
 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
Richland Field Office 

3100 Port of Benton Blvd., Richland, WA 99354 • 509-372-7950 
 
July 2, 2026             26-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 (Ecology) Review Comment Record (RCR) for the 

Interim Status Alternate Groundwater Monitoring Plan for the 216-A-37-1 PUREX Plant Crib, 
DOE/HFO-2025-38, Revision 0 

 
References: See page 2 
 
Dear Naomi M. Jaschke: 
 
Ecology completed our review of the Interim Status Alternate Groundwater Monitoring Plan for 
the 216-A-37-1 PUREX Plant Crib, DOE/HFO-2025-38, Revision 0, received with the United 
States Department of Energy Letter (USDOE), (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). 
 
Enclosed is the RCR with Ecology’s comments. 
 
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, 
 
 
 
Cathrene D. Glick, LHG 
Lead Hydrogeologist 
Nuclear Waste Program 
 
bp 
Enclosure 
 
cc: See page 2 

Digitally signed by 
CGLI461@ECY.WA.GOV 
Date: 2026.07.02 
14:56:47 -07'00'



Naomi M. Jaschke  26-NWP-099 
July 2, 2026 
Page 2 of 2 
 
 
References: 

1. Letter 26-SGD-0026, dated April 27, 2026, “Interim Status Alternate Groundwater 
Monitoring Plan for the 216-A-37-1 PUREX Plant Crib, DOE/HFO-2025-38, Revision 0” 

2. Letter 26-NWP-078, dated June 4, 2026, “Extension of the Department of Ecology’s 
(Ecology) Comment Review Period for the Interim Status Alternate Groundwater Monitoring 
Plan for the 216-A-37-1 PUREX Plant Crib, DOE/HFO-2025-38, Revision 0” 

 
cc electronic w/enc: 

Laura Buelow, EPA 
Anne McCartney, EPA 
Geoff Schramm, EPA 
Jason Capron, USDOE 
Ellwood Glossbrenner, USDOE 
Kaitlyn Nelson, USDOE 
Bob Bullock, CPCCo 
Shanna Cozad, CPCCo 
Laura O’Mara, CPCCo 
Stephanie Brasher, HMIS 
Jon Perry, HMIS 
Michael Turner, HMIS 
Mason Murphy, CTUIR 
Anthony Smith, NPT 
Alyssa Buck, Wanapum 
Clayton Buck, Wanapum 
Laurene Contreras, YN 
ERWM Staff, YN 
Susan Coleman, HAB 

David Reeploeg, Hanford Communities 
Max Woods, ODOE 
Matthew Durkee, Ecology 
Cathrene Glick, Ecology 
Edward Holbrook, Ecology 
Luissa Johnston, Ecology 
Tabitha Liebrecht, Ecology 
Elizabeth Rochette, Ecology 
Stephanie Schleif, Ecology 
Noe’l Smith-Jackson, Ecology 
John Temple, Ecology 
Environmental Portal 
Hanford Administrative Record 
Hanford Facility Operating Record 
CPCCo Correspondence Control 
HAB Correspondence Control 
HMIS Correspondence Control 
USDOE Correspondence Control 
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26-SGD-0026, DOE/HFO-2025-38, Rev 0, Interim Status Alternate GW Monitoring Plan for the 216-A-37-1 Purex Plant Crib 
Hydrogeologist Review: Cathrene Glick Chemist Review: Noe’l Smith-Jackson 

 
Document Manager Telephone Number Project Manager Telephone Number Facility Site ID Cleanup Site ID 

Cathrene Glick  Tabitha Liebrecht    
 

Item 
No. 

Pg. # 
Sec. # 

Para./Sent. 
Comment or Question Modification Needed Basis/Justification Permittee Response Ecology 

Response Open/Close Reviewer 
Initials 

1. Page 1-1 
Section1 
4th Paragraph 

Text reads “In comparison to the critical 
mean value calculated for use in 2025, 
further exceedances of the TOC critical 
mean are not expected at well 299-E25-
243. However, an evaluation of specific 
conductance measurements found that 
exceedances of the critical mean value 
would be expected if the unit returned to 
indicator parameter monitoring; 
therefore, an alternate groundwater 
monitoring program was 
recommended…”.  How can the 
statement “further exceedances of the 
TOC critical mean are not expected” and 
“exceedances of the critical mean value 
would be expected if the unit returned to 
indicator parameter monitoring” be both 
true.  Since this potential for exceedance 
is the basis for establishing an alternative 
groundwater monitoring program, there 
needs to be greater clarification as to the 
factual reasoning.  

Provide greater factual reasoning for 
establishing an alternative groundwater 
monitoring program based on the conflicting 
statements about the potential for further/future 
exceedances of TOC or return WMA to 
indicator parameter monitoring status.  

Clarification of basis for 
changing to alternative 
groundwater monitoring 
status. 

   CDG 

2. Page 1-1 
Section1 
5th Paragraph 

Text reads “Due to known groundwater 
conditions that are expected to cause 
exceedances under indicator parameter 
monitoring, an alternate groundwater 
monitoring program…”.  Prior text reads 
“In comparison to the critical mean value 
calculated for use in 2025, further 
exceedances of the TOC critical mean 
are not expected….”.  Both statements 
and groundwater conditions can not be 
true. 

Provide greater factual reasoning for 
establishing an alternative groundwater 
monitoring program based on the conflicting 
statements about the potential for further/future 
exceedances of TOC or return WMA to 
indicator parameter monitoring status.  

Clarification of basis for 
changing to alternative 
groundwater monitoring status 
or revert back to indicator 
parameter monitoring status. 

   CDG 

3. Page 1-2 
Section 1 
2nd Paragraph 

Text reads “Since the groundwater 
evaluation for the 216 A-37-1 Crib in 
SGW-60593 was prepared, changes in 
groundwater flow interpretation have 
occurred in the area of the unit.”  

There is no hydrogeologic basis to support the 
statement that “changes in groundwater flow 
interpretation have occurred in the area of the 
unit” have occurred necessitating changes in 
groundwater monitoring programs. 

Provide clear basis to support 
significant changes in 
groundwater flow direction 
and changes to monitoring 
well references to groundwater 

   CDG 
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Comparison of the groundwater flow 
map included as Figure B-1 (RCRA-CN-
01_DOE/RL-2023-30_R0) and the 
groundwater flow map included as 
Figure 2.1 there is no change in 
groundwater flow direction.   

DOE/RL-2023-30 Revision 0 (which 
lacks including a groundwater flow 
direction in the well network map Figure 
2-1) and Table 2-4 confirm that a change 
in groundwater direction has not 
occurred. 

Figures 7-1, 7-2, 7-3 and7-4 in SGW-
60593, Rev0 depicts a similar 
groundwater flow direction for 216-A-
37-1 Crib confirming that there has not 
been a change in groundwater flow 
direction at the site.  It is noted that the 
particle tracking maps differ from later 
variations of tracking maps but that does 
not support a significant change in 
groundwater direction as inferred in this 
document. 

Granted groundwater levels have 
changed resulting in differing isopleths 
on the maps but the direction of flow and 
particle tracking remains consistent.  
Upgradient and downgradient well 
determinations remain the same under 
both scenarios/figures. 

flow directions that warrant 
changes to groundwater 
monitoring program or revert 
back to indicator parameter 
monitoring status. 

4. Page 2-1  
Section 2.1 
5th Paragraph 

Text states “Because the unit will not 
return to indicator parameter monitoring, 
indicator parameters, and groundwater 
quality parameters are not included in 
this monitoring plan. However, most of 
these analytes will continue to be 
collected as supporting constituents. The 
analytes that are discontinued are total 
organic carbon, total organic halogen, 
and phenols.” 

Since there has not been a compelling 
rational for the change to an alternate 
groundwater monitoring program and 
there is good cause for return to indicator 
parameter monitoring, all constituents 

Retain all constituents included in the indicator 
parameter monitoring program until clear 
compelling rational for the change to an 
alternate groundwater monitoring program has 
been provided. 

No clear factual rational for 
changing groundwater 
monitoring program or 
deletion of monitoring 
parameters. 

   CDG 
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included in the indicator parameter 
monitoring shall remain in place. 

5. Page 2-3 
Section 2.1 
Table: 2-2 

The table lists Metals as Supporting 
Constituents, and includes footnote “b” 
which lists the specific metals that will 
be analyzed (i.e., calcium, chromium, 
iron, magnesium, manganese, 
molybdenum, nickel, potassium, and 
sodium). For improved clarity, the 
footnote could be expanded to state 
which metals are analyzed to monitor for 
stainless steel well casing corrosion, and 
which metals are monitored for charge 
balance calculations. 

Update footnote “b” to state which metals are 
analyzed to monitor for stainless steel well 
casing corrosion, and which metals are 
monitored for charge balance calculations. 

Improved analytical clarity.    NSJ 

6. Page 3-1 
Section 3.2.2 

The text explains that assessment 
constituents are considered “detected” 
when the concentration exceeds the 
PQL; and that constituents that are not 
considered detected are not further 
evaluated.  Provide additional 
information on how Ecology will be 
notified if an assessment constituent has 
been eliminated from monitoring due to 
lack of detection. Also, explain if that 
constituent(s) will automatically be 
removed from the next quarterly testing 
cycle or if the removal will occur the 
following year. 

Revise to text to explain how Ecology will be 
notified if an assessment constituent has been 
eliminated from monitoring due to lack of 
detection. Also, explain if that constituent(s) 
will automatically be removed from the next 
quarterly testing cycle or if the removal will 
occur the following year. 

Assessment monitoring 
protocol. 

   NSJ 

7. Page 5-1 
Section 5 

The References section does not include 
a hyperlink for CPCC-00417, 2024, 
Quality Assurance Project Plan and 
Sampling Protocol for Interim Status 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan, as 
revised.  This is the only referenced 
document that has not been linked to the 
Administrative Record for review. 

Include a hyperlink for CPCC-00417, 2024 
within the References section. 

Incomplete reference    NSJ 

8.         

9.         

10.         

11.         

12.         

13.         
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14.         

15.         
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18.         
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