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Preface o 


The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) held a public comment 

period from July 28, 1988 to August 24, 1988 to provide an opportunity for 

interested parties to comment on the July 1988 Feasibility Stucfy (FS) and 

Proposed Plan for the Yaworski lagoon Si:5)erfund site in Canterbury, 

Connecticut. The FS examines and evaluates various cptions, called remedial 

alternatives, for addressing contamination in the lagoon area. EPA identified 

it:s preferred alternative for the cleant?) of the sit:e in the Proposed Plan 

that was issued before the start of the public comment period. 


This responsiveness summary identifies the significant comments raised 

during the public comment period, and provides EPA responses to the comments. 

EPA will consider all of the comments summarized in this document before 

selecting a final remedial alternative for the Yaworski Lagoon Sv̂ jerfund site. 


This responsiveness summary is divided int:o the follcwing sections: 


I.	 Backctround on Community Involvement and Concems - This section 

provides a brief history of ccramunity interests and concems 

regarding the Yaworski Lagoon site. 


II.	 Summary of Comments Received Duriixf t h e Public Comment Period and 
EPA Responses - This section summarizes and provides EPA responses 
tx3 the written and oral comments received by EPA from the public 
during the public comment period. 

III.	 Remainincf Concems - This section describes issues that may continue 

to be of concem to the community during the design and 

iirplementation of EPA's selected remedy for the Yaworski Lagoon 

site. EPA will address these concems during the Remedial Design 

and Remedial Action (RD/RA) 0iase of the cleanvp process. 


Attachment A - This attachment provides a list of the community 

relations activities conducted by EPA to date at the Yaworski Lagoon 

site. 




I  . BACEOdUND CN O O M M n  Y IMVOIVEMENT AND CONCERNS 

A. S i t  e Descriptdc n 

The Yaworski Lagoon site is located on ajproximately 100 acres of larxi in 
Cantertury Township, Windham County, Connecticut. The site consists of a 
former liquid arxi industrieil waste disposal lagoon situated in a meander loop 
on the flooc^lain of the Quinebaug River, .^proximately 2000 feet southeast 
of the lagoon is an operating solid waste landfill cwned ty the Yaworski 
family, the same individuals vdio operated the Yaworski Lagoon. (Refer t  o 
Figure 1) . In the past, a portion of the adjacent flooc^lain east and south 
of the lagoon was used to cultivate silage com. The remaining area adjacent 
to the lagoon is cotrposed of wetlands. The nearest residence is ajproximately 
1/2 mile to the west. Plainfield, the nearest adjacent town, is located 3 
miles tx) the east. 

Between 1950 and 1973, sludge materials and drums of industrial waste 
including solvents, paints, textile dyes  , acids, resins, and otiier debris were 
disposed in the lagoon, vAiich measures approximatiely 700 feet long by 300 feet 
wide. Flammable waste was burned periodically at the site until 1965, vAien 
the Connecticut D^jartment of Health ordered a halt to tiie on-site burning of 
waste. All disposal operations ceased in 1973. By order of the Statze, the 
lagoon was subsequentJ.y covered by Mr. Yaworski with paper, rags, rubble, and 
soil. After a fire occurred at the site in 1982, EPA concluded that 
additional information was needed about the site to better access the 
potential threat to human health and t h  e environment. In 1984, the site was 
added to the National Priorities List (NPL), EPA's list of t a  p priority 
hazardous waste sites, thus making tiie site eligible for investigation and 
cleanup under the federal Si5)erfund program. EPA ccarpleted the first of the 
two Remedial Investigations (RI) in i^ril 1986. In 1987 and in the spring of 
1988, additional work was conducted to further define the nature and extent of 
contamination. As a result of this work, the second or si^plemental RI was 
corrpleted in July 1988. The Feasibility Study (FS), v*iich contains the 
development and analysis of remedial eiltematives, was conpleted along with 
the second RI in July 1988. 

B. Ocnnunity AMareness of the Yaworski lagocn site 


Community awareness generated by past and present activities at the 
Yaworski Lagoon site has been hi^ . When tiie site was added t  o the NPL in 
1984, an active local coraraunity grot?) called Committee of Correspondence, 
vdiich was involved in halting an interstate hi^iway in the area, was invited 
to join the Eastem Connecticut Citizens Action Group (ECCAG). ECCAG, viiich 
covers areas east of the Connecticut River, is part of a State-^ide citizens 
organization. Even before tiie site was placed on the NPL, members of ECCAG 
and other local citizens believed that the State's plan to cover the lagoon 
was an inadequate solution for the problems at the Yaworski Lagoon, especially 
after the fire that occurred in 1982. When EPA placed the site on the NPL, 
media coverage was extensive. 



C. Ctncems 


This section summarizes concems expressed at the FS public informational 

meeting held on July 27, 1988 and at the public hearing held on August 17, 

1988. 


Concems Relatincf to tiie Cappincf Component of the Proposed Plan 


Coraraunity members ej^ressed concem regarding EPA's Proposed Plan tx) 

cover tiie lagoon. Instead, some residents would prefer to see the waste 

excavated and either burned on-site or taken off-site. Jfeny residents 

have stated their belief that flooding of the area would damage the cap 

and cause further pollution of the Quinebaug River and surrounding 

wetlands. Residents have also expressed concem that the cap would not 

address waste tiiat is being left in the lagoon, and tiiat this waste would 

continue to cause ground water contamination. 


Concems Relatincr to Ground Water Contamination and EPA's Proposal to Set 

Alternate Concentjiration T.imi-t-c; (Arrg) 


At the public meeting mary residents expressed their concem about 

v*ietiier contamination from the Yaworski Lagoon site may have affected 

their drinking water wells. In response to tiiese concems, EPA sampled 

domestic wells along Packer Road just prior to the public hearing and 

found no contamination. As a result of these findings, citizens asked 

less questions at the public hearing than at the public meeting, althou^ 

one citizen esqjressed skepticism about EPA's results. 


Residents have asked EPA how an ACL demonstration would be inplemented 

and vAiether establishing Ad s would ever make ground water drinkable. 


Risks to Human Health and the Environment 


Many citizens have e}q)ressed concem about contamination from the lagoon 

entering the River and the wetlands and posing risks to wildlife in these 

areas, as well as risks to pecple v^o swim or fish in the River. 


Cost and Enforcement 


Citizens stated tiiat cost should not be a factor in EPA's decision-making 

process for choosing a remecfy for the site and that the potentially 

responsible parties (FRPs) should be liable for all current, as well as 

future cleant?) costs at the site. 




Yaworski Landfill 


A number of citizens commented on the Yaworski Landfill that is located 

near the site. At the public meetings, residents stated that the 

Yaworski Landfill prcijably contains hazardous materials and is just as 

much a threat to the environment as the lagoon. Resident:s stated that 

EPA should include the landfill in their investigations. The landfill, 

however, is not part of the Yaworski Lagoon Si;5)erfund site and is also 

not the subject of this cleantp decision. Questions regarding the 

landfill should be directed to the CT DEP. 


6. Extension of Comment Period 


During the presentation of oral comments, and during tiie question and 

answer period that followed during the August 17, 1988 public hearing, 

several citizens requested tiiat EPA extend the comment period. Citizens 

indicat:ed that more people should be notified and provided with tiie 

ĉ jportunity to comment on EPA's Prcposed Plan. 


7. EPA's Decision-tfakinq Schedule 

Citizens at the August 17, 1988 public hearing expressed tiieir belief 

that they should have a chance to respond to EPA's selection of a remedy 

for the site, before that decision is fincil. 




H . SUMMARY OF CdMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE WEU.C OCMIEMT FERICO AND EPA 
RESFCNSES TO THESE GOMEinS 

This responsiveness summary addresses the ccanments received by EPA on the 

Feasibility Study and Prcposed Plan for the Yaworski Si;5)erfund site in 

Canterbury, Connecticut, during the public comment period held by EPA from 

July 28, 1988 to August 24, 1988. Five written ccmments were received. In 

addition, sixteen people presented oral canments at tiie August 17, 1988 public 

hearing. Ccpies of the hearing transcript are available at the information 

repositories located at the Canterbury Public Library, and the EPA Records 

Center at 90 Canal Street, First Floor, in Boston, Massachusetts. The written 

and oral coraroents are suramarized and organized into the following categories: 


A. Summary of Citizen Coraroents 


B. Suramary of Potentially Responsible Party (FRP) Ccanments 


EPA responses are provided for each comment, or set of lite ccanments. 


A. Sunmary of Citizen Ccninents 


1. Comments Concerning the Cap 


a. Objections to the Cap 


Comment 1: Mai^ people that attended the public hearing do not si:?port 

the capping component of the preferred alternative and would prefer that 

the lagoon contents be removed and either incinerated or taken off-site. 


EPA Response; EPA evaluated a range of alternatives that, in addition to 

the selected remedy, included removing and incinerating the waste. 

Removing the waste from the site was rejected because it would be very 

difficult to iiiplement. Off-site disposal without treatment would have 

to ccarply with the stringent Rescurce Conservation and Recovery Act 

(RCRA) land dispcjsal restrictions. Moreover, it would be very difficult 

to locate a RCRA-permitted facility that would be willing to accept 

untreated waste from the site. Off-site incineration was rejected due to 

the low cperating capacity at existing off-site facilities. 


On-sit:e incineration alternatives were also considered. They were not 

selected because they would be difficult to implement, may result in 

aciverse short-term iirpacts when the wast:es were excavated and are very 

cxjstly. 


Comment 2; Several commenters questioned how EPA could prove that 
contamination would not continue to leach into the environment ever time 
and expressed concem about the problems that this contamination would 



present to future generations. 


EPA Response: An evaluation of how cxDntamination leached from the lagcxjn 

was completed and summarized in the st^plemental Remedial Investigation. 

EPA cxDncluded that the irtpermeable cover will stop rain from washing 

throuc^ the waste and will minimize contamination leaving the lagoon and 

provide a long-term, protective remecSy. 


Comment 3: Another resident remarked that capping the lagcxDn is a "ccp­
cut", and tiiat just because the lagcxjn would be cxjvered ip does not mean 

people would forget that it exists. He stated his belief that Cant:erbury 

is being treated unfairly, and that if Canterbury were a cofmmunity like 

Stratford or Stamford tiie waste would be moved off-site. 


EPA Response; Regardless of the size or Icxiation of the ccmmunity in 

viiich a site is located, the same remedy evaluation and selection process 

is followed. Also, EPA is not forgetting about the site. Part of the 

reroecfy for the Yaworski Lagoon site includes evaluating the cleanup every 

five years, as well as provicJing routine itaintenance and monitoring to 

ensure the cap works properly and the ACLs are not exceeded. 


Comment 4; Another coramenter cisked that EPA remove the waste and re­

establish the River, the land, and tiie wetlands to their original 

condition. 


EPA Response: As discussed above, removing the waste from the site was 

rejected because it would be very difficult to iitplement. However, 

leaving the waste in place and prcperly cxjntaining it with the 

iirpermeable cxjver will be protective of the River, wetlands, and flora 

and fauna in the area. 


Comment 5; Two additionai ccjmmenters urged EPA to rê -evaluate possible 

cleamp solutions for the site and provide a permanent solution. 


EPA Response; EPA will not re-evaluate the cleanup plans for the site, 

but will review tiie remecty every five years to ensure protectiveness. 

The iitproved cap and dike and ACL will result in a long-term, protective 

remecfy. 


b. The Cap as an Interim Solution 


Ccgnment 6: Several coramenters indicated that they felt that capping 

should proceed as prcpcssed, but tiiat it should be viewed as an interim 

solution. One cxaramenter noted that althou^ he believes that the only 

solution to addressing the contamination prciblem of the lagoon is to 

remove the waste, he would like to see the cap constructed soon if it 

will contain the waste. 




EPA Response; The selected remedy is not an interim solution, ^proving 

the cxLp and dike, establisliing A d  s and providing long-term maintenance 
and monitoring at the site is a long-term remecty. Removing the waste 

from the site was rejected because it wc3uld be very difficult to 

inplement. 


Comment 7; Another ccanmenter stated his belief, that in the short run, 

EPA shculd cap the lagcxsn. He ejpressed concern that, if EPA selected 

the incineration alternative, incineration would have to be conducted on 

site since there is tcxj much waste to truck to an off-site facility, and 

that the five years it would take to bu m the waste would damage the 

environment, especially air quality. He prcposed that perhaps in a few 

years a new technolcsgy would be develcped vAiich cxjuld be used to clean vp 

the wastes in the lagcxsn. Another cxsmmenter provided a similar comment, 

asking hew the public can be assured that vdien cost effective technology 

does evolve that the prtper actions are taken at the Yaworski lagoon 

site. 


EPA Response; As discussed, alternatives other tiian tiie selec±ed remecSy 
including removing tiie waste and incinerating it were csonsidered and were 
determined tx) not be cost effective or practicable at the site. Althou^ 
EPA does not plan t  o re-evaluate the reiasdy, the Superfund law recjuires 
EPA to review the remedy at the site every five years to ensure 
prcjtectiveness. 

c. Impact of Cap on the River 


Comment 8; One coramenter stated that EPA and the Connecticut Department 
of Environmental Protection (CT DEP) believe that tiie cap is an 
acc^jtable alternative because the Quinebaug River is polluted already. 
She argued that EPA's decision to continue to let leachate s e  ̂ into the 
water shculd not be influenced by the fac:t that the River alreacSy has 
oontiaminants in it from upstream. She stated that EPA's goal should be 
to ensure the cleanup of the entire watershed. She expressed 
disagreement with v4iat EPA refers t  o as acc^Jtable standards, and with 
EPA's approach to minimize or reduce contamination. She stated her 
belief that EPA should eliminate or put an end to site contamination. 

EPA Response: Regardless of the present water quality in the Quinebaug 

River, tiie remec^ was not selected because the River is alreac^ polluted. 

The cap will greatly reduce contamination tiiat migrates from the lagoon 

and, along with setting Ads , ensure that tiie River water equality is not 

adversely inpacted. 


Comments 9 & 10; Another ccmmenter also c±)jected to the cap, noting that 

v^en she was a child, one could fish and swim in the River and new one 

cannot even see the bottom. A tiiird coramenter stated his belief that EPA 

plans to clean up the French River, v*iich is one of the main tributaries 

for the Quinebaug River. He concluded that it would not make sense to 




8 


clean up one of the upstream rivers and then leave the lagoon wastes in 

placje, allowing pollution of the Quinebaug. 


EPA Response: Ads , v*iich will be set for ground water that flows from 

tiie site into the River, will consider wildlife in the River and the 

River's present and future uses. The capped lagoon will not be allowed 

to aciversely inpact the River. If acJverse iitpacts to tiie River result 

from the capped lagcxjn, a corrective action plan would be iitplemented 

consistent with the Record of Decision and contaminated ground water 

would be treatied or other measures would be taken to ensure 

protectiveness. 


Comment 11; The ccmmenter also questioned the impact on the River of new 

incinerators being const:ructed in the area that will use Quinebaug water 

for cooling processes. 


EPA Response; New incinerators that use water from the Quinebaug River 

are not the subject of this cleanup decision and, therefore, are not 

addressed here. 


d. Implementation Issues 


Comment 12; Several coramenters recalled the flcxxi of 1955 and other 

floods throu^ the years and argued that the cap could not withstand 

these floocJs. Several oommenters argued that flooding has caused 

contaminants to be washed downstream and additional flooding would cause 

more contaminants to be washed downstream. One ccmmenter stated his 

belief that the lagoon has actually been flushed out several times as a 

result of local flooding and asked EPA for an estimate of the perc:ent of 

the contaminants in the lagoon that have been flushed out and how far 

downstream these contaminants have gone. 


EPA Response; EPA considered the potential for flcxxiing at the site and 

incorporated this in the develcpment, evaluation, and selection of the 

remedy. The cap and dike will be constructed t:o protect against flcxxiing 

and washout. 


As indicated, flcxxiing in the past has contributed to contaminant moving 

from the lagcxjn. Althcu^ an exact estimate of hcŵ rauch waste has been 

flushed out by flcxxiing cannot be made, contaminant itulgration was 

reccjgnized as a problem arxi will be addressed by the selected remecfy. 

Both the cap and ciike will be built to withstand water velocities that 

cculd cxxair ciuring flocds. 


Comment 13; One coramenter asked v*iat type of material would be used to 

construct the cap and how long the liners of the cap would last. 


EPA Response; The cap will be made of five layers of materials: a tcp 

vegetative cxJver to protect against erosion and flcxDd ciamage; a drainage 




layer to move rainwater off the cap and away from the waste; two low-

permeability layers (a liner and a low-permeability soil layer) to step 

rainfall from flowing into the waste and; finally, a fcjundation/bedding 

layer to support the layers above. 


The liner will be made of a plastic that is very resistent to chemicals. 

It should last at least 30 years. Also, it will be maintained to ensure 

it continues to work after it is installed. 


Ccanment 14: One coramenter asked viiether the two-year estimate for 

construction of Alternative #3 in the Prcposed Plan is for initiation or 

completion of the <^p. He also asked if the estimated $2,9 million 

covers the cost of thirty years of monitoring and viiich agency would be 

responsible for overseeing the monitoring. 


EPA Response; The two-year estimate for construction of the cap is from 

start to finish. The estimated cost of $2.9 million ccvers const:ruction, 

maintenarK:e costs and 30 years of monitoring. If the governments conduct 

the remedy, CT DEP will be responsible for overseeing both tiie monitoring 

and any maintenance recjuiireroents beginning one year after the cap has 

been installed. 


Ccrament 15: One ccmmenter indicated that if EPA covers the lagoon with a 

cap that is tcpped by ciirt and vegetation, it will Icxjk like a natural 

landscape and moles, mic», and groundhogs would puuxii holes in the cap. 


EPA Response: When the cap is ccarpleted and vegetation has been 

established, the cap will IcxDk like a natural, small hill. As part of 

its routine maintenance, pests liiat could damage the cap will be 

controlled. 


Comment 16: One commenter acided that no one can know vAiat will happen in 

one-hundred years, and tiiat someone may decide to develcp the area near 

the lagoon. He wondered how futnore develcpment might inpact the cap. 


EPA Response; As part of the remecfy, permanent notices will be provided 

to the appropriate State or local authority that indicate that a waste 

dispcjsal site is present. No developnent will be allowed in the future 

at the site tiiat mi^ t ciamage the cap. Adciitionally, ground water use 

will be restricted to ensure contaminated grourxi water is not used around 

the site. 


Comment 17; One coramenter noted tiiat, in ecological terms, 30 years for 

monitoring of the cap is not a long time. 


EPA Response; The 30 years of monitoring of tiie cap provides a caramon 

timeframe to conpare ciifferent alternatives and allows engineers to 

develcp cost estimates. As long as the cap is in place, it will be 
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maintained and appropriate monitxjring will be conducted. Also, the 

Superfund law requires that the cleanup be evaluated every five years to 

ensure it continues to be protective. 


2.	 Comments Reqardincf the Testing of Ground Water and Alternate 

Concentration Limits (Ads) 


a. Ground Water Monitxaring. Including Monitoring of Domestic Wells 


Comment 1; One coramenter indicated that it is difficult t  o judge the 
results of residential well testing beised on one rourxi of saitpling and 
stated tiiat he is ncDt confident in EPA's testing results from home wells 
on Packer Road. He stated his belief that the lagoon contents will 
continue to seep out and threaten local drinking water. He also stated 
that he believes the cleanup will take a long time, regardless of vdiether 
EPA caps the site or incinerates the wastes, and that the ground water 
could beccjme more contaminated ever this time period. He requested that 
EPA consider installing a waterline connecting Canterbury to the Town of 
Plainfield's water supply, and make this part of the remeciy. 

EPA Response; The testing EPA ciid on the residential wells along Packer 

Rcjad and South Canterbury Road shewed no contamination from the lagoon. 

Also, testing done previcsusly by the Connecticut Department of Health 

shewed no contamination. 


When the site is prcperly contained by the c»p and monitored, the 

movement of contamination from the lagoon will be greatly reduced. Also, 

the cap will ensure that grourxi water will not becxane more contaminated 

in tiie future. 


Because hcsme wells are not contaminated and EPA believes they are not 

threatened by the site, installing a waterline or providing some other 

type of alternative water supply in the area is not part of tiie Yaworski 

lagoon site cleanup. 


Comment 2; One resident wanted to know the names of the pecple vAicDse 

wells were tested and vdiy his well was not tested. 


EPA Response; The results of all the home well tests are available for 

public review in the Administrative Record for the site at tiie Canterbury 

Public Library and at EPA's Record Center at 90 Canal Street in Bc3ston. 

The names of the pecple v̂ iose wells were tested were not given out to 

protect their privacy. 


EPA's hydrogeologist identified a r^resentative number of wells along 

Packer and South Canterbury Roacis, based on their location and well type, 

that would show if any problems existed. Because no prxablems were found, 

EPA determined that testing all the wells was not necessary. 
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Comment 3; One ccmmenter noted that most of the ground water saitpling at 

the site was conducted in the spring. The commenter stated that Figure 

5-15 of the RI shows that the hi^est level of cxaitamination was found in 

Well B. The commenter expressed concern that contaminated water may be 

washed away from tiie River or underneath the River, particularly in the 

fall v^en the pressure in the acjuulfer is lew. 


EPA Response; Ground water saitpling and analysis was done in the fall, 

as well as the spring. The testing done in the fall is summarized in the 

initial RI ccarpleted by NUS. Regardless of tiie season, EPA believes 

that, based on water elevation measurements, ground water flows to the 

Quinebaug River. 


Ccmment 4; One cxatimenter cAsjected to the Agency's use of the terminology 

"acc^rtable levels of contamination in drinking water." She pointed out, 

along with another ccmmenter, that humans are not the only creatures 

ingesting the water in the area; there are animals drinking water from 

the River and the wetlands. She stated her belief that there are no 

levels of contamination in ground water that should be considered to be 

aco^jtable. 


EPA Response; In its decision to cap the site and establish Ads , EPA 

considered the environment, as well as human health. The "acceptable 

levels" mentioned are standards set to ensure that drinking water is safe 

to (irink and that ambient water is safe for animals and the 

environmental. 


Coanment 5; One coramenter requested that EPA monitor wells periodically, 

such as every spring, to make sure that the ground water continues to be 

safe for those in tiie surrounding area with home wells. 


EPA Response: A number of monitoring wells around the site will be 

tested pericxiically to ensure that the A d  s are not exceeded and to 

ensure that contamination is nc3t moving txward drinking water wells. 

However, home wells will not be monitored. 


Comment 6; One coramenter asked how frecjuently ground water testing would 
occxac, and who would perform the tests. He also asked what the results 
of the tests ccanpleted to ciate have been. 

EPA Response; Ground water testing will cxxur quarterly. It will be 

conducted by either EPA, the d DEP or a cjualified testing company hired 

by the responsible parties at the site. If the responsible parties do 

the testing it will be closely monitored by EPA and the CT DEP. 


All test results conpleted t  o ciate are summarized in the Remedial 
Investigation Reports. These r^orts are in the Administrative Recxjrd and 

are available for public review. 
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Comment 7: One coramenter asked vAiat the depths of the wells were that 

EPA tested scsuth of the site. He asked if the depths reach into the 

recognized aquifer. 


EPA Response: EPA's wells south of the site were installed into every 

part of the aquifer; near the tcp of the water table, in the micidle and, 

finally, in bedrock. They were installed at d̂ )tiis from ajproxiraately 15 

feet mtean sea level to approximately 90 feet mean sea level. 


b. Alternate Concentrat "inn T.imjts (Ads) 


Coitiment 8; One ccanmenter asked if establishing Ad s would ensure an end 

to contamination at tiie sit:e and vAiether tiie grourxi water would ever be 

drinkable. 


EPA Response; Ad s will not end contamination at tiie site. Within the 

River meander ground water will not be drinkable. However, beyond the 

River meander, vAiere home wells are, the ground water will continue to be 

drinkable. 


Coitiment 9; One ccmmenter asked if Ad s will be established upstream. 

The commenter asked hew Ad s compare with concentrations established for 

public water supplies and vdiether ACIs will be established between the 

site and the landfill or down-river from the landfill. 


EPA Response; A d  s are a set limit for chemicals in ground water. They 

will be established for ground water within the River meander. I^tream 

of the site and to the north outside of the River meander ground water is 

drinkable and, therefore, tiie stardards for drinking water set under the 

Clean Water Act and Safe L>rinking Wat:er Act apply. Ad s are generally 

set at hi^er concentrations than tiicjse established for public wat:er 

supplies. 


comment 10; One ccanmenter asked v̂ iat EPA means v*ien the Agency says that 

if Adi's are exceeded, grourxi water use at and near the site will be 

restricted. The comnenter asked vdiat agency wculd have tiie jurisciiction 

to enforce the Ads . The commenter also asked v*iat corrective action 

measures would be taken if Ad s were exceeded. 


EPA Response: Part of the process of setting Ad s is to restrict ground 
water use around the site. The ACL does not have to be exceeded to 
require these restrictions. EPA, the CT DEP, and the CT Department of 
Health will enforce the Ads . 

If A d  s are exceeded and EPA determines that corrective action is 

necessary, grourxi water nay be pumped from tiie grourxi and treated. The 

pump and t:reatment system that would be as specified in the Record of 

Decision. 
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3. Costs. Liabilitv. arxi Enforcement Issues 


a. Costs 


Comment 1; One ccmmenter stated his belief that EPA's primary motivation 

in chcxDsing the preferred remec^ is that it is the least espensive. 

Another ccanmenter argued that cost should rxjt be considered at all v*ien 

chcxjsing the cleanup option. A third ocatnmenter said it would not be fair 

to leave the landfill mess to our grandchildren for the sake of money. 


EPA Response; Ccjst is one of nine cariteria that EPA considers v^en 

selecting a remeciy. EPA does not necessarily selecrt: the Icwest cost 
alternative that it can arxi, in fact, ciid not at the Yaworski Lagoon 

site. Also, cost is not considered until an alternative remeciy has been 

shown to be protective of human health and the envirormtent and in 

compliance with oliier applicable or relevant and appropriate federal and 

state environntental laws and regulations (ARARs). 


Comment 2; One ccamnenter stated that EPA has indicated that tiie State 

and tiie Town are going to have to assume tiie ccjst of the cleanup and 

asked viiether that means that the federal government does not have funds 
available for the cleanup. 


EPA Response; EPA, tlirou^ the Superfund program, pays for cleanups if 

the work is not done ty responsible parties. If EPA pays for the cleanup 

at the Yaworski Lagoon site, the Agency will furxi 90% of the costs. The 

State would pay the other 10%. The Town would not have to pay for the 

work or the long-term maintenaixie that follows. 


b. Liabilitiy 


Comment 3: One ccanmenter stated her belief tiiat Mr. Yaworski has made 

millions of dollars from the lagoon arxi shculd be responsible for paying 

for removal of the wastes from the site. 


EPA Response; Mr. Yaworski arxi a number of other parties have been 

noticed by EPA that they are potentially responsible for tiie cleanup of 

the site. EPA will negotiate with Mr. Yaworski and the other parties to 

pay EPA's past costs arxi to inplement tiie remecfy. 


Comment 4: One ccanmenter indicated that he believes the cleanup will be 

a long-term process and tiiat the responsible parties should be requiired 

to post a bond to protect pecple in the Tcwn from any costs or further 

ciamages that may be created if the cap dcjes not work or the cleanup ta]«s 

too long. Another ccanmenter also expressed concem tliat the cap is just 

an interim solution and that responsible parties should be held liable 




14 


T)CM for any future costs of cleanup. This cxranenter argued, that in ten 
years, the responsible corporations may rot exist. 

EPA Response; EPA will begin negotiations shortly with tiie potentially 

responsible parties to determine their willingness and ability to conduct 

the remedial action at the site. During the course of these 

negotiations, future liability of the parties will be discussed. 


Comment 5; One coraraenter was interested to knew v*io, in addition to the 
Yaworskis, is responsible for the contamination in the lagoon. She asked 
if the CT DEP allowed dl^osal of wastes in the lagoon to occur . 

EPA Response: InterRqyal Corporation; Kaman AertDspaoe Corporation; 

Pervel Industries, Inc.; Triangle EWC, Inc.; Rogers Corporation; C & M 

Corporation; and, Revere Textile Prints Corporation are also considered 

potentially responsible parties. CT DEP did not issue a hazardous waste 

facility permit for the Yaworski lagcxjn facility allowing waste disposal. 


c. Enforcement 


Comment 6; One commenter stated his belief tiiat the federal and State 

laws that are in effect are n o t strict enou^ because these laws should 
not permit a clump to continue to exist by the side of a River. He 
coanmented that the River and surrounding area is an essential place for 
wilcilife to live arxi eat. 

EPA Response; An uncontrolled waste ciump like the Yaworski Lagoon could 

not be built tcxiay because of recent changes in federal and state 

environmental laws that provide miuch stricter controls on how hazardous 

wastes are managed. 


Althou^ it is lcx:ated by the Quinebaug River, capping the site and 

setting A d  s will be protective of both human health and the environment. 


Comment 7: Another ccmmenter stated her belief tiiat there is no control 

over businesses such as the Yaworski Lagoon because of the free 

enterprise system. She stated tiiat her understanding of tiie free 

enterprise system, however, is that it is free until it causes harm or it 

invades other people's property. She concluded that tiie officials in 

charge of the Yaworski Lagoon site are more concerned with Mr. Yaworski's 

checkbook than with other pecple's freedom. 


EPA Response; Althou^ cost was a factor in selecting the cleanup plan, 

no consideration was given to Mr. Yaworski or his finances in the remedy 

selection prcxiess. 


Ccanment 8; One ccanmenter expressed his disappointment with vdiat he 

believes is a lack of enforcement corxiucted by the State of Connecticut 
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witii regard to the Yaworski Lagoon site. 


EPA Response; The CI DEP has been active in enforcement activities at 
the Yaworski LagcxDn site. In 1976, the CT DEP ordered Mr. Yaworski to 

install monitoring wells at the site. In 1980, the State ordered that a 

study be completed on environmental damage that the site was causing. 

And, finally, in 1982, tiie CT I3EP ordered Mr. Yaworski to clcjse the 

lagcxDn. 


4. Risks Posed to Human Health and the Environment 


a. Health Risks 


Ccmment 1; Residents argued that, with the inproved cap and dike, 

contamulnants would cxsntinue to enter the River and present risk to pecple 

v4io fish or swim in tiie River. Several ccmmenters noted that they no 

longer eat the fish from the River for fear tiiat it is contaminated. One 

resident asked to know hew many times one has to swim in the River before 

one's health is affected. 


EPA Response; The improved cap and dike will step rain water from 

washing chemdcals from the lagcxan and will nulnimize contamiination that 

enters the River and ensure that the Yaworski Lagoon site does not 

contribute aciversely to River water cjuality. Adciitionally, contanulnation 

levels have not been increased in the River ciue to the lagoon. Because 

of tills, EPA believes the site will not harm fish or make it ciangerous 

for pecple to swim in the River. 


Camtnent 2; One commenter stated that there are three pecple v*io have 

lived or worked in the area near the ciump v*io have cancer. She noted 

that a report issued from EPA several years ago stated that pecple's 

health in the site area is fine, aixi that no cianger exists from drinking 

water from residential wells. The citizen asked v*iy EPA ciid not 

investigate the numiber of cancer cases in the area as part of their 

studies. 


EPA Response: A stuudy of the numiber of cancer cases in an area around 

Yaworski wculd have been considered if EPA believed pecple had been 

ejposed to caixier-causing chemicals from the lagcxsn. No study was done 

because there is no indication the that ground water pecple use is 

contaminated and there is no other exposurre to chemicals from the lagoon. 


b. Environmental Risks 


Comment 3; Several coramenters ejpressed concem tiiat EPA had not 
conducted any fish sampling. These residents wanted to know if the fish 
in the Quinebaug River are oontamdnated. Several residents noted that 
they are concerned about contamination in the Quinebaug River because 
there is an anadroroous fish (fish that swim upst:ream in rivers from the 
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ocean to breed in fresh water) restoration plan. These ccmmenters 

believe tiiat leavijig the contamiination in the lagoon pcjses a threat to 

the fish. 


EPA Response; A fish sampling and tissue analysis was not done by EPA. 
However, benthic/macro-invertebrate sampling was done aixi the results 
shewed that the site does not aciversely impact tiiese species. 
Additionally, fish sampling aixi tissue analysis was conducted by ERT, an 
environmental engineering firm hired by the responsible parties. Their 
results indicated t h e site is not adversely impacting fish. 

In the developnent, evaluation, arxi selection of the remeciy, EPA did 

consider the anadrcmous fish restoration plan for the River. When Ad s 

are set and as part of the river monitoring program outlined in the 

selected remec^, the protection of anadrcaixjus fish will be acidressed. 


Camment 4; One coranenter noted that page 6-32 of the Remedial 

Investigation states that anadroamcnjs fish may spawn in the wetlands near 

the Quinebaug River. This cxanmenter remarked that this statement 

detracts from the credibility of the study because there have not been 

anadrcmous fish in tiiat part of the River for 150 years. 


EPA Response; The Remedial Investigation shculd have stated if 

anacircrocus fish are re-established, the wetJ.and may serve as a spawning 

ground and nursery. 


Comment 5; Several ccmmenters indicated tiiat the organisms in the 

wetlands would be harmed by the continued migration of contamulnants from 

the lagoon. One comnenter recjuested that EPA remove the waste from the 

lagoon area and try to restore the wetlands to their original cxDndition. 


EPA Response; Migration of contamulnants from the lagoon to the wetlands 

could continue and harm organisms if rx3 action was taken. However, tiie 

iitproved cap and ciike will step the contaminated leachate that causes the 

contamination that flows to the wetland. 


Althcu^ the wetlands may be contaminated with some elevated levels of 

metals in the seciiments, removal of the sediments would be ecolcagically 

dest:ructive and was therefore not included in the remeciy. 


Coraraunity Relations Issues 


Comment 1; One citizen argued that the cxannent period should be 

suspended or postponed for 90 days so that EPA can make another 

presentation to the residents of Canterbury so that they better 

understand vdiat EPA plans to do. In particular, the commenter stressed 

that EPA neecis to better explain the ACIs and the long-term levels at 

v*iich tiiey will be established. 
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EPA Response: EPA will not pxastpone the selection of the remeciy or 

extend the public coanment pericxi. EPA explained the ACL process and 

answered cjuestions about it at the public meeting on July 27, 1988. 

Additionally, EPA made available the Administrative Record, including the 

Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Stucfy R^orts and other background 

documents, on July 27, 1988. EPA believes that the four-̂ week public 

ccmment pericxi on the Prcposed Plan was apprcpriate and allowed for 

meaningful public involvement. 


EXiring the design of the remecfy and viien tiie A d  s are set, EPA will 

conduct informational meetings and provide fact sheets on the progress of 

the work, and solicit public input. 


Comment 2; One commenter noted that the Prcposed Plan dcaes not, but 

should, include provisions for sending the Town ccpies of tiie annual site 

inspection reports, ground water monitoring reports, and the five-year 

site appraiscil reports. 


EPA Response; Althoun^ the Prcposed Plan does not include those 

provisions, tiie reports mentioned will be added to the Administrative 

Record for the site, as scxjn as tiiey are completed and will be made 

available at the Canterbury Library, the information r^xsitory for the 

site. 


Camment 3; One cxanmenter asked hew the final selection of the site 

cleanup will be made, and \iAio will make the decision. 


EPA Response: The final selection of the cleanup plan is made by EPA's 

Regional Administrator in Boston. The decision is made based on a review 

by the Regional Admulnistrator of the reports and studies completed for 

the site, and the other supporting dcx:uments found in tiie Administrative 

Record. Additionally, tiie comments received from the public and EPA's 

responses are also considered in the decision. 


Corament 4; One ccanmenter explained that several years ago, EPA had sent 

her a letter regarding some wells they would be installing on her 

property. She said that she called to complain and EPA constructed the 

wells next door, instead. She pointed out that EPA never sent any 

information e>plaining vdiy the wells were being installed in the area, 

and v*iat the results of the sampling were. 


EPA Response: EPA's Project Ifanager for the Yaworski lagoon site is 

available to answer any cjuestions about wells installed to characterize 

the site and to explain the results of sampling. Also, all the ciata 

collected is summarized and explained in the r^orts found in the 

Administrative Record. 


In the case discussed above, EPA prc±ably installed the wells on the 

other property because of scheciule constraints that the Agency faced 
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during well drilling cperations and simply wished to avoid delays tiiat 

cculd have been caused if access was denied by the first homeowner. 


Ceannent 5; TWo ccmmenters asked viiy EPA had not notified every household 

in Canterbury of the problem associated with tiie Yaworski lagoon site. 

These commenters stated their belief tiiat EPA has not provided adequate 

notice to Canterbury residents. The commenters explained tiiat they are 

new to the area and, because t h  ̂ were unaware of the situation regarding 

the site, they could not recjuest to be added to EPA's site mailing list. 


EPA Response; EPA provided apprcpriate notice of the cleanup plans to 

residents. EPA placed a public notice in a lcx:al paper, the Norwich 

Bulletin, in July, prior to the public meeting. In acidition, the 

Prcposed Plan was sent to everyone on the site mailing list, including 

local papers and raciio stations. 


Other Issues; 


a. River Diversion 


(jomment 1; One coramenter asked vAiy there was no altjemative in the 

Proposed Plan reccmmending a river diversion. The coramenter stated tiiat 

under a river diversion plan, the meander could be eliminated by putting 

a strai^t channel throu^ the area, thus isolating the lagoon. 


EPA Response; With proper flood protection, the River will not cause a 

prcjblem at tiie clcased Yaworski lagoon. Divert- ing the River is not 

necessary. In acidition, it would cause ecological ciamage to divert the 

River and would be very expensive. 


Zoning 


Comment 2; One ccmmenter noted tiiat zoning in the Town of Canterbury 

presently wculd perrrult development on the site. The ccmmenter stated 

tliat the Prcposed Plan shculd at least state that the zoning regulations 

in Canterbury have to be changed to prevent development on the site 

property in the future. 


EPA Response; The remeciy for tiie site includes a requirement that 

notices tliat provide a record of the trype, lcx:ation, and quantity of 

hazardous wastes dlspxased in the lagoon, be submitted to the apprcpriate 

authority in Connecticut with jurisdiction over land use. No develcpment 

will be allowed at the site in the future that could ciisturb the cap or 

iitpact its performance. 
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Mistake in FS 


Comment 3; One ccanmenter pointed out that page 8-2 of t:he FS states that 

the possibilitiy of a total washcxtt of tiie lagcxjn exists. However, the 

ccmmenter stated, the r^ort does nc3t address hew EPA plans to acidress 

the possibility of a washcxit. 


EPA Response; Flcxxis could erode the present cover and wash contaminants 

into the River. The improved c:^ and ciike will be designed, constructed, 

and maintained to protect against ciamage caused by flocding and will 

prevent wastes from being washed into the River. In tiie develcpanent of 

the renec^, EPA reviewed FEMA ciata on flcxxiing along the Quinebaug River 

and also estimated flood water speed. This information was used to 

develcp the specifications for the materials used in the cap and dike, 

and how they would be built. 


d. Contingency Plan 


Ccmment 4; One ccmmenter argued that there shcsuld be a contingency plan 
develcped in c a se the cap fails. 

EPA Response; A maintenance plan will be prepared for the cap and dike 

to ensure it does not fail. Under this plan, the cap and dike will be 

inspected periodlĉ ally and any necessary r^airs will be made. 

Adciitionally, a corrective action and contingency plan will be pr^>ared 

to address any exceeciance of Ads . 


e. Yaworski Report 


Ccrament 5; One ccorratenter claimed that Mr. Yaworski and some of the 

chemical companies that are considered to be pxrtentially responsible 

parties developed a paper on incineration and asked viiy it shcsuld not be 

adcpted. The coramenter stated that this document was presented to EPA 

prior to EPA's proposal being released to the public. 


EPA Response; The report on ijTcineration prepared for tiie FRPs is part 

of the Adninistrative Record for the site. EPA considered information 

from the report when the Agency develcped the Prcposed Plan and when it 

selected the remedial action. 


f. Prcperty Values 


Comment 6; One commenter asked if it is fair for the value of her 

prcperty to decrease since she owns land near the ciump, v*iile cither 

residential prcperty continues to increeise in value. She asked if there 

is any provision in the Prcposed Plan that would ensure that her land 

will regain its value semeciay. 
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EPA Response; No, there is no provision in the Prcposed Plan or in the 

Superfund law that addresses prcperty values. 


Ccrament 7; One ccanmenter suggested that a waterline connecting 

Canterbury to Plainfield would ensure that prcperty values near the 

Yaworski Lagoon site are not threatened. 


EPA Response; Because hoane wells are not contaminated, there is no need 

for an eiltemate water supply such as a waterline. EPA dcses not take 

action under Superfund authority to ensure prcperty values. 


Ccrament 8; One coramenter asked v*iy his taxes are not decreasing if his 

property value is decreasing ciue to the ciump. 


EPA Response: Prcperty taxes are a local issue cxitside of the 

jurisdiction of EPA. 


g. Interagency Ctoordination 


Ocrament 9; One commenter asked v4iy EPA did not follow CT DEP's 

recommendation several years ago to place a partial cap on the lagoon. 

He argued that if a decision had been made then to cap the site, tiie 

contamination prcjblem would not be as great tcday. 


EPA Response; The lagoon was capped in 1982 as a result of an order from 

CT DEP to Mr. Yaworski. The decision by EPA to iitprove the cap and ciike 

and set Ad s is based on studies completed in 1988. Until tiiese studies 

were ccanpleted by EPA, an informed decision on a protective remeciy could 

not be made. 
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B. Sunmary of Potentially Re^onsible Party (IKP) Gcnments 


This section outlines the major comments received by EPA on the Yaworski 

Lagoon site RI, FS, and Propcssed Plan by ERT. ERT has been hired as a 

consultant by the Yaworski Lagoon site FRP Coramit±ee and submitted ceranents to 

EPA on behalf of the ccramittee. TVro other comments were received from (1) 

Triangle FWC Inc., and (2) Hinckley, Allen, Sryder & Ccamen (on behalf of 

Pervel Industries) endorsing the comments submitted by ERT. 


ERT stated that the prcpcjsed remecfy is technically sound, protective of 
human health and the environment, and cost effective. The propcjsed remeciy is 
consistent with and supported by tiie ciata collected by EPA's consultants as 
well as data collected and analyzed by ERT. ERT believes EPA's prcposed 
resvedy is apprcpriate because it acidresses the major scurces of site 
contamination and potential ejposure pathways. 

ERT also stated tiiat the propxjsed remedy satisfies the seven technic:al 

criteria v*iich are utilized to assess the applicability, feasibility and cost-

effectiveness of the potential alternatives by; protecting public health and 

tiie environnent; conplying with ARARs, providing long- and short-term 

effectiveness; hy reducing mobility; and by being reliable and cost effective. 


ERT concurs witii ATSER's conclusion tiiat "The Yaworski site does not pxjse 

a public health threat at this time." 


1. Comments on tiie Remedial Investigation 


Camment 1; ERT stated that a review of the mass flux calculations 

completed in the RI corxiucted by E.C. Jordan iixiicates that they 

represent worst-case conditions that wculd seldom occur in the lagoon. 

ERT concluded that, consequently, contaminant contributions to the grourxi 

water calculated in the RI are overestimated. 


EPA Response; The mass flux calculations were developjed using peak 
values and r^resent worst-case conditions. Hcwever, this does not 
necessarily overestimate contaminant contribution to the River and is an 
apprcpriate check to ensure that an ACL can be used a part of a 
protective reiaedy. 

Ocannent 2; ERT stated that the RI conducted by E.C. Jordan 

itd-scharacterizes the nature of the wetland. The primary 

habitat/ecosystem functions of the wetland are related to emergent, 

wetJLand vegetation as shelter and food for terrestrial organisms, 

especially birds v*iich would have only limited contact with the surface 

water. This type of wetland is flooded ciuring vernal h i  ̂ river flows, 

and standing water is present in the wetland only one third of the time. 

Under these conditions, persistent acguatic invertebrates are restrict:ed 

to those vAiich can survive in moist sediments or v*iich can complete the 

aquatic portion of their life cycles within a few months. Aquatic 

organisms are, therefore, not major ceatponents in this area. An argument 
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for endangerment siiould be based on organisms vAiich are structurally and 

functionally important to the system. ERT expressed the belief that 

there is no risk to aquatic organisms in the wetland. 


EPA Response; Because of the variability of water levels in the 

wetlands, the wetlands prcAiably act at times as primarily an acjuatic 

environment and at other times as a terrestrial one. Regardless of this, 

the continued contaminant loading via leachate from the lagcxsn would 

cause environmental harm and there may be an imminent and substantial 

endangerment to the environment. 


Comment 3; ERT stated that tiie surface-water results obtained by ERT are 

consistent with the results r^»rted by NUS in the first RI conducted at 

the site, with the exception of selected metal analysis. ERT acided that 

the differences in the two sampling rounds, however, may be a function of 

ciifferent sampling conditions and ciifferent analytical laboratories and 

are not significant. 


EPA Response; EPA agrees tiiat the surface water results obtained by ERT 

ctre consistent with previous results; however, variability is prcAable 

ciue to true variance in contaminant levels in the surface water, in 

addition to sampling and analysis differences. 


Camment 4: ERT stated that fish sampling data gathered by ERT support 

the conclusion tiiat the site appears to have no measurable effect on tiie 

cguality of the fish in the River. 


EPA Response; EPA believes that ERT ciata support the conclusion that the 

site presently appears to have no measurable effect on the cguality of 

fish in the River. 


2. Comments on the Feasibility Study 


Camment 1; ERT argued tiiat significant human health risks may be 

asscxiiated with the excavation of tiie lagoon. Removal of the existing 

cap tiiat covers tiie lagoon will result in a release of volatile, and 

possibly licjuiid, contaminants from the lagcxjn. ERT pointed out that 

pot:ential ejposure to the contamulnants would include inhalation of 

volatile contaminants, direct contact with waste material and inacivertent 

ingestion of the contaminated media. 


EPA Response; EPA concurs that excavation of the waste from the lagoon 

could result in some short-term iitpacts, incluciing seme risks to human 

health particularly to on-site workers. 


Ccranent 2; ERT stated that because the ground water at the Yaworski 

lagoon site contains a variety of ciifferent ccatpounds, a single ground 

water treatment technology may not effectively remxave all contamulnants 
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frcm the site ground water. ERT concluded that a single treatment 

technology is not necessarily more cost effective than two different 

technolcjgies in combination (i.e. steam-stripping arxi ultraviolet 

radlatior\/ozonation). 


EPA Response; If grourxi water neecis to be treated at the site as a 

result of the corrective action program, ciuring design of the treatment 

system, ciifferent prxxess options, including a coanbination of 

technologies, will be considered. 


The process presented in the Feasibility Stucty Rî x>rt in Alternative # 4 

is one possible process configuration that could be utilized and was 

presented to serve as the basis for costing and for cxjnparison to otiier 

alternatives. During design of the remeciy, tiie particular technology or 

technolcjgies selected will be dictated by the performance goals that EPA 

sets for the treatment system. 


Camment 3: ERT stated that the rationale for the well placement is 

amibiguous and not clearly supported by E.C. Jordan's calculations. It is 

not clear vAiether tiie prcposed pumping system will capture all 

contaminated ground water in the alluvium (clay, silt, sand, and gravel) 

beneath the lagoon. 


EPA Response; The prepensed pumping system is intended t  o capture 
contaminated ground water that flews from the site. The exact well 
locations will be further refined in tiie develcpment of the corrective 
action program. 
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H I .	 REMABUNG CCNGEZac; 


During the public ceannent pericxi, at the public informational meeting 

held in Canterbury on July 27, 1988, and at the informal pjublic hearing held 

on August 17, 1988, local residents discussed issues that may continue to be 

of concem ciuring the design and implementation phases of EPA's selected 

remedy for the Yaworski Lagoon site. These issues and concems are descaribed 

belew; 


(A) Design and Effectiveness of tiie Cap 

Citizens have ejpressed concem regarding the specific design ccanponents 

of the cap, and regarding the effectiveness of the cap in preventing 

contamination frcm leaching into area ground water, the Quinebaug River, 

and the wetlands. 


(B)	 Results of Grourxi Water Monitoring Tests 

Citizens expressed interest in receiving updates regarding results of 

ground water monitoring tests. 


(C)	 Five-Year S i t  e Reviews 
A numiber of citizens vAio view the cap as an interim solution expressed an 

interest in receiving updates of EPA's five-year reviews of the Yaworski 

Lagoon site, and any information regarding new technolcjgies that could be 

utilized at the site to cerapletely destroy the wastes in the lagoon. 


To acidress these concems, EPA will make available all design documents, 

testing results, and summary r^x5rts of the five-year site reviews. This 

infonnation will be made available at the Canterbury Library. Additionally, 

EPA will hold public meetings and send out fact sheets to explain the progress 

at the site. 




ATIACaiaiT A 


GGMOCn Y F9EIAnGNS ACI'IVITUS 

YAHCRSKI lAGOCN SITE 


IN CSttHEREOBY, aONNBCTIGDT 


Community relations activities conducted hy EPA at the Yaworski Lagoon 

Superfurxi site to ciate have included: 


o	 Decemiber 1984 - EPA held a public meeting to discuss the workplan for 

cxsnducting remeciial activities at the site. 


o	 June 1985 - EPA released a ccmmunity relations plan describing citizen 

concems about the site arxi eutlining a program to acidress tiiese concems 

arxi to k e  ̂ citizens informed about and involved in site activities. 


o	 May 1986 - EPA established information r^x)sitories at the Canterbury 

Library and the Selectmen's office. 


o	 Ifey 1986 - EPA released a fact sheet explaining the results of the 

initial RI activities cxxoorring at the site. 


o	 May 21, 1986 - EPA held a public meeting in Canterbury to es^lain the 

results of the initial RI. 


o	 July 1988 - EPA mailed the Prcposed Plan announcing EPA's preferred 

alternative for the Yaworski Lagoon site to all those on the site mailing 

list. 


o	 JiiLy 1988 - EPA issued a pjublic notice to announce the time and place of 

the upceming FS pjublic informational meeting and to invite public comment 

on the FS and Proposed Plan. 


o	 July 27, 1988 - EPA held a public meeting in Canterbury to discuss the 

results of the FS and Proposed Plan. 


o	 August 5, 1988 - EPA sent a letter to citizens on the mailing list 

anncjuuicing EPA's intention to test 15 heme wells along Packer RcDad and 

South Canterbury Road on August 8, 1988. 


o	 July 28, 1988 to Auguist 24, 1988 - EPA held a four^week public ccanment 

period to accept ceranents on the Prcposed Plan, on the other alternatives 

considered in the Feasibility Stucfy Report, and on the other documents 

that are contained in the Adninistrative Record for the site. 


o	 August 17, 1988 - EPA held an informal public hearing in Canterbury to 

accept oral ceranents on the remedial alternatives evaluated in tiie FS and 

Prcposed Plan. EPA also ejplained the results of the heme well tests 

taken on August 8, 1988, and provided the public with a fact sheet 

ejplaining tiiese results. 
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•-J EBASCO SERVICES INCORPORATED OTHER:. EB^ O 
211 Congress Street, 8th Floor, Boston, MA 02110-2410, (617) 451-1201 

September 26, 1988 


Kathleen James 

Coraraunity Relations Coordinator 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - Region I 

JFK Federal Building 

Boston, MA 02203 


Subject: REM III - EPA Contract No. 68-01-7250 

Work Assignment No. 105-1L47 

Yaworski Lagcon Siperfund Site 

Canterbuiry, Connecticut 

Final Responsiveness Summary 


Dear Ms. James; 


EBASCO Services Incorporated is pleased to submit this final responsiveness 

summary for tiie public corament period held from July 28, 1988 to August 17, 

1988 to receive comments on EPA's PropxDsed Plan for tiie Yaworski Superfund 

site in Canterbury, Connecticut. Responses to pjublic and PRP comments were 

provided by EPA arxi incorporated into the draft final document by ICF. Final 

comments were incorporated into tiie document by EPA. 


If you have any cjuestions regarding tiiis submittal, please contact me at 451­
1201 or Margaret Barrett, the REM III community relations specialist for tiiis 

site at 723-3860. 


Very truly yours. 


Russell H. Boyd Jr., P.E. 

REM III Regional Manager 

Region I 

EBASCO Services, Inc. 


end. 
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Ms. Kathleen James 

Seprtember 26, 1988 
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ACKNOWIEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT 


Ms. James, in keying with our contractual recjuirenent to monitor deliverables 

please aclaiewledge receipt of this Final Responsiveness Summary for tiie 

Yaworski Lagcon Site in Canterbury, Connecticut and retum this enclosure to: 

Russell H. Boyd, Jr., Ebasco Services Irx::., 211 Congress Street, Boston, 

Massachusetts 02110. 


Signat:ure of Recipient Date 





