basis/Justification Modification Needed DOE Response Ecology Response .
Close Initials
Para./Sent.

1. Overarching There is a great inconsistency in the text regarding “bailed samples” — sometimes they Resolve inconsistency with bailed CDG
are acceptable, sometimes they are labeled suspect, sometimes they are used as a reason | samples as to usefulness of data, quality LJ
to discontinue sampling a well. There are sections in the text that identify groundwater | of data, and how bailed data is used in
results from bailed samples and states “may not be representative of groundwater tables to indicate maximum
conditions” and yet the data from these samples is included in the tables for that unit concentrations for individual
and is not “discounted” or “flagged” constituents — include flagging identifier

as necessary to identify bailed samples
or include next highest concentration
from pumped well sample.

2. | Overarching There is great inconsistency in the evaluation of bailed sample conditions were in some | Removal of a well because of bailer CDG
cases bailed samples are deemed acceptable, some locations bailed samples are flagged | sampling alone is not sufficient reason to LJ
as non-representative of water conditions, and in some cases bailed sample conditions is | remove a well from a monitoring
the reason to remove a well from a sampling network (independent of water level in the | network. Re-establish well networks to
well). include wells sampled with bailers.

3. Section 1.1 216-B-3 Pond Line Item states “Decommissioning activities have begun at wells 699- Clarify what “Decommissioning CDG

Page 1-4 43-44B, 699-43-44C, and 699-44-42B, which were exhibiting high pH and activities have begun...” and provide
Table 1-1 installed in 2021.” Ecology has not received any decommissioning work scope/plan or | clear description of the well
schedule for decommissioning these wells. abandonment process and schedule.
4. Section 1.1 216-B-3 Pond Line Item states “Well 699-43-45 was removed from the network in the Return well 699-43-45 back in the CDG
Page 1-4 third quarter of 2025 due to low water volumes; a bailer has been required for groundwater monitoring plan/network
Table 1-1 the previous four sampling events.” Simple use of a bailer for sampling is not sufficient | and continue monitoring until a
reason to remove a compliance monitoring well. replacement well is constructed as
identified in the 2024 Annual RCRA
Groundwater Monitoring Report.
5. | Section 1.1 Text addresses annual calculations for Critical Mean which occur in part from changes | Reassess how the well selections for CDG
Page 1-9 in directions of groundwater flow and changes to reference determinations for specific Critical Mean calculations are
wells (i.e. upgradient, downgradient, cross gradient) however the calculations do not determined for waste management units
take into account that the assignment of wells for the calculation could have great that have groundwater flow direction
impact on Critical Mean calculations. If a previously downgradient well is now changes to assure that a regional
determined to be upgradient due to changes in groundwater flow directions from upgradient well is selected and a former
groundwater pumping/injection there can be an erroneously high Critical Mean downgradient well is selected to properly
determined compared to using an upgradient well to the waste management unit that is | assess each site.
not impacted by the groundwater flow direction change. It appears that Critical Means
are increasing due to these direction of flow issues.
6. | Section 1.4.1 200 East Area Groundwater Table Figure in prior reports included identification of Restore/Include depictions of “Mud Unit CDG
Page 1-11 “Mud Unit Above Water Table” for region northeast of 216-B-3 Pond and “Ringold Above Water Table” for region northeast
Figure 1-2 Lower Mud above water table” for area south of 216-B-3 Pond as clarification of of 216-B-3 Pond and “Ringold Lower
groundwater conditions in 200 East Area. Current figure excludes both of these critical | Mud above water table” for area south of
hydrogeologic conditions. 216-B-3 Pond as clarification of
groundwater conditions in 200 East
Area.
7. | Section 1.4.1 Groundwater gradient and direction of flow for LLBG WMA-2 and Trench 94 are listed | Revise text to clearly identify that the CDG

0O/C = open or closed
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downgradient and downgradient well is
now upgradient since prior downgradient
well could have reflected conditions
associated with the WMA and not

Page 2 of 10
Document: DOE/HF(O-2025-28-R0, 2025 Hanford Site RCRA Annual Groundwater Monitoring Report; Reviewer: Cathrene Glick, Luissa Johnston, Noe’l Smith-Jackson, Matthew Durkee
Pg. # .
Ttem Segc. # Comment and Basis/Justification Modification Needed DOE Response Ecology Response LIe R(-EV.I ewer
Close Initials
Para./Sent.
8. | Section 1.4.1 The text discusses water-levels obtained from wells equipped with transducers and data | Consider in future reports, including a MID
Pg 1-15 loggers. Are these the wells included in the Automated Water-Level Network? table listing RCRA monitoring wells that
are part of the Hanford Site Automated
Water-Level Network.
9. | Section 1.5 The table lists 4 different types of alloys for stainless steel (i.e., 304, 304L, 316, 316L). | Within the text associated with Table 1- NSJ
Pg: 1-16 Explain which type of stainless steel is representative of the type that is used for the 3, include which type(s) of stainless steel
Table: 1-3 well casings for Hanford Site groundwater wells. Also, explain if alloy types 304 and are used for the well casings for Hanford
304L are not inclusive of molybdenum. This is the interpretation based on what is Site groundwater wells.
shown in the table.
10. | Section 2.1.1 Footnote states “The alternate groundwater monitoring plan (DOE/RL-2022-47) reports | Footnote clearly identifies that that the CDG
216-A-36B the groundwater flow direction at LLBG WMA-2 is to the south.” which contradicts the | groundwater flow direction at LLBG
Crib information in the Table which states “undetermined”. WMA-2 is to the south which needs to
Page 1-13 be resolved in the previous text in
Table 1-2 Section 2.1.2.
Footnote
11. | Section 2.1.1 Text, Figure, and Table do not address the replacement of upgradient well 299-E17-19 | Revise text, figure, and table to address CDG
216-A-36B with well 299-E17-59 planned for drilling in 2026 (or potentially already completed). the replacement of upgradient well 299- LJ
Crib E17-19 with well 299-E17-59.
Page 2-1 thru
2-4 and
Figure 2-1 and
Table 2-1
12. | Section 2.1.1 It appears that the total organic carbon (TOC) result for well 299-E17-58 collected on Include a data quality assessment NSJ
216-A-36B 1/15/2025 had a significant result of 1,543 ug/L. In comparison, all other TOC results statement which provides an explanation
Crib were either below the detection limit or below the quantitation limit. A plausible of the elevated TOC result for well 299-
Page 2-6 explanation of the elevated TOC result would be beneficial. E17-58.
Table: 2-3
13. | Section 2.1.1 The maximum nitrate result of 141 mg/L for well 299-E17-14 is significantly elevated. | Include the pH result associated with the NSJ
216-A-36B Since nitrate is a constituent of interest at the 216-A-36B Crib because it is a breakdown | 114 mg/L nitrate sample for well 299-
Crib product of nitric acid, which was disposed to the 216-A-10 Crib to the west of the E17-14. This may be done as a footnote.
Page 2-5 DWMU, it is assumed that the pH of this sample would be acidic. However, since the
Table: 2-2 table only lists the maximum pH level reported, this information is not readily available
for review. In light of the elevated nitrate level, please provide the pH associated with
that sample for well 299-E17-14.
14. | Section 2.1.2 Text reads “Due to changes in CERCLA remediation groundwater extraction rates, the | Correct text to be hydrogeologically CDG
216-B-63 groundwater flow direction in the western portion of the unit slopes to the northwest, correct language and identify which
Trench toward extraction well 299-E33-360, while flow in the eastern portion of the unit is direction the groundwater flows.
Page 2-8 typically to the east.” Hydrogeologic Context Error in that groundwater flow directions
3" Paragraph do not “slope”, they have a direction.
15. | Section 2.1.2 The changes in groundwater flow due to groundwater extraction has significant impacts | Resolve how the Critical Mean CDG
216-B-63 to the Critical Mean calculations for this Unit in that upgradient wells and downgradient | determination can account for the
Trench wells are reversed and likely has a significant impact on inadvertently impacting the changes in well designations when a
Page 2-8 Critical Mean determinations from the prior 2023 and 2024 values. former upgradient well is now

0O/C = open or closed
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Document: DOE/HF(O-2025-28-R0, 2025 Hanford Site RCRA Annual Groundwater Monitoring Report; Reviewer: Cathrene Glick, Luissa Johnston, Noe’l Smith-Jackson, Matthew Durkee
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Ttem Segc. # Comment and Basis/Justification Modification Needed DOE Response Ecology Response LIe R(-EV.I ewer
Close Initials
Para./Sent.
“background” as used in the current
assessment.
16. | Section 2.1.2 Due to changes in groundwater flow direction resulting from extraction well 299-E33- Additional downgradient monitoring CDG
216-B-63 360 there is no downgradient compliance monitoring well north of Well 299-E28-34. well is required downgradient
Trench (northwest) of Well 299-E28-34.
Page 2-10
Figure 2-2
Page 2-11
Table 2-4
17. | Section 2.1.2 Data/Report QA/QC error likely. The pH data for well 299-E34-8 for 2/7/2025 reads Determine if this is a data entry error in CDG
216-B-63 0.09 which is a significant deviation from normal water quality. Other sample dates table or if it actually represents the LJ
Trench have reasonable pH values. groundwater conditions at well 299-E34-
Page 2-13 8.
Table 2-5
18. | Section 2.2.1 Unresolved Comment from 2024 Annual RCRA Report. This error in understanding the direction CDG
216-A-29 Text reads “In January 2023, results of the indicator parameter pH exceeded the lower of flow of groundwater at 216-B-63
Ditch critical mean value (7.8 pH units) at downgradient well 299-E26-82 (observed Trench led to an inaccurate and
Page 2-18 measurement: 7.67 pH units) during a routine sampling event.” However, Figure 2-3 unnecessary First Determination Report
Entire Section | indicates well 299-E26-82 is upgradient to at best cross-gradient to 216-A-29 Ditch and | and subsequent change in groundwater
not downgradient. Table 2-7 indicates well 299-E26-82 is upgradient. monitoring program.
This continued error in groundwater
flow direction is significant enough to
warrant revision of the First
Determination Assessment Report, The
Interim Status Alternate Groundwater
Monitoring Plan for the 216-A-29
Ditch), and this Annual Report
document to be issued.
19. | Section 2.2.1 Text states “pH was observed slightly above the upper secondary DWS of 8.5 pH units | Perform assessment to determine if the CDG
216-A-29 in well 299-E26-80, which is consistent with previous results.” There has not been any | observed elevated pH in well 299-E26-
Ditch reported assessment if the elevated pH at well 299-E26-80 is associated with or caused 80 is a result of, or influenced by, the
Page 2-18 by the excessively high pH from the high pH wells immediately upgradient/cross excessively high pH from the high pH
Last Bullett gradient at 216-B-3 Pond and Ditch. wells immediate]y upgradient/cross
gradient at 216-B-3 Pond and Ditch.
20. | Section 2.2.1 Well 299-E26-82 is described in different locations in the text as being upgradient and Clarify the groundwater flow direction MID
216-A-29 cross gradient. beneath the 216-A-29 Ditch and the
Ditch location of well 299-E26-82 with regards
Pages 2-17, 2- | Figure 2-3 depicts well 299-E26-82 as an upgradient well. to being upgradient or crossgradient in
18, 2-19, 2-20, the 216-A-29 Ditch monitoring network.
21. | Section 2.2.1 More discussion is needed for the constituents that are above a PQL but below a WQS Be more specific as to if any MID
216-A-29 or have no WQS. This can be a simple as stating no trends or concerns were observed; | concentrations trends were observed
Ditch values are within the range for typical Hanford Background concentrations or within the | (historical and/or upgradient vs. down
Pg 2-17 range of typical groundwater values for the geologic environment. gradient wells) when a constituent is
above the PQL but has no WQS. If none
If trends were observed or a constituent had elevated value in downgradient wells were observed, state it.
compared to upgradient wells, then it needs to be stated and discussed.
22. | Section 2.2.2 Report continues to identify sampling and analytical data errors for well 299-E25-19 Assess why well 299-E25-19 is still in CDG

(identified as non-compliant pre-WAC well) and it was the understanding that well 299-

the sampling plan for this unit.

0O/C = open or closed
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216-A-37-1 E25-246 was to be a replacement well. Why is well 299-E25-19 still in the sampling
Crib plan for this unit?
23. | Section 2.2.2 Text reads “According to the groundwater monitoring plan (RCRA-CN-01_DOE/RL- Add wells 299-E25-245 and 299-E25- CDG
216-A-37-1 2023-30_RO0), carbon steel wells 299-E25-19 and 299-E25-17, constructed in 1976 and | 246 to the M-24 List for
Crib prior to Washington Administrative Code requirements, will be replaced by wells 299- | pending/approved wells.
Page 2-25 E25-245 and 299-E25-246 but will be used for the assessment evaluation.” However,
Last Paragraph | wells 299-E25-245 and 299-E25-246 are not on the M-24 List for pending/approved
wells.
24. | Section 2.2.2 Text reads “Cobalt in one filtered sample was observed in upgradient well 299-E25-47, | Address the significance of this detection CDG
216-A-37-1 with a value of 1.17 pg/L. Cobalt is not commonly detected above the PQL in 216-A- error for Cobalt and if this was a
Crib 37-1 Crib wells. The 1.17 pg/L result is the only detection above the PQL for cobalt in | laboratory error how it was
Page 2-27 well 299-E25-47, and the filtered sample had a filtered sample duplicate that was not rectified/resolved.
3" Bullett detected. Also, the result had a “Q” review flag applied, indicating the associated
quality control sample was out of limits.” However there is no context as to the
significance of this error or how it was rectified/resolved.
25. | Section 2.2.2 The text includes what was observed for barium for the 216-A-37-1 Crib. For improved | Include the name of the well that had the NSJ
216-A-37-1 clarity, explain if the same well had the maximum barium value for both the unfiltered | maximum result for barium.
Crib and filtered sample. Also, please include the well ID within the bulleted text.
Page 2-26
Sth Bullet
26. | Section 2.2.2 The text states, “It is unlikely that nickel is from the 216-A-37-1 Crib at this time See comment. NSJ
216-A-37-1 because results for nickel were observed in both upgradient and downgradient wells.
Crib Nickel is an inorganic constituent that occurs naturally in groundwater, and the
Page 2-27 detections may be naturally occurring.” Explain if the Hanford site background value
11" Bullet for nickel was taken into account when making this assumption,
27. | Section 2.2.2 Based on the bulleted information for unfiltered iron and manganese, it appears that the | Include in the text if well corrosion has NSJ
216-A-37-1 values were elevated above the secondary drinking water standards. Please explain if been ruled out as a factor in the elevated
Crib stainless steel corrosion of well 299-E25-19 was considered to be a factor of the results for iron and manganese for well
Page 2-27 and | elevated results for these two stainless steel constituents. This is especially pertinent 299-E25-19.
2-28 since the well was installed in 1976, which was prior to Washington Administrative
Code requirements.
28. | Sec2.2.2 Include more discussion for the assessment constituents mentioned below, that were Add more explanations for the elevated MID
216-A-37-1 above a PQL but below a WQS or have no WQS. values mentioned in the comment.
Crib
Pg 2-27 Arsenic: Mention if the concentration values are typical for the area compared to
Hanford background values or are for the geologic environment.
Cobalt: Would mention the values are within typical groundwater ranges and mention if
have a Hanford background concentration range.
Nickel: Would also mention the values are not unusual and within typical groundwater
ranges. Mention if have a Hanford background concentration range.
Vanadium: Mention vanadium does not have a WQS but the values are within typical
groundwater ranges and mention if have a Hanford background concentration range.
29. | Section 2.2.3 Text references the installation of groundwater monitoring wells that ended with high Recommend analysis of the potential CDG
216-B-3 Main | pH and were replaced with new wells. The impact to groundwater, if any, from these impacts to groundwater at both 216-B-3
Pond high pH wells has never been addressed and the anomaly of high pH groundwater Main Pond and 216-A-29 Ditch related

0O/C = open or closed
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Para./Sent.
Page 2-34 conditions at downgradient wells for 216-A-29 Ditch is suspicious and could be related | to past cement in the groundwater from
Paragraphs 3-5 | to the B-3 Pond high pH well issues. the former 216-B-3 Main Pond high pH
wells.
30. | Section 2.2.3 Well 699-43-45 was removed from the network in the third quarter of 2025 due to low Return well 699-43-45 back in to the CDG
216-B-3 Main | water volumes and needs a bailer for previous sampling events. Simple use of a bailer groundwater monitoring plan/network
Pond for sampling is not sufficient reason to remove a compliance monitoring well. and continue monitoring until a
Page 2-35 replacement well is constructed as
Second identified in the 2024 Annual RCRA
Paragraph Groundwater Monitoring Report.
31. | Section2.2.3 In 2025, all network wells had sufficient water for sampling; however, downgradient Sentence is confusing as to actual CDG
216-B-3 Main | well 699-43-45 had insufficient water to use a pump during the first through third sample event actions.
Pond quarter routine sampling events where a bailer was used for all three sampling events.
Page 2-35
Second
Paragraph
32. | Section 2.2.3 The text states that the following organics were qualified with a “Y” review flag, Review the laboratory analytical data NSJ
216-B-3 Main | indicating data is suspect: Hexachlorodibenzo-p-dioxins, Hexachlorodibenzofurans, package for the July 2025 samples and
Pond Pentachlorodibenzo-p-dioxins, Pentachlorodibenzofurans, Tetrachlorodibenzo-p- include any additional explanatory
Page 2-36 and | dioxins, and Tetrachlorodibenzofurans. All of these organics were detected above their | information regarding the specified “Y”
2-37 PQLs in one sample from downgradient well 699-43-44D in July 2025. Please explain | flagged data within this annual report.
if the data quality assessment presented a technical explanation for these findings. Each
of these constituents are characterized by the same analytical method and therefore the
laboratory may have provided additional information to support the data flag. Please
review the analytical data package and include any additional explanatory information
regarding the “Y” flagged data within this annual report.
33. | Section 2.2.3 Wells 699-43-44B, 699-43-44C, and 699-44-42B are identified in the text and on Figure | Included wells 699-43-44B, 699-43-44C, CDG
216-B-3 Main | 2-5 and need to be included in Table 2-11 with a note indicating removed until such and 699-44-42B in Table 2-11 with note LJ
Pond time that they are taken out of the figures. indicating removed until such time that
Page 2-39 they are taken out of the figures.
Table 2-11 Recommend identifying with different
color/symbol and noting that wells are to
be decommissioned.
34. | Section 2.2.3 Well 699-43-45 was removed from the network in the third quarter of 2025 due to low | Return well 699-43-45 back into the CDG
216-B-3 Main | water volumes and needs a bailer for previous sampling events. Simple use of a bailer groundwater monitoring plan/network
Pond for sampling is not sufficient reason to remove a compliance monitoring well. and continue monitoring until a
Page 2-39 replacement well is constructed as
Table 2-11 identified in the 2024 Annual RCRA
Groundwater Monitoring Report.
35. | Section 2.2.3 Table notes that elevated pH readings were detected in well 699-43-45 which is located | Recommend analysis of the potential CDG
216-B-3 Main | in proximity to former high pH well 699-44-B and there has not been an assessment if impacts to groundwater at both 216-B-3
Pond the elevated pH is associated with/an impact from the former high pH wells. Main Pond and 216-A-29 Ditch related
Page 2-42 to past cement in the groundwater from
Table 2-12 the former 216-B-3 Main Pond high pH
wells.
36. | Section 2.2.4 First Paragraph Bullett Items identify that Unfiltered and Filter Chromium and Clarify if Chromium and Hexavalent CDG
216-S-10 Pond | Hexavalent Chromium (quality assessment constituents) was detected above drinking Chromium is associated waste from 216-
and Ditch

0O/C = open or closed
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Page 2-45 water and MTCA level’s however, the text does not identify if the Chromium is S-10 Pond and Ditch or a differing
associated waste from 216-S-10 Pond and Ditch or a differing source area. source area.
37. | Section 2.2.4 Include more discussion for the constituents mentioned below, that were above a PQL. | Add more explanations for the MID
216-S-10 Pond constituents mentioned in the comment.
& Ditch Unfiltered Iron: Assume filtered samples were below PQL and should state it. Could
Pg 2-45 also mention the values are not unusual for typical groundwater ranges.
Nickel: Could also mention the values are not unusual for typical groundwater ranges, If
have a Hanford background range, mention it and if any multi-year trends were
observed.
38. | Section 2.2.5 Third Paragraph identifies Cobalt was detected above the PQL at multiple monitoring Clarify if Cobalt is associated with waste CDG
NRDWL wells; however, the text does not identify if Cobalt is associated waste from NRDWL. from NRDWL.
Page 2-51
39. | Section 2.2.5 Fourth Paragraph Fourth Bullett identifies that Chromium was detected above the PQL | Include summary of cause/nature of CDG
NRDWL and references DOE/RL-2019-22 for information; however, annual report should Chromium at NRDWL in the annual
Page 2-51 include summary of cause/nature of Chromium at NRDWL. report.
40. | Section 2.2.6 Text reads “Cyanide at downgradient well 299-E33-47, attributed to an Clarify if this release of Cyanide is a CDG
WMA B-BX- unplanned release in the 241-B Tank Farm, ranged between 140 and 141 pg/L in 2025. | current or past unplanned release.
BY Overall, total cyanide concentrations at WMA B-BX-BY exhibit a decreasing trend.”
Page 2-59 Text does not identify if this is a current or past unplanned release.
Last Paragraph
41. | Section 2.2.6 Text reads “Detections of cyanide have been found in the north Clarify paragraph to clearly identify the CDG
WMA B-BX- and northeast of the 241-BY farm since 1998; the source was attributed to the BY detection of Free Cyanide and Total
BY Crib”. The paragraph starts referencing “Free Cyanide” but it is not clear if the Cyanide and what is attributable to
Page 2-60 sentence referencing the source attributed to BY Crib is consistent with the detections WMA B-BX-BY and what is attributable
First Paragraph | of Total Cyanide addressed in the last paragraph on page 2-59. to BY Crib.
42. | Section 2.2.6 Text reads “Cyanide trends are still present in the north and northeast, and in the Revise text to clearly address how CDG
WMA B-BX- midwestern portion (wells 299-E33-343 and 299-E33-41) of the WMA, though they Cyanide concentrations are “trending” LJ
BY have been declining since 2017.” Text does not address how Cyanide concentrations are | upward, downward, staying the same?
Page 2-60 “trending” upward, downward, staying the same?
First Paragraph
43. | Section 2.2.6 Text reads “Observed concentrations in wells 299-E33-38 and 299-E33-44 were Revise text to clearly identify trend of CDG
WMA B-BX- not off-trend and do not represent increasing concentrations.” What does “not off- Mercury in the groundwater LJ
BY trend” and “do not represent increasing concentrations” mean”. Highly inappropriate
Page 2-60 grammar and context referring to changes in contaminant concentrations. Is the
Sixth Bullett concentration stable, increasing, or declining?
44. | Section 2.2.6 Text reads “ It is unlikely that the nickel is from WMA B-BX-BY because results for Revise text to clearly identify trend of CDG
WMA B-BX- nickel were observed in both upgradient and downgradient wells; general trending is not | Nickel in the groundwater LJ
BY upwards.” Is “not trending upwards” the same as “declining” or “staying consistent”?;
Page 2-60 “general trending is not upwards” is not appropriate grammar/context.
First Bullett
45. | Section 2.2.6 Table has comments “Removed in Rev.3” for wells 299-E33-20 and 299-E33-339 but Clarify status of monitoring wells 299- CDG
WMA B-BX- there is no reference to what “Rev 3” is referring to. If wells were removed from a prior | E33-20 and 299-E33-339 and include
BY groundwater monitoring plan/program, why are they still included in reporting and if appropriate reference for “Rev. 3” if this
Page 2-63 they are still continued to be monitored/reporting then why is there a note indicating is still a pertinent reference.
Table 2-17 they were removed?
46. | Section 2.2.7 Document states that there are 7 assumed leakers, latest HNF-EP-0182 reports 6. Review and Revise text accordingly. LJ
WMA C

0O/C = open or closed




Review Comment Record

Washington State Department of Ecology Nuclear Waste Program

Date May 21, 2026

Page 7 of 10
Document: DOE/HF(O-2025-28-R0, 2025 Hanford Site RCRA Annual Groundwater Monitoring Report; Reviewer: Cathrene Glick, Luissa Johnston, Noe’l Smith-Jackson, Matthew Durkee
Pg. # .
Ttem Segc. # Comment and Basis/Justification Modification Needed DOE Response Ecology Response LIe R(-EV.I ewer
Close Initials
Para./Sent.

Page 2-68
First Paragraph

47. | Section 2.2.7 Groundwater narrative does not address the new extraction well that was constructed Revise/update text, particle tracking CDG
WMA C southeast of Well 299-E27-21 (which is depicted on Figure 1-2) and particle tracking on | analysis and figure to include new LJ
Page 2-68 Figure 2-9 does not include influence from this extraction well. groundwater extraction well.
Third
Paragraph
Page 2-71
Figure 2-9

48. | Section 2.2.7 Text reads “The maximum reported filtered value was 36.8 pg/L from Revise text to clearly identify trend of CDG
WMA C downgradient well 299-E27-28; results are not trending upwards.” Is “not trending Nickel in the groundwater.
Page 2-69 upwards” the same as “declining” or “staying consistent”?; “general trending is not
Last Bullett upwards” is not appropriate grammar/context.

49. | Section 2.27 Text reads “The observed concentrations were not unusual in the monitoring network Revise text to clearly address how CDG
WMA C and are not exhibiting an increasing trend.” Does this mean the concentrations are Vanadium concentrations are “trending”
Page 2-70 remaining stable or decreasing? downward or staying the same.
Second Bullett

50. | Section 2.27 Figure 2-71 does not depict the existing groundwater extraction well located southeast Revise Figure to include groundwater LJ
WMA C of WMA-c that is indicated on Figure 1-2 extraction well.
Page 2-71
Figure 2-9

51. | Section 2.27 Well 299-E27-28 has elevated concentrations of Iron, Manganese and Nickel that Verify corrosion analysis and update LJ
WMA C suggests corrosion although though the text states there is no corrosion in the wells. assessment and text if corrosion is
Table 2-74 deemed suspect.

52. | Section 2.2.8 Text does not identify that tanks have leaked at S-SX Farm as is done in other tank Include tank leak history for continuity LJ
WMA S-SX sections. with other section text.
Page 2-77
First Paragraph

53. | Section 2.2.8 Last sentence in paragraph reads “DOE/RL-2019-74, Rev. 4, introduced no changes to | Revise text to correct grammar and CDG
WMA S-SX the sampling frequency at WMA S-SX.”. Inappropriate sentence structure and context indicating that Rev.4 did not
Page 2-77 reference to changes to groundwater monitoring plan. change sampling frequency at WMA S-
Fourth SX.
Paragraph

54. | Section 2.2.8 Text reads “Bromoform was detected in downgradient well 299-W22-84 for one Provide context cause for the detection CDG
WMA S-SX sampling event (third quarter) in 2025, with a result of 1.41 pug/L, which is below the of Bromoform.
Page 2-78 primary DWS 80 pg/L. This is the first detection and all other results since the well was
Third first sampled for bromoform in 2020 have been nondetect.” There is no context
Paragraph assessing laboratory error or other cause for the detection of Bromoform.
Second Bullett

55. | Section 2.2.8 Text reads “The maximum filtered result was 12.2 pg/L from downgradient well 299- Revise text to clearly identify trend of CDG
WMA S-SX W23-21. Nickel results at WMA S-SX in 2025 are consistent and not trending up.” If Nickel in the groundwater.
Page 2-78 the trends are not “up” what is the direction of the “trend”? Identify direction of trend.
Third
Paragraph
Fifth Bullett

56. | Section 2.2.8 Text reads “Hexavalent chromium was detected above the PQL in one upgradient well | Clarify source of the Hexavalent CDG
WMA S-SX and five downgradient wells. Two downgradient wells (299-W22-93 and 299-W22-116) | chromium at S-SX.
Page 2-79 were above the MTCA standard of 48 ug/L (WAC 173-340). The maximum hexavalent
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First Bullett chromium concentration was 206 ug/L in well 299-W22-116.” Text does not address if
Hexavalent chromium is associated with WMA-S-SX as the source or if it is associated
with a differing source.
57. | Section 2.2.9 Text does not identify that tanks have leaked at T Farm as is done in other tank sections. | Include tank leak history for continuity LJ
WMA T with other section text.
Page 2-85
58. | Section 2.2.9 First Bullett identifies two upgradient wells 299-W10-1 and 299-W10-28 however Revise Figure 2-11 to include well 299- CDG
WMA T Figure 2-11 only depicts well 299-W10-28. Well 299-W10-1 is missing from Figure 2- | W10-1. LJ
Page 2-86 11.
First Bullett
Page 2-89
Figure 2-11
59. | Section 2.2.9 Text reads “While WMA T is identified as a source of a local, high concentration nitrate | Revise text that seems to diminish the CDG
WMA T plume, other upgradient sources are larger contributors to nitrate contamination...” contribution (or seem to exclude the
Page 2-87 While there are multiple sources contributing to nitrate in the groundwater, this does not | impact) of nitrate to the groundwater
Last Bullett diminish the impact of or exclude the impact from WMA T. from WMA T.
60. | Section 2.2.10 | Text does not identify that tanks have leaked at TX-TY Farm as is done in other tank Include tank leak history for continuity LJ
WMA TX-TY | sections. with other section text.
Page 2-94
61. | Section 2.2.10 | Text states carbon tetrachloride was observed with a maximum result in well 299-W14- | Modify text or modify table with LJ
WMA TX-TY | 19 0f30.4ug/L. accurate value.
Page 2-95
Second bullet Table 2-26 states carbon tetrachloride was observed at a maximum of 64 ug/L.
from bottom
and
Table 2-26
62. | Section 2.2.10 | Figure is missing groundwater flow path lines provided for other WMA'’s. Revise figure to include groundwater LJ
WMA TX-TY flow paths for network verification.
Page 2-97
Figure 2-12
63. | Section 2.2.10 | Text description of maximum does not match table. The text and table say two wells Review and revise data table, text, and LJ
WMA TX-TY | (299-W10-27 and 299-W14-11) had maximum concentrations. Then the text says the figure accordingly.
Page 2-95 maximum was 50.3 ug/L which when compared to the table is the result for filtered
and chromium. The text also states the maximum was from well 299-W14-27 which is not
Page 2-99 on the figure, so this was probably supposed to say 299-W10-27.
Table 2-26
64. | Section 2.2.10 | The line for selenium filtered and selenium unfiltered places the WQS value in the Revise table accordingly. LJ
WMA TX-TY | wrong column.
Page 2-95
Table 2-26
65. | Section 2.2.11 | Text does not identify that tanks have leaked at U Farm as is done in other tank Include tank leak history for continuity LJ
WMA U sections. with other section text.
Page 2-102
66. | Section 2.2.11 | Text states chloroform was detected at a maximum value of 1.45 ug/L in well 299- Review data and revise text and table LJ
WMA U W19-44. accordingly to report valid data.
Page 2-103 Table 2-28 states chloroform was detected at a maximum value of 1.22 ug/L.
Last bullet
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Vs
Table 2-28
67. | Section 2.2.11 | Filtered selenium in text has a value of 4.7 ug/L in well 299-W19-47. Review data and revise text and table LJ
WMA U Table 2-28 has filtered selenium value of 7.3 ug/L. accordingly to report valid data.
Page 2-104
Last bullet Which is the correct value?
Vs
Table 2-28
68. | Section2.2.11 | Text reads “There is no DWS for nickel and the constituent did not have an Revise text to clearly identify direction CDG
WMA U increasing trend in network wells for 2025.” If the trends are not “increasing” what is of trend.
Page 2-104 the direction of the “trend”?
Fifth Bullett
69. | Section 2.2.11 | Text reads “Due to concentrations being detected in upgradient wells before Revise text to eliminate conflicting CDG
WMA U groundwater flows under the WMA U, vanadium is likely coming from an upstream causation of Vanadium in the
Page 2-104 source. Vanadium does not have a WQS and is naturally occurring.” Although groundwater and identify the correct
Eighth Bullett | Vanadium may be a naturally occurring constituent the stated “vanadium is likely cause from upgradient source.
coming from an upstream source” indicates this is not a natural occurrence.
70. | Section 2.2.11 | Row for iron states that it was above WQS for 299-W18-40 and 299-W18-42. 299- Review/Revise text and table to identify LJ
WMA U W18-42 is not on the figure. Is this supposed to be 299-W19-42? correct well.
Page 2-108
Table 2-28
71. | Section 2-3.1 There is no downgradient groundwater monitoring well east of 218-E-10 Burial Ground | Install downgradient monitoring well. CDG
LLBG WMA-1 | at LLBG WMA-1 due to gradient change from extraction wells.
Page 2-114
Figure 2-14
72. | Section 2-3.2 Text reads “Unfiltered and filtered iron, chromium, nickel, manganese, and Revise text to clearly identify direction CDG
LLBG WMA-2 | molybdenum results from samples collected at well 299-E34-2 do not exhibit of trend.
Page 2-119 increasing concentration trends in 2025 or in recent years.”
Last Paragraph
73. | Section 2.3.3 As a result of the groundwater injection at wells 299-W10-36 and 299-W7-14 the Since groundwater injection at wells CDG
LLBG WMA-3 | groundwater direction of flow has changed and there is no longer a “downgradient” 299-W10-36 and 299-W7-14 will persist
Page 2-128 compliance well located in the northwest portion of LLBG WMA-3 and the Green for the long-term, additional wells are
Figure 2-16 Island located in 218-W-5. necessary for the compliance network
for the Green Island located in 218-W-5
as there are now multiple downgradient
directions from the waste site.
74. | Section 2.3.3 As a result of the groundwater injection at wells 299-W10-35 and 299-W15-226 Trench | Install new groundwater monitoring CDG
LLBG WMA-3 | 31 and Trench 34 do not have a compliant downgradient monitoring well per their wells for compliance network.
Page 2-128 respective GWMP’s. Trench 34 does not have any downgradient monitoring well at all
Figure 2-16 anymore for compliance monitoring.
75. | Section 2.3.4 Text reads “Unfiltered and filtered iron, manganese, and molybdenum results from Revise text to clearly identify direction CDG
LLBG WMA-4 | samples collected at well 299-W15-152 do not exhibit increasing concentration trends of trend.
Page 2-136 in 2025 or in recent years.”
First Paragraph
76. | Section 2.3.4 Text reads “In general, the unfiltered and filtered sample results follow a consistent Revise text to clearly identify direction CDG
LLBG WMA-4 | concentration trend pattern with higher concentrations in the unfiltered samples.” Text of trend.
Page 2-136 does not address what the trend direction is, just consistency.
First Paragraph
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77. | Section 2.3.5 Text reads “The elevated values from June samples collected at upgradient well 299- Clarify what “off trend” means and CDG
WMA A-AX E24-33 and downgradient wells 299-E25-40, 299-E25-94, and 299-E25-251 were provide clarification if trend is
Page 2-143 suspect as they were off-trend and a “Y” review flag was applied to these results.” increasing or decreasing and how this
Seventh Bullett sample deviates from the trend.
78. | Section 2.3.5 Include more discussion for the constituents mentioned below, that were above a WQS. | Add more explanations for the MID
WMA A-AX constituents mentioned in the comment
Pg 2-144 Nitrate: State if the WMA is located within the regional Nitrate plume or if it is the
result of WMA A-AX waste management past practices, or as the result of both
possible sources.
79. | Section 2.3.5 Text reads “Previous reports of camera surveys that observed corrosion in the well Retain Chromium and Nickel as a listed CDG
WMA A-AX screen at downgradient wells 299-E25-40 and 299-E25-41 were identified. Elevated constituent to monitor for WMA A-AX.
Page 2-145 detections of chromium and nickel at each well are attributed to corrosion affecting the
Second groundwater samples. Subsequent samples for the assessment constituent’s chromium
Paragraph and nickel from wells 299-E25-40 and 299-E25-41 will likely continue to be affected
by corrosion and not be representative of groundwater. Therefore, chromium and
nickel results from wells 299-E25-40 and 299-E25-41 are not evaluated as potential
groundwater contaminants.”
Chromium and Nickel cannot be eliminated as potential contaminants or monitoring
constituents just because of suspect/identified corrosion in the well.
80. | Section 3.1.1 Third sentence in last Bullett reads “Wells monitoring IDF are within the regional 200 Revise text to clearly identify the CDG
IDF East Area nitrate plume...” It is noted that most if not all of IDF is underlain by a influence of the regional nitrate plume to
Page 3-2 regional nitrate plume, not just the monitoring wells. This is inaccurate representation IDF groundwater monitoring.
Last Bullett of groundwater assessment for IDF.
81. | Section 3.1.2 The text states, “Additionally, quarterly sampling for the constituents identified in Confirm if Appendix 5 constituent NSJ
LERF Appendix 5 of Ecology Publication No. 97-407, for the first 2 years of monitoring, is monitoring is performed for 1 year or 2
Page 3-10 performed at any newly drilled network well.” Please confirm if 2 years of Appendix 5 | years for any newly drilled well and
Last paragraph | constituent monitoring is accurate, or if the text should actually state that the monitoring | correct the text accordingly, if
is performed for 1 year. Please address the possible discrepancy. warranted.
82. | Section 3.1.2 Figure 3-2 and Table 3-4 do not include pending compliance monitoring well LERF Include pending compliance monitoring CDG
LERF PW-2 to be located southeast of Basin 44 scheduled for construction in 2027. well LERF PW-2 located southeast of
Page 3-14 Basin 44 scheduled for construction in
Figure 3-2 & 2027 in both Figure 3-2 and Table 3-4.
Page 3-15
Table 3-4
83. | Section 3.2.1 The report mentions that the extraction well remained off in August 2025. Discuss why | Provide some additional information on MID
183-H Solar the extraction wells have continued to be shut off. why the extraction wells remain shutoff.
Evaporation
Basins
Pg 3-19
84. | Appendix A The text states that the appendix consists of a compilation of the groundwater data, Include a reference section for Appendix NSJ
Page A-1 including laboratory analytical results, and that the groundwater data are available A that includes all sampling and analysis
online via the Environmental Dashboard Application. For improved clarity, the guidance documents that were followed
sampling and analysis plans which were followed to conduct all sampling of the for this annual groundwater monitoring
groundwater monitoring should be referenced in this appendix. report.
85.
86.
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