
 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
Richland Field Office 

3100 Port of Benton Blvd., Richland, WA 99354 • 509-372-7950 
 
July 27, 2026             26-NWP-112 
 
 
 
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 

Groundwater Assessment First Determination Report for the 216-B-3 Pond, DOE/HFO-2026-14, 
Revision 0 

 
Reference: See page 2 
 
Dear Naomi M. Jaschke: 
 
Ecology completed our review of the Groundwater Assessment First Determination Report for the 
216-B-3 Pond, DOE/HFO-2026-14, Revision 0, received with the United States Department of Energy 
Letter (Reference). 
 
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 
Elizabeth (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.G
OV 
Date: 2026.07.27 
10:26:22 -07'00'



Naomi M. Jaschke  26-NWP-112 
July 27, 2026 
Page 2 of 2 
 
 
 
Reference: Letter 26-SGD-0035, dated June 16, 2026, “Groundwater Assessment First Determination 

Report for the 216-B-3 Pond, DOE/HFO-2026-14, 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 
Jacob Reynolds, CPCCo 
Heather Sulloway, 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-0035, DOE/HFO-2026-14, Rev 0 Groundwater Assessment First Determination Report for the 216-B-3 Pond 
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  Beth Rochette    
 

Item 
No. 

Pg. # 
Sec. # 

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

Response Open/Close Reviewer 
Initials 

1. Page 1 
Section 1 
5th Paragraph 
2nd Sentence 

The text explains that in 2024, 
installation of the replacement wells 
(699-43-44D, 699-43-44E, and 699-44-
42C) was completed, and that sampling 
as part of the B Pond network began. 
The text states that the assessment was 
extended until the three new replacement 
wells completed the first year of 
sampling, which was completed in 2025.   

It is not clear if these three new wells 
were sampled per the protocol that has 
been established for all new wells (i.e., a 
full year of Appendix 5 constituents). 
Based on the third paragraph of this 
section, it could be interpreted that only 
the “assessment constituents” (i.e., 
ammonia and cadmium) were analyzed 
for these new wells. Please include if the 
new replacement wells were sampled in 
the same manner as other new 
groundwater wells. And if not, provide 
an explanation. 

For improved clarity, it would be beneficial to 
state if these new replacement wells were 
sampled in the same manner as other new 
groundwater monitoring wells.  And if they 
were not, provide an explanation. 

Improved technical clarity.    NSJ 

2. Page 4 
Section 3.1 
Last Paragraph 

Paragraph reads “In 2025, downgradient 
well 699-43-45 was removed from the 
network… A replacement well (699-43-
45B) was completed in March 2026.” 

Although replacement well (699-43-
45B) was identified in DOE/RL-2021-
24, Rev. 3 as TBD, DOE/RL-2021-24, 
Rev. 3 needs to be revised to include 
well 699-43-45B as fully accepted into 
the well network and include the well log 
and to update the current groundwater 
quality assessment monitoring program. 

Revise DOE/RL-2021-24, Rev. 3 to include 
well 699-43-45B as fully accepted into the well 
network and include the well log and to update 
the current groundwater quality assessment 
monitoring program. 

New well 699-43-45B needs to 
get incorporated into the 
groundwater monitoring plan. 

   CDG 

3. Page 4 
Section 3.1 
3rd Paragraph 

Text and Figure make detailed reference 
to the initial monitoring well network 
that included proposed wells 699-43-44B 

Remove Figure 2 and associated text 
referencing Figure 2. 

Clarify confusion of history 
and clarity for current well 
network. 

   CDG 
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and referencing 
Page 6 
Figure 2 

[216-B-3_PW-1], 699-43-44C [216-B-
3_PW-2], and 699-44-42B [216-B-
3_PW-4]) cited in prior versions of the 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan and the 
most recent version DOE/RL-2021-24, 
Rev. 3 provides a full narrative of these 
wells and the high pH issues along with 
the discussion for well replacements. 
Figure 2 has no current value to be 
included as it is well documented already 
in DOE/RL-2021-24, Rev. 3. 

4. Page 5 
Section 3.1 
Table 1 

Table includes references to proposed 
well identifiers 216-B-3_PW-1, 216-B-
3_PW-2, 216-B-3_PW-3, and 216-B-
3_PW-4 which serve no current purpose 
as the wells were already installed, and 
three of them were already 
decommissioned and replaced and 
drilled in different locations. 

Remove proposed well identifiers 216-B-
3_PW-1, 216-B-3_PW-2, 216-B-3_PW-3, and 
216-B-3_PW-4. 

Clarify confusion of history 
and clarity for current well 
network. 

   CDG 

5. Page 6 
Section 3.1 
Figure 2 

The figure designates the following wells 
as Proposed Monitoring Well:  

 699-43-44B 
 699-43-44C 
 699-43-43C 
 699-44-42B 

This designation for 699-43-44B, 699-
43-44C and 699-44-42B is confusing, 
because these are the three wells which 
exhibited the initial elevated pH and 
were replaced. Furthermore, Table 1 
identifies well 699-43-43C as one of the 
Monitoring wells, therefore, calling it a 
“Proposed Monitoring Well” is 
perplexing. Please provide clarification 
as to why these four wells have been 
designated as Proposed Monitoring 
Wells. 

Provide clarification as to why wells 699-43-
44B, 699-43-44C, 699-43-43C, and 699-44-
42B have been designated as Proposed 
Monitoring Wells on the figure. 

Clarification of well 
designation. 

   NSJ 

6. Page 7  
Section 3.1 
Table 1 
Figure 3 

Update the figure to include the current 
well configuration and naming. The 
replacement well D0689 may now be 
referred its number 699-43-45B.  

Revise Table 1 and Figure 3 with the MW 699-
43-45B named as such. If want to still include 
D0689, could included inside of parentheses.   

    MID 

7. Page 10 
Section 4 

The section includes data qualifier codes 
for some of the Laboratory Qualifiers 
and Reviewer Qualifiers. However, upon 

Include the criteria used to assign the 
laboratory and reviewer data qualifiers listed 
for: 

Analytical data assessment.    NSJ 
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review of Attachment 2 (Data File A), 
many more data qualifiers have been 
assigned to the analytical results. The 
undefined qualifiers are: 

Lab Qualifier: 

D, N 

Reviewer Qualifier: 

Q, A, G, P, Y 

It is essential to understand how 
analytical data is being evaluated and if 
the data can be deemed as defensible. 
Therefore, please include the criteria 
used to assign the laboratory and 
reviewer data qualifiers listed above. 

Lab Qualifier: 

D, N 

Reviewer Qualifier: 

Q, A, G, P, Y 

 

8. Page 16 
Section 6.2 
Figure 4 
 

There are ~9 specific conductance 
measurements for MW 699-42-42B on 
the Figure 4 graph for early 2021. 
Assuming these may be associated with 
the critical mean value exceedance.  

Please include some additional info in 
the Section 6.2 text about all these data 
points, including why they were 
collected and any other additional info 
concerning this large set of data points. 
These really stand out on the graph and 
warrant further explanation.   

Include text which explains why all the data 
points for MW 699-42-42B were collected and 
any other additional info concerning this large 
set of data points.  

    MID 

9. Page 17 
Section 7 

The Conclusion and Recommendation 
section provides an extensive discussion 
of the actions that were taken in response 
to the specific conductance exceedances 
that triggered the groundwater quality 
assessment. However, the same amount 
of effort has not been completed for pH. 
Provide more details regarding the pH 
results of the new wells that were 
installed to replace the high pH wells. 
For example, explain if a comparison 
study was performed and if the new 
wells are exhibiting a significant 
difference in pH from the wells they 
replaced. 

Include text which explains if the new wells 
are exhibiting a significant difference in pH 
from the wells they replaced. 

Well data analysis.    NSJ 
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10. Page 18 
Section 7 
Last Paragraph 

Text suggests “B Pond should be 
reinstated into an indicator parameter 
monitoring program” however, this is 
delayed pending further analysis of data 
from new replacement well 699-43-45B. 

The inclusion of new replacement well 
699-43-45B and the determination to 
remain in the current groundwater 
quality assessment monitoring program 
or return to indicator parameter 
monitoring program need to be 
incorporated into a new revision of 
DOE/RL-2021-24. 

Revise DOE/RL-2021-24, Rev. 3 to include 
well 699-43-45B as fully accepted into the well 
network and include the well log and to update 
the current groundwater quality assessment 
monitoring program. 

New well 699-43-45B needs to 
get incorporated into the 
groundwater monitoring plan. 

   CDG 

11.         

12.         

13.         

14.         

15.         

16.         

17.         

18.         

 


