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Executive Summary

Background
A 102.5-acre expanse of wetlands, forest, and glacial ponds sits at the southern edge of Hamden, 
Connecticut, fenced off from the public. For nearly a century, the Winchester Repeating Arms 
Company and the Olin Corporation used this property, known locally as Six Lakes, to test weap-
ons and dump industrial waste. Today, toxic substances remain throughout the site, preventing 
safe public access and compromising the health and welfare of its neighbors. 

In 1986, the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (now the Connecticut 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection, or DEEP) entered a legally binding 
agreement with Olin—a Consent Order—requiring Olin to investigate and clean up the con-
tamination at Six Lakes. Forty years later, Olin has remediated only a small fraction of the site. 
The extent of the contamination and remediation needs remain unknown. 

Hamden’s Newhall neighborhood—a predominantly Black community built atop industrial 
fill next to the contaminated Six Lakes site—has borne outsized environmental burdens as a 
result of this contamination while being cut off from environmental benefits like safe outdoor 
greenspace. 

Today, local leaders and residents are taking control of this story. Since 2020, the Six Lakes Park 
Coalition has partnered with the community to envision and realize a public-serving future for 
Six Lakes: a park that transforms a toxic legacy into a space for healing, beauty, community, and 
connection with nature for all who live near the property, as well as many who pass by each day 
on the adjacent Farmington Canal Heritage Trail.

Toward Community-Centered Cleanup
The Consent Order, last amended in 1987, requires that the Six Lakes site cleanup satisfy federal 
and state standards mandating timely and thorough investigation and community involvement. 

The community holds a right to meaningful participation throughout the remediation pro-
cess. This right extends beyond receiving notice and having an opportunity to comment at 
decision-making junctures. As the lead agency overseeing the remediation, DEEP is responsible 
for ensuring meaningful engagement of the interested public. It has a legal duty to:

•	 Conduct interviews with local officials, community residents, public interest groups, and 
other interested persons;

•	 Prepare and implement a formal Community Relations Plan, also known as a Community 
Involvement Plan, to ensure meaningful public involvement; and

•	 Provide at least one information repository near the site to keep the public up-to-date.
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The Consent Order requires Olin to investigate and remediate the Six Lakes site following an 
established process.

•	 As of October 2025, Olin is in the middle of completing its duty to issue a Remedial 
Investigation Study in the Consent Order. This must be completed before DEEP and Olin 
begin negotiating how to plan and execute the Six Lakes remediation itself.

•	 Olin will then prepare a Remedial Action Plan. 
•	 Connecticut’s Remediation Standard Regulations require public notice and a minimum 

thirty-day comment period before any proposed Remedial Action Plan can proceed.
•	 At its discretion, DEEP may also hold one or more public meetings to present information, 

answer questions, and receive input if there is significant public interest—as there is in Six 
Lakes.

•	 Within 30 days of DEEP approval of the Remedial Action Plan, Olin and DEEP are to enter 
into negotiations for another consent order requiring Olin to implement the approved 
Remedial Action Plan. 

•	 If more than three years lapse after the notice is published but before remediation substantially 
begins, or if substantial changes are made to the proposed approach, the regulations require 
reissuing of public notice and an additional comment period. 

Federal and state requirements for public participation reflect a fundamental principle that 
communities affected by hazardous waste have a right to shape the response to environmental 
threats in their own backyards. Community-led remediation is not only a legal duty—it is a 
moral one. Today, Six Lakes is a monument to broken promises and environmental pollution. It 
must become a model of restorative justice and community-led repair. The time to reclaim Six 
Lakes for the Hamden community is now.
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Introduction

At the southern edge of the Town of Hamden, Connecticut, “No Trespassing” signs warn resi-
dents away from an expanse of fenced-off wetlands, forest, and glacial ponds, known locally as 
Six Lakes. The site spans 102.5 acres, from the residential community of Newhall to the south, 
to the Lake Whitney drinking water reservoir and Hamden’s Whitneyville neighborhood to the 
north and east. For the better part of a century, Six Lakes was used by the Winchester Repeat-
ing Arms Company (“Winchester”), and later by Winchester’s successor, the Olin Corporation 
(“Olin”), as a munitions testing ground and a dumping site for hazardous industrial waste—
including munitions waste, chemical solvents, batteries, and other debris.1 The legacy of these 
activities persists in the soil and groundwater, where toxic substances such as polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs), lead, and arsenic continue to pose risks to ecological and human health.2 

Hamden residents and allied nonprofits have pressed for over a half century for Six Lakes to 
be converted into a park for public use. One of the last remaining undeveloped green spaces in 
urbanized Southern Hamden, Six Lakes is bordered by the Farmington Canal Trail and criss-
crossed by existing pathways, making it an ideal space for public recreation. The conversion of 
Six Lakes into a public park would connect neighborhoods with each other and with the nat-
ural space in their own backyards, connect visitors with the site’s unique and diverse habitats, 
and connect communities as they come together in the restored park. None of this is possible, 
however, until a forty-year-old State Consent Order requiring site investigation and cleanup is 
fulfilled.

A Story of Environmental Injustice
The story of Six Lakes cannot be understood in isolation from the broader patterns of envi-
ronmental racism that have shaped land use and environmental risk across the United States. 
Throughout the early and mid-twentieth century, Black families arrived in New Haven and 
Hamden during the Great Migration, drawn by the promise of employment at places like the 
Winchester Repeating Arms factory straddling New Haven’s Newhallville and Dixwell neighbor-
hoods.3 Even as they built new lives and formed the economic backbone of communities, Black 
families faced segregation and other forms of discrimination in housing, lending, employment, 
and distribution of environmental burdens and benefits. One such instrument of State-spon-
sored segregation, redlining maps issued in the 1930s by the federally created Home Owners’ 
Loan Corporation (HOLC), coded Newhall and Newhallville yellow for “Definitely Declining” 
and the Dixwell neighborhood red, denoting highest risk for lending because of the presence of 
Black residents and what HOLC described as “the appearance of a slum area.”4 

Across the country, these and other instruments of residential segregation facilitated the con-
centration of heavy industry and highways in communities of color alongside the concentra-
tion of capital in whiter neighborhoods, which enjoyed cleaner air, safer housing, and more 
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abundant green spaces.5 Today, formerly redlined neighborhoods remain more exposed to pol-
lution, extreme heat, and lack of green infrastructure than non-redlined areas.6 

Six Lakes is a striking example of this broader injustice. Although it lies in an area of significant 
natural beauty and ecological value, its long history as a dumping ground reflects the targeting 
of Black and low-income communities for industrial byproducts. Even as federal and state laws 
have evolved to direct community participation in environmental cleanup, the people living 
closest to Six Lakes have been systematically excluded from decision-making about the fate of 
the land in their own backyards.

Figure 1: Google Earth view of Six Lakes showing green space and wetlands between Treadwell Street to the north 
and Putnam Avenue to the South. 
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Figure 2: Portion of 1937 HOLC redlining map for New Haven demarcating Six Lakes as “Industrial space,” shading 
the Newhall and Newhallville neighborhoods yellow (Third Grade) to denote “Definitely Declining,” and shading in 
red (Fourth Grade) the Dixwell neighborhood south of the Winchester factory to denote “Hazardous.”

Unfulfilled Mandates Directing Six Lakes Cleanup and Community Engagement
For over half a century, residents and officials have fought to compel Olin to remediate Six 
Lakes so it could be repurposed into a public park. In 1986, Olin signed a Consent Order with 
the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (now the Department of Energy and 
Environmental Protection, or “DEEP”)7 compelling Olin to investigate the contamination at Six 
Lakes and comprehensively remediate the site.8 The Consent Order, which remains in effect, 
contemplated swift progress toward cleanup of Six Lakes, including implementation of a reme-
dial investigation study 60 days after the Commissioner’s approval. Olin did complete a study 
in 19889 and undertook interim remediation activities to remove surface debris and address 
soil contamination concentrated on a highly contaminated segment at the southern edge of the 
property. 10 But DEEP never approved the remedial investigation study, and Olin never devel-
oped a remedial action plan to address comprehensive site cleanup. Instead, Olin suspended 
work on the site in the 1990s without DEEP objection. Meanwhile, DEEP itself deprioritized 
the Six Lakes cleanup to focus on decontaminating soil in the adjacent Newhall neighborhood, 
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which lies atop former wetlands filled in with industrial debris by the same corporations that 
polluted Six Lakes. The delay in remediation is not due to a lack of resources at the Olin Corpo-
ration. Olin is a leading U.S. ammunitions manufacturer and global manufacturer of chemical 
products valued at $5.95 billion as of October 2025.11 

While fences continue to physically separate the community from Six Lakes, Olin and DEEP 
have left the community largely in the dark on decision-making, oversight, investigations, and 
remediation timelines for the site cleanup. State and federal law and policy direct otherwise. 
Regulations governing the site cleanup require DEEP to meaningfully engage the community 
to inform the lifecycle of the remediation process. For instance, DEEP must initiate community 
interviews and develop a community relations plan to inform site investigation and remediation 
decisions. It has failed to do so for decades. Meanwhile, Olin has declined meetings with resi-
dents and advocates. Apart from releasing two newsletters about the site decades ago, Olin has 
done little to inform the public of plans for and progress on the cleanup. 

Centering Community in Realizing the Vision for the Future of Six Lakes
For residents of Newhall and surrounding neighborhoods, the contamination at and around Six 
Lakes is not merely an environmental issue—it is also a matter of racial justice, public health, 
and community trauma. The Newhall community continues to grapple with the impacts of 
hazardous waste under residents’ feet and in their backyards, as well as crumbling foundations 
of homes built on top of unstable industrial fill.12 Six Lakes is the closest undeveloped greens-
pace to Newhall, and has the potential to become an enclave of nature large enough to escape 
into, much like New Haven’s beloved East Rock Park, located in a nearby whiter and wealthier 
neighborhood.13 But instead of bringing healthy recreation and connection to the community, it 
is a source of risk and alienation. Six Lakes illustrates what the U.S. Centers for Disease Control 
meant when it classified systemic racism as a serious public health threat.14 This harm is not lim-
ited to physical exposure to contaminants; it also includes the psychological wounds inflicted 
when communities are silenced, dismissed, or ignored by institutions responsible for protecting 
them.15

The pattern of neglect and delay only began to change when residents organized. In 2019, Justin 
Farmer, a longtime Newhall resident and then-Hamden Councilmember whose district encom-
passed Newhall and the Six Lakes site, began to bring together neighbors and nonprofit allies 
to demand that DEEP and Olin remediate Six Lakes and convert it into a public-serving green 
space. The work of the resulting Six Lakes Park Coalition builds on efforts by Hamden Land 
Conservation Trust, Save the Sound, Congregations Organized for a New Connecticut, and 
other groups that had labored for decades to push Olin and DEEP to safely redevelop Six Lakes 
into a public park. The Coalition’s vision is clear: a community-led restoration process rooted 
in racial justice, ecological healing, and democratic participation. As the lead agency oversee-
ing the remediation, DEEP has a legal duty to engage the public. Requirements for meaningful 
public participation set forth in federal and state regulations reflect a fundamental principle that 
communities affected by hazardous waste have a right to shape the response to environmental 
threats in their own backyards.
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In this way, the fight for the future of Six Lakes is also a fight for dignity, self-determination, 
and equitable access to safe, healthy open spaces. As this report for the Six Lakes Park Coalition 
documents, the community’s efforts to reclaim Six Lakes reflect a broader movement for envi-
ronmental justice, demanding that the burdens of contamination—and the benefits of green 
space—be distributed fairly and that residents have a meaningful voice in the future of their 
communities. In summer 2024, the Coalition led a visioning process to learn more about the 
community’s vision for the end use of the Six Lakes site. The resulting report—A Community 
Vision for Six Lakes: Nature, Education, Neighborhood Connections—lays out an ecological, edu-
cational, and recreational model for the site built from local voices.16 The community’s goal is to 
open a Six Lakes park to the public by the end of 2029.17 

The following sections explore how this unique landscape became contaminated with toxic 
waste; the regulatory failures that have prolonged its neglect and the alienation of residents from 
the cleanup process; the community’s rights to meaningful involvement in shaping the future of 
the site and the cleanup process; and the community’s vision for transforming Six Lakes from a 
symbol of industrial damage into a space of restoration, connection, and justice.
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Site History

History of Industrial Contamination of Six Lakes 
Six Lakes offers a bounty of natural resources and possibilities for recreational opportunities 
unique for its densely developed surroundings.18 Six Lakes is located east of Dixwell Avenue 
between the neighborhoods of Newhall and Whitneyville in the southern part of the Town of 
Hamden. The site is bordered on the west by the Farmington Canal Heritage Trail, one of the 
most frequented hiking and biking paths in Connecticut. Six Lakes’ name comes from the six 
glacial kettle ponds that punctuate the site.19 These ponds feed into Lake Whitney reservoir, 
which in turn supplies drinking water to residents across the greater New Haven area.20 The 
shallow ponds and associated wetlands take up about half the site’s surface area.21 Other notable 
features include a cattail marsh, red maple swamp, and a 130 year-old oak pine forest, all provid-
ing habitat for a diverse array of wildlife species.22 Well-worn gravel pathways traverse the site. 
Six Lakes is the last large undeveloped space remaining in urbanized Southern Hamden that 
could be transformed into a public park.
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Figure 3: Map showing gunpowder bunkers, circled, at the Six Lakes site. Map prepared by WSP USA, Inc., a 
consultant that prepared the 2024 Investigation Work Plan on behalf of Olin.
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Olin Powder Farm Management Plan, Yale School of Forestry & Environmental Studies  May 1, 2004  
 

6

Map of Proposed Trail System for the Olin Powder Farm Site 
The dark blue lines are proposed new foot trails, and the light blue lines are proposed new paved 
trails, one of which completes a loop around Pond A (once remediation is complete), and one of 
which could eventually provide handicap access to the Olin Powder Farm from the Farmington 
Canal trail.

A

B

C

D

E

F

Figure 4: Map of Six Lakes created by student team at Yale University School of Forestry & Environmental Studies 
(now Yale School of the Environmental) for 2004 Vision and Management Plan for a future Six Lakes Park, showing 
current and proposed trails. 

The degradation of Six Lakes and the adjoining Newhall neighborhood began more than a cen-
tury ago. The Newhall area was once largely composed of swamps and wetlands. In the late 
19th and early 20th centuries, health officials raised concerns about mosquito-borne illness, 
leading to a decision to fill in the wetlands. Beginning in 1889 and continuing through 1915, 
the Winchester Repeating Arms company purchased the parcels that now comprise Six Lakes. 
Winchester used the area, known at the time as “Pine Swamp,” as a shooting range, a burn pit, 
an industrial landfill, and for gunpowder storage.23 Dozens of bunkers around the site reflected 
its role in the munitions industry.

Around this same time, the Winchester Repeating Arms factory, straddling New Haven’s 
Newhallville and Dixwell neighborhoods, was becoming a growing epicenter for weapons 
manufacturing. By the early 20th century, “Winchester became the world’s biggest producer 
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of guns and bullets, with thousands of employees and a terrible reputation among labor advo-
cates.”24 Looking for a place to dispose of its waste, the Winchester company cast its sights on 
the Newhall area just over a mile to the north. As Winchester expanded its operations to meet 
munitions demands of World War I and World War II, the company utilized the Newhall neigh-
borhood as a disposal site for coal ash and manufacturing waste. This filling continued into the 
1950s, when residential development of Newhall expanded across the former wetlands. 

In 1932, the Olin Corporation, a Missouri-based chemicals manufacturing company, purchased 
the Winchester Company.25 Olin continued to use the Six Lakes property for gunpowder storage 
into the 1960s, giving rise to the site’s next moniker, the “Olin Powder Farm.”26 After World War 
II, Olin also began using the property to dump battery waste, toxic chemicals, and construction 
debris—practices it continued for another two decades.27 In particular, Olin made extensive 
use of Six Lakes for battery disposal until discontinuing battery production at the Winchester 
plant in 1957, and it disposed of chemical solvents at Six Lakes from the late 1950s.28 Historical 
records and later environmental investigations have documented widespread burning of chem-
ical wastes, open-air incineration, and burial of industrial debris across various parts of the site. 
The waste materials left behind include solvents, battery acid, metallic debris from munitions 
testing, and, in later years, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), a class of toxic compounds now 
known to persist in the environment and pose significant health risks.29

In 1964, Olin entered into an agreement with the New Haven Water Company regarding the 
Pine Swamp property.30 Under the agreement, Olin granted to the New Haven Water Company a 
right of first refusal to purchase any part of Olin’s Pine Swamp property for $100 per acre if Olin 
decided to sell Pine Swamp to any party other than a firearms or ammunition manufacturer. 
Olin also agreed not to pollute the water on Pine Swamp and to allow New Haven Water Com-
pany to enter Pine Swamp to inspect the property and preserve the purity of its water. Despite 
this agreement, Olin’s weapon testing and waste disposal continued on the property. The agree-
ment remains binding on the parties’ successors.31 

As residential development and toxic contamination continued side by side, the community 
began to organize. In February 1966, a community member lodged a complaint with the Town 
of Hamden that noxious odors and smoke were emanating from chemical burning on the site, 
affecting residents and businesses in the area.32 On an ensuing site visit, a Hamden Health 
Department sanitarian saw firsthand that Olin was regularly dumping “truckloads of chemical 
material and rubbish” on the Six Lakes site, then burning that waste and debris in pits. He ended 
his trip report with a plea: “It is my feeling that this matter has gone out of control and should 
be abated as soon as possible.”33

Within a week, Health Department officials confronted Olin representatives about the com-
pany’s maintenance of a nuisance on the Six Lakes property in violation of town ordinances.34 
After the meeting, the Hamden Director of Health issued a nuisance abatement order to Olin on 
March 23, 1966, requiring the company to immediately stop transporting refuse into Hamden 
for burning, storing, or burying.35 The order also required that Olin cart all refuse stored at the 



In Pursuit of Six Lakes Park: A Community’s Fight for Environmental Justice in Hamden, Connecticut	 13

Six Lakes site out of Hamden by April 6th of that year, then cover the area with “considerable 
dirt” to prevent runoff and excavation.36

Initiation of Testing and Contemplation of a Future Park
After Olin ceased dumping and burning hazardous waste at the site, Hamden residents and com-
munity organizations began to explore the possibility of converting Six Lakes into a public park. 
Encouraged by Olin, the Town of Hamden explored purchasing the site, which then amounted 
to about 101 acres.37 Hamden requested the assistance of the King’s Mark Resource Conservation 
and Development Area to produce an environmental assessment for the proposed land acquisi-
tion, which would convert the property into “a much needed open space and passive recreation 
parcel in southern Hamden.”38 The resulting report by the King’s Mark Environmental Review 
Team, issued in 1979, along with subsequent testing by Olin, confirmed the presence of heavy 
metals, solvents, and other pollutants in soil and ground and surface water.39 Vast stretches of 
the site still held discarded munitions fragments, rusted barrels, buried batteries, and patches 
of discolored soil where hazardous chemicals had leached into groundwater.40 In light of these 
myriad challenges, the Town decided against purchasing the property. 

In September 1981, DEEP notified Olin that it would be issuing a Pollution Abatement Order 
to the company requiring removal of buried batteries and associated soil from the Six Lakes 
property.41 By this point, it was clear that extensive site investigation and remediation would 
be required to make Six Lakes safe for public use and prevent risks to the area’s drinking water 
supply in Lake Whitney, just 100 yards from the Six Lakes property.

In light of concerning environmental assessments, including reports compiled by Olin doc-
umenting contaminants throughout the Six Lakes site,42 DEEP proceeded to mandate Olin’s 
removal of buried battery wastes and other contaminants.43 Because the Six Lakes property is 
located immediately adjacent to waters that flow into Lake Whitney, the potential discharge of 
lead and other contaminants into public drinking water supplies was a particular concern.44 
In April 1983, DEEP issued a letter to Olin, informing the company of the agency’s intent to 
issue an abatement order with a compliance schedule to accomplish the removal of all buried 
battery wastes, as well as to remove, treat, and discharge contaminated groundwater and mon-
itor ground and surface water. DEEP also advised Olin that it would consider entering into a 
consent agreement with the company in lieu of an abatement order, conditional on a consent 
agreement “committing Olin to these remedial actions.”45 

Olin agreed to submit detailed monitoring and remedial plans to “assure that the current situ-
ation at Pine Swamp will not create a threat to the environment or public welfare.”46 Olin trans-
mitted a Special Study Report to DEEP in 1983.47 The “overall site strategy” that Olin proposed 
would consist of groundwater monitoring, repairing a broken storm sewer to control surface 
erosion, and clearing and filling the dry-cell battery waste area.48 DEEP disapproved, insisting 
on a complete remedial program.49 
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1986 Consent Order Governing Comprehensive Site Investigations  
and Remediation 
On January 10, 1986, DEEP executed a Consent Order with the Olin Corporation, aiming to 
comprehensively address environmental damage at the site and prevent prolonged litigation 
over its cleanup.50 The following year, the parties amended the order to correct typographical 
errors. The operative Consent Order, approved on April 22, 1987, remains a binding agreement 
between Olin and DEEP committing Olin to investigate and remediate the Six Lakes site to 
federal and state standards. 

The Consent Order lays out a step-by-step plan to remediate the contamination, but decades 
later, it remains largely incomplete. The Consent Order required Olin to provide DEEP a pro-
posed Remedial Investigation Study and implementation schedule within 90 calendar days of 
the effective date for DEEP approval, with the aim of documenting site conditions and forming 
the basis for site remediation. In December 1988, Olin submitted its initial Remedial Inves-
tigation Study to DEEP. The Remedial Investigation Study must adhere to regulations issued 
under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CER-
CLA), commonly referred to as the federal Superfund law.51 Once it has DEEP’s approval on 
its Remedial Investigation Study—which Olin has never received—Olin must then develop a 
Remedial Action Plan, subject to comment by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
and DEEP approval, governing site cleanup. Following approval of the Remedial Action Plan, 
DEEP and Olin are to negotiate another consent order to ensure effective implementation of the 
selected remedies. 

The Remedial Investigation Study Olin submitted to DEEP in 1988 was met with skepticism 
from several quarters. In comments to Olin on an interim final version of the study, the South 
Central Connecticut Regional Water Authority documented its concerns that the study improp-
erly minimized the danger the site poses to human health and welfare.52 Among other things, 
the Regional Water Authority pointed out that Olin had not submitted its most contaminated 
soil samples for laboratory analysis. And it criticized Olin for assuming that there would be lim-
ited exposure to site contaminants and neglecting to consider the possibility of transforming Six 
Lakes into a public park—a use that would bring people into direct contact with contaminated 
soils and sediments.53 The Regional Water Authority also pointed to the concerning presence of 
PCBs and pesticides in water and soil samples.

On December 5, 1988, a third-party consultant, Clean Sites, Inc., provided Olin with a letter, as 
contemplated by the Consent Order, documenting its conclusion that the study was consistent 
with applicable federal standards. Clean Sites’s letter notified Olin and DEEP that federal regu-
lations governing “community health and safety and community relations” applied to the study 
and that DEEP was responsible for conducting community relations activities to inform site 
investigation and cleanup.54 There is no indication that such activities were conducted. 

Olin’s Remedial Investigation Study went on to languish in regulatory limbo. Eventually, in 
1996—eight years after the Study’s completion—DEEP staff conducted a long-delayed review 
of the Study. A draft letter to Olin prepared by DEEP staff concluded that the Study was “not 
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currently approvable” because it lacked critical details, including a proposed schedule for reme-
dial actions required by the Consent Order.55 The same draft letter acknowledged that DEEP’s 
own delays in reviewing the Study necessitated updates to the investigation. It also highlighted 
that Olin’s conclusions regarding the absence of off-site contaminant migration were contra-
dicted by data showing down-gradient soil and groundwater contamination exceeding Con-
necticut Remediation Standard Regulations thresholds. For reasons that remain unclear in 
public records, there is no indication that DEEP sent the letter. As a result, the agency neither 
formally approved nor rejected Olin’s 1988 Remedial Investigation Study—a regulatory vacuum 
that contributed to stalled progress on the site cleanup.

With its review of the Study pending, DEEP allowed Olin to begin interim remediation work 
in 1989 in “areas with clearly defined waste extent, character, and an apparently preferred reme-
dial alternative.”56 The interim work included sitewide cleanup of surface debris; soil and source 
remediation in a portion of the site known as the “Anixter Area,” formerly owned and used for 
dumping by the electronics company Anixter International, and waste removal in former burn-
ing grounds.57 Although Olin completed much of the interim remediation work, 58 the compa-
ny’s cleanup plan was complicated when new sampling revealed significant levels of PCBs in the 
southern portion of the site.59

PCBs are a group of synthetic organic chemicals classified by the EPA as probable human car-
cinogens.60 PCBs are slow to break down, and they circulate readily between the air, water, and 
soil.61 PCBs bioaccumulate in the food chain as they are taken up in the bodies of smaller organ-
isms and fish and then by larger animals, including people. PCBs were common manufacturing 
compounds until the EPA banned them in 1979 because of concerns about their toxicity and 
persistence in the environment.62 

In October 1991, DEEP directed Olin to remediate all soils at Six Lakes with detected PCBs 
and conduct post-remediation sampling of groundwater and surface water.63 Two years later, 
in October 1993, DEEP changed course, agreeing to allow Olin to install a soil vapor extraction 
system in the Anixter Area to remove volatile organic compounds and defer PCB cleanup to a 
later Remedial Action Plan.64

In early 1994, the EPA informed Olin that it would be conducting new site inspections of Six 
Lakes to determine whether to put the site on the National Priorities List of toxic properties.65 
Doing so would make the site an official federal Superfund site, subject to EPA oversight. Olin 
resisted the designation, insisting that the State retain oversight of the cleanup. Later that year, 
Olin asserted by letter to the EPA that “[a]s long as the EPA is considering the site for possible 
federal action, Olin cannot reasonably proceed with final site remediation plans. Olin has tem-
porarily put these plans on hold[.]”66 Olin also began a short-lived public outreach initiative by 
publishing two “Pine Swamp News” newsletters for the community in 1994 and 1995, which 
described the remediation process and advertised Olin-sponsored walks around Six Lakes.67 For 
instance, in a 1994 newsletter, Olin promoted its working relationship with the Hamden Land 
Conservation Trust and concurred that “the site’s future use, at least in part,” would be “as a park 
or conservation area.”68 
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Ultimately, in 2005, the EPA issued a letter to DEEP documenting that it had decided, at DEEP’s 
request, to assign Six Lakes a rating of “low priority for further reassessment” while reserving 
the right to add the site to the National Priorities List if new information becomes available or 
if site conditions change.69

Deprioritizing Six Lakes Site Cleanup
By the mid-1990s, Six Lakes had reached a critical crossroads. Olin’s remediation efforts had 
stalled, and regulatory momentum from the Consent Order had largely dissipated. Despite sub-
stantial evidence of contamination and community concerns, DEEP began shifting its attention 
elsewhere. 

One of the primary drivers of this shift was the environmental crisis unfolding in the adjacent 
Newhall neighborhood. In the late 1990s and early 2000s, investigations revealed widespread 
contamination from industrial fill beneath residential properties, schools, and community 
spaces in Newhall, dumped by Winchester and Olin.70 In 2001, DEEP issued an order to Olin 
as well as the Town of Hamden, the Regional Water Authority, and the Connecticut Board of 
Education to investigate and remediate the pollution.71 After the respondents appealed, DEEP 
entered into a Consent Order in April 2003 with Olin, the Town of Hamden, and the Regional 
Water Authority, assigning responsibility for remediation of the adjacent Hamden Middle 
School and other contaminated Newhall neighborhood sites.72 

When DEEP initiated enforcement of the Newhall neighborhood contamination, it redirected 
resources away from the Six Lakes site cleanup. Internal agency documents are stark in record-
ing DEEP’s decision to halt the Six Lakes cleanup. In a February 2000 memorandum, DEEP 
recorded that the Six Lakes site was “not designated a priority” by the agency.73 The memo-
randum acknowledged that despite some interim remediation efforts, “no significant removal 
actions have taken place at the site and a number of significant source areas and human/envi-
ronmental exposure threats remain not addressed.”74 DEEP later elaborated on its decision to 
deprioritize the Six Lakes cleanup in a 2014 letter to Olin, stating that “[a]fter the discovery in 
2000 of widespread waste fill material at the separate site in Hamden’s Newhall neighborhood 
directly affecting hundreds of residential properties, the Department notified Hamden’s elected 
officials that it was holding the remaining environmental actions at Pine Swamp in abeyance 
until the cleanup work in Newhall was resolved. This decision enabled both the Department and 
Olin to focus resources on planning for and implementing the substantial soil cleanup actions at 
the non-public properties within the neighborhood site.”75

Although Six Lakes was not a priority for the agency, it was for the community, which under-
stood through experience the interrelationship between the Newhall neighborhood and the 
adjacent Six Lakes site. In February 2001, the Hamden Natural Resources and Open Space Com-
mission wrote to DEEP urging it to make remediation of Six Lakes a “high priority.”76 The letter 
underscored the ongoing risk posed by hazardous substances migrating toward groundwater 
and the Lake Whitney reservoir, which supplies drinking water to tens of thousands of res-
idents in the region. DEEP responded that it could not advance the Six Lakes cleanup until 
it had addressed “immediate needs” in the Newhall neighborhood.77 Shortly thereafter, State 
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representative Brendan Sharkey wrote to DEEP criticizing its refusal to remediate the Six Lakes 
and Newhall neighborhood sites in tandem. DEEP responded that there “would not be any 
environmental benefit to conducting the investigations together,” despite recognizing that the 
sites shared a responsible corporate polluter and despite their close physical proximity.78 

State Senator Martin Looney, familiar with the environmental injustices facing Southern Ham-
den, also repeatedly contacted DEEP to express concerns about the glacial pace of Six Lakes 
remediation.79 In one response, then DEEP Commissioner Arthur Rocque acknowledged the 
need to refocus on Six Lakes but maintained that the Newhall neighborhood remained a higher 
priority. Commissioner Rocque promised to develop “an up-to-date schedule of activities for 
the Pine Swamp area,” but no such schedule materialized for years.80 In response to another let-
ter from Senator Looney three years later urging DEEP to pressure Olin to complete the cleanup 
efforts,81 Commissioner Rocque promised to “ask [his] staff to at least initiate discussions with 
Olin Corporation regarding a new assessment of the environmental conditions at the Powder 
Farm site as soon as the investigation of the Newhall Neighborhood project is fully underway.”82 

With action on Six Lakes by DEEP stalled, the community pressed ahead. In 2004, graduate stu-
dents from the Yale School of the Environment, commissioned by the Hamden Land Conserva-
tion Trust, published a Vision and Management Plan for the Six Lakes site.83 The plan envisioned 
transforming the contaminated, fenced-off site into a vibrant public park that would provide 
ecological restoration, community recreation, and environmental education opportunities. 

Community Advocacy Revives Six Lakes Cleanup 
Despite decades of delay and institutional neglect, local leaders and residents refused to accept 
that the fate of Six Lakes was to remain inaccessible and contaminated. Instead, they organized, 
built alliances, and envisioned a radically different future for this landscape. Out of this determi-
nation, the Six Lakes Park Coalition emerged—a testament to the power of grassroots advocacy 
and the deep connection between land, health, and community dignity.84
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While community concern over Six Lakes had existed for decades, it began to crystallize into a 
formal movement in the late 2010s. Residents, environmental advocates, and local organizations 
came together, recognizing that without coordinated action, Six Lakes would remain locked 
behind fences. Their efforts build upon decades of groundwork laid by the Hamden Land Con-
servation Trust,85 which had long advocated for repurposing the Six Lakes property for public 
benefit and thoroughly documented site conditions supporting transformation of Six Lakes into 
a public park. In 2020, these efforts coalesced into the Six Lakes Park Coalition. 

History of the Six Lakes Park Coalition
In August 2019, as a Hamden Councilmember representing Newhall, Justin Farmer 
approached Curt Johnson, then president of Save the Sound, about the Six Lakes site as a 
concerned city councilor. In the months after this initial meeting, strategic planning com-
menced. On the morning of September 27, 2019, Justin Farmer toured the area around the 
Six Lakes property with Curt Johnson and a handful of community members. An initial Six 
Lakes Park Coalition steering committee meeting kicked off formal Coalition convenings on 
March 19, 2020, followed by the Coalition’s first public meeting and community presenta-
tion on October 13, 2020. In the years since, the Coalition, through dedication to community 
and environmental health and consistent engagement with DEEP, has brought new energy, 
broader participation, and a sharper environmental justice lens to the fight.

The Coalition, together with the Town of Hamden, persisted in pressing for a community-serv-
ing end use of Six Lakes. In January 2021, the Six Lakes Park Coalition Steering Committee 
sent a letter to Larry Bingaman, then President and CEO of the Regional Water Authority, urg-
ing it to transfer its right of first refusal for purchase of 102 acres of the Six Lakes site to the 
Hamden Land Conservation Trust to facilitate the site’s conversion into a public park.86 The 
group expressed its shared concern that, although the Regional Water Authority had previously 
offered to transfer the Authority’s 1964 agreement with Olin providing the right-of-first-refusal 
and although the Trust voted to accept the transfer, the Regional Water Authority had not yet 
moved forward with the transfer. The Steering Committee viewed this transfer as a critical step 
towards long-term open space preservation, noting the creation of a Six Lakes Park presents 
a unique opportunity to protect the environment, support public recreation, and generate tax 
revenue. 

The same year, following pressure from the Six Lakes Park Coalition, Hamden Mayor Curt 
Balzano Leng sent letters to DEEP and Olin on behalf of the Town of Hamden and the Coa-
lition, urging DEEP to commit to a collaborative cleanup process.87 Mayor Leng emphasized 
that the residents of Southern Hamden, particularly those in the predominantly Black Newhall 
neighborhood, had endured decades of environmental harm from Olin’s industrial legacy. He 
argued that the remediation of Six Lakes could not be isolated from broader questions of racial 
and environmental justice. He accordingly called for a cleanup process that would prioritize 
community involvement and pave the way for transforming Six Lakes into a public park.88 Olin 
declined the Mayor’s request for a collaborative meeting, insisting that it needed to “sufficiently 
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advance ongoing environmental matters” with DEEP before considering end uses for the site.89 
The following year, in November 2022, the Hamden Legislative Council unanimously approved 
a resolution calling for the re-envisioning of Six Lakes as a public-serving park and demanded 
that the cleanup proceed without further delay.90 Meanwhile, DEEP resumed regulatory over-
sight—if incrementally.

At DEEP’s insistence, Olin submitted to DEEP in 2022 a historical summary and conceptual site 
model outlining contamination zones, remaining pollutants, and proposed next steps.91 Later 
that year, Olin provided DEEP with an Investigation Work Plan for new soil and groundwater 
testing. By spring 2024, DEEP confirmed that Olin had conducted updated investigations to 
supplement data from the 1980s and 1990s. Olin compiled these findings into a Site Investiga-
tion Report submitted in May 2024, which DEEP approved later that year.92 Responding to the 
Coalition’s persistent demands for community engagement, DEEP attended community update 
meetings in 2023 and 2024, co-hosted by the Town and the Coalition, to report on cleanup prog-
ress. Delays in a second round of site investigation work in 2025 once again slowed the process 
and DEEP’s communications with the public.

Despite progress, critical gaps in community engagement in the cleanup process remain. To 
date, neither Olin nor DEEP has conducted legally required community interviews, prepared a 
formal community relations plan, nor established a clear structure to engage residents and orga-
nizations in developing site priorities.93 In refusing to meet with the Coalition and community 
representatives about the cleanup process, Olin continues to sideline community engagement 
and ignore the social and cultural stakes of the cleanup. As a consequence, the testing and plan-
ning process continues to unfold largely behind closed doors, perpetuating dynamics of exclu-
sion that have defined the Six Lakes story for over a century.

For the Six Lakes Park Coalition and the Southern Hamden community, the fight is not simply 
about removing contaminants from the soil and water. It is about healing—physically, psycho-
logically, and culturally. The cleanup of Six Lakes represents an opportunity to redress environ-
mental injustice, reclaim public space, and honor the resilience of the communities that have 
long borne the site’s toxic legacy. The next section of this report explores the legal frameworks 
that must guide this transformation and the obligations DEEP and Olin have yet to fulfill.
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Regulatory Framework Governing 
Six Lakes Cleanup

The cleanup of Six Lakes is governed by a web of federal and state laws designed to ensure swift 
and effective remediation of hazardous waste and to guarantee community participation in the 
cleanup process. The operative 1987 Consent Order for Six Lakes requires that Olin conduct site 
investigation in accordance with regulations adopted under the federal Comprehensive Envi-
ronmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (“CERCLA”), 42 U.S.C. § 9601 et seq., 
familiarly known as the Superfund law. Six Lakes site remediation is also subject to Connecticut 
state law, including Connecticut’s Remediation Standard Regulations, subtitle 22a-133k of the 
Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies. These legal frameworks require DEEP, in its role 
as the oversight agency, and Olin as the responsible party, to not only investigate and remove 
contamination but also to engage affected communities transparently and meaningfully in 
decisions about their health, land, and future. The following section provides an overview of 
key provisions of the 1987 Consent Order and pertinent statutes and regulations governing Six 
Lakes cleanup.

Six Lakes Consent Order
DEEP’s 1987 Consent Order with Olin allocates specific responsibilities to Olin to investigate 
and remediate the Six Lakes site, as well as responsibilities to DEEP to oversee the cleanup pro-
cess in a timely manner. 

The Consent Order records the parties’ understanding that “any remedial action taken by Olin 
[will] be consistent” with the National Contingency Plan and other applicable regulations pro-
mulgated under the CERCLA, the federal statute that governs cleanup of highly contaminated 
sites.94 Among its directives, the Consent Order requires Olin to conduct a Remedial Investi-
gation Study of the site consistent with the National Contingency Plan and other regulations 
issued under CERCLA.95 The Remedial Investigation Study is to focus particular attention on 
areas of concern at the southern end of the site, including the battery disposal area and other 
locations at the southwest and southeast of the property, though the Consent Order does not 
limit investigation and cleanup to these areas.96 The Consent Order requires Olin to submit the 
Remedial Investigation Study to the DEEP Commissioner for review and approval on a speci-
fied compliance schedule, along with written quarterly progress reports.

Using the information from the Remedial Investigation Study, Olin must submit a Remedial 
Action Plan to DEEP, focusing on the areas of concern identified for the Remedial Investi-
gation Study. The Remedial Action Plan must be approved in writing by the DEEP Commis-
sioner, upon consideration of technological feasibility, comments by the EPA, and other relevant 
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factors. Within 30 days of DEEP approval, Olin and DEEP are to enter into negotiations for 
another consent order requiring Olin to implement the approved Remedial Action Plan.97 

Other provisions of the Consent Order require Olin to prepare a report disclosing past storage, 
disposal, and product testing practices at the Six Lakes site; to complete interim cleanup of 
specified battery waste areas; and to conduct groundwater testing for listed chemicals known to 
have been disposed of on the site. 

While these duties are clear, implementation has fallen far short. Olin’s Remedial Investigation 
Study, submitted to DEEP in 1988, was neither formally approved nor rejected by the agency. 
Because comprehensive site investigation remains pending, 37 years later, a formal Remedial 
Action Plan is yet to be developed and implemented.

Federal Superfund Statute 
At the federal level, CERCLA, commonly known as the Superfund law, serves as the corner-
stone of hazardous waste cleanup law. Congress enacted CERCLA in 1980 in response to indus-
trial contamination crises such as toxic waste dumping at Love Canal in Niagara Falls, New 
York, which poisoned and displaced generations of low-income residents and galvanized public 
attention to the widespread problems of unmanaged industrial pollution. CERCLA provides 
the federal government with broad authority to respond directly to actual or threatened releases 
of hazardous substances that may endanger public health or the environment. CERCLA also 
imposed a tax on the chemical and petroleum industries; funds collected through the tax went 
into a trust fund (the Superfund) for cleaning up abandoned or uncontrolled hazardous waste 
sites. The EPA implements the law in cooperation with States. EPA’s rules implementing CER-
CLA and spelling out specific requirements for site investigations and cleanup are contained in 
a broader set of regulations known as the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Contingency 
Plan (“National Contingency Plan”), 40 C.F.R. part 300.98

CERCLA authorizes the federal government—and, in some cases, state governments—to com-
pel responsible parties to investigate and remediate hazardous waste sites that threaten public 
health or the environment. If the EPA identifies a contaminated site as a high priority for cleanup, 
it will place it on the National Priorities List, a federal register of Superfund sites subject to long-
term remediation.99 EPA can lead the cleanup directly for sites on the National Priorities List, 
or it may transfer funds and management responsibility to States or federally recognized Tribal 
Nations to lead. EPA may take legal action to compel potentially responsible parties to conduct 
the cleanup or pay the federal government back for cleanup costs. 

The National Contingency Plan ensures that the public is meaningfully engaged in the cleanup 
for Superfund sites. Before undertaking any fieldwork for remedial investigation, the agency 
leading the cleanup must conduct interviews with local officials, community residents, public 
interest groups, and other interested persons to solicit their concerns and information needs 
and preferences for involvement in the cleanup process.100 Following these interviews, the agency 
must prepare a formal Community Relations Plan to ensure meaningful public involvement in a 
wide range of site-related decisions, including site analysis and selection of appropriate cleanup 
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remedies.101 It must also provide at least one information repository near the site where the 
interested public can access up-to-date information about the site cleanup.102 The lead agency is 
responsible for planning and implementing the Community Relations Plan; responsible parties 
can participate in aspects of community relations activities but only at the discretion and with 
oversight of the lead agency.103 

The regulations go on to assure broad public participation throughout the remediation process 
through mandatory public comment periods and public meetings.104 For instance, the National 
Contingency Plan requires that the public be given notice and opportunity to comment—both 
in writing and orally at a public meeting—on a proposed plan laying out remediation alterna-
tives before the remediation plan is finalized.105

CERCLA’s public participation requirements are not merely procedural checklists; they reflect 
the fundamental principle that communities affected by hazardous waste have a right to shape 
the response to environmental threats in their own backyards. The National Contingency Plan’s 
detailed public participation requirements set a floor rather than a ceiling on necessary commu-
nity engagement. The federal government also supports establishment of community advisory 
groups for Superfund sites where there is a high degree of community interest to assure that the 
community has a direct and consistent role in advising on the cleanup.106

In July 2005, a Remedial Site Assessment was undertaken by U.S. EPA Region 1 for the site then 
known as Pine Swamp, which confirmed that further assessment was needed under CERCLA, 
while noting that the State was leading cleanup activities.107 The assessment decision acknowl-
edged that the Potentially Responsible Party, Olin, was “working with [DEEP] on the inves-
tigation and remediation of a nearby neighborhood, and the site investigation of the site will 
resume, per letter from [DEEP] and Consent Order.”108 Still today, neither Pine Swamp109 nor 
Newhall110 is listed on the National Priorities List, and cleanup remains under State oversight. 
However, the door remains open to the possibility of National Priority listing in the future. 

Connecticut Remediation Laws
The Consent Order also dictates that remedial action for the Six Lakes site be consistent with 
requirements of the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, now DEEP. Reme-
diations of polluted soil, surface water, and groundwater in Connecticut are governed by Con-
necticut General Statute section 22a-133k and its implementing regulations. The statute requires 
the DEEP Commissioner to promulgate regulations setting forth standards for the remedia-
tion of hazardous waste sites, which must “fully protect public health, public welfare, and the 
environment.”111 These Remediation Standard Regulations, codified at subtitle 22a-133k of the 
Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies, establish standards for remediation of polluted soil 
and groundwater in the state. As in the case of Six Lakes, remediations in Connecticut can also 
be governed by consent order, provided that the consent order is consistent with applicable 
law.112 A finalized consent order cannot be modified except by agreement by both DEEP and the 
responsible party.113
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The Remediation Standard Regulations set forth a variety of guarantees for public participation 
in site cleanup. Among them, the regulations require public notice and a minimum thirty-day 
comment period before any proposed remedial action plan can proceed.114 If there is significant 
public interest in a particular site demonstrated in the public comments—as there is with Six 
Lakes—DEEP, at its discretion, may hold one or more public meetings to present information, 
answer questions, and receive community input.115 In addition, if more than three years lapse 
after the notice is issued but before remediation substantially begins, or if substantial changes 
are made to the proposed approach, the regulations require reissuing of public notice and an 
additional opportunity for public comment.116
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Realizing Legal Mandates for 
Meaningful Public Participation  
in the Six Lakes Site Remediation

For much of the past forty years, DEEP and Olin have treated community engagement and pub-
lic participation in the Six Lakes site cleanup as less than an afterthought. DEEP’s records reflect 
that the community has never been provided notice nor opportunity to weigh in on decisions in 
the cleanup process. The agency has not initiated public meetings to disclose progress on the site 
testing nor elicited community concerns and priorities. Olin, for its part, has refused meetings 
with local officials and community stakeholders and shut down inquiries into the site’s intended 
end use. And no formal plan exists to assure effective community engagement in the cleanup 
process. Olin’s engagement with community stakeholders has been at best sporadic and mercu-
rial, never translating into a meaningful dialogue or results on the ground. 

The omission of meaningful community engagement has begun to change in recent years, as 
dedicated DEEP staff have attended and presented at community meetings organized by the 
Six Lakes Park Coalition in partnership with the Town of Hamden. This renewed community 
engagement reflects DEEP’s recognition that “[w]hen it comes to decisions affecting their well-
being and environment, members of the public have the right to be informed of, and included 
early and often in, clear, transparent, and reliable decision-making process.”117 

This public participation right extends to the Six Lakes site remediation. As described above, 
federal and state laws governing the Six Lakes remediation process direct community engage-
ment from the inception of site investigation through the completion of remediation, and 
they give the public a right to receive formal notice and provide written and oral comment on 
decision-making points in the remediation. These laws establish a baseline for the quality of 
community engagement that DEEP must assure throughout the cleanup process. DEEP’s own 
policies and guidance for public participation fill in the gaps to assure meaningful community 
engagement in all stages of decision-making, implementation, and oversight processes. 

The following discussion outlines measures to build on the efforts to bolster public participation 
in recent years. Implementation of these measures is necessary to bring the Six Lakes cleanup 
into compliance with public participation requirements in federal and state remediation laws as 
well as DEEP’s environmental justice and public participation policies. 



In Pursuit of Six Lakes Park: A Community’s Fight for Environmental Justice in Hamden, Connecticut	 25

Public Participation Principles
The State of Connecticut, and DEEP in particular, have made a commitment to meaningful 
public participation in environmental programs and activities a core policy for decades. DEEP 
has long recognized that Connecticut’s manufacturing and industrial base is primarily located 
in lower-income communities of color in the state’s urban areas, which bear a disproportionate 
share of pollution burdens from Connecticut’s industrial legacy.118 Since December 17, 1993, it has 
been DEEP policy that “no segment of the population should, because of its racial or economic 
makeup, bear a disproportionate share of the risks and consequences of environmental pollu-
tion or be denied equal access to environmental benefits.”119 DEEP has accordingly committed 
itself to incorporating environmental equity into the agency’s program development and imple-
mentation, policymaking, and regulatory activities. 

Toward these ends, it is DEEP policy to “enhance communication with, and improve environ-
mental education opportunities for, minority and lower income communities” and to “encour-
age community participation in the Department’s ongoing operations and program develop-
ment.”120 More broadly, in 1971, the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act declared it state 
policy to “improve and coordinate the environmental plans, functions, powers, and programs of 
the state, in cooperation with the federal government, regions, local governments, other public 
and private organizations and concerned individuals” in furtherance of its “responsibilities as 
trustee of the environment to the present and future generations.”121

Connecticut’s recognition of the role of climate change in deepening racial and income dispari-
ties in environmental burdens and benefits has moved it to double down on its commitment to 
meaningful community engagement in environmental programs and activities. On September 
3, 2019, Governor Ned Lamont issued Executive Order No. 3, expanding the scope and responsi-
bilities of the Governor’s Council on Climate Change, established by Executive Order No. 50 in 
2015, and directing the Council to analyze climate change mitigation and adaptation through an 
equity lens.122 Among its deliverables, the Council’s Equity and Environmental Justice Commit-
tee prepared a comprehensive report in 2020 providing recommendations and best practices for 
public participation and public engagement in DEEP programs and services,123 which continue 
to guide DEEP’s activities.124 

Connecticut expanded on these commitments to public engagement with Governor Lamont’s 
issuance of Executive Order 21-3 in December 2021, which established within DEEP the Con-
necticut Equity and Environmental Justice Advisory Council (“CEEJAC”). CEEJAC’s purpose 
is to advise the DEEP Commissioner on current and historic environmental justice, pollution 
reduction, energy equity, climate change mitigation and resilience, health disparities, and racial 
inequity. Toward these ends, the Executive Order tasked CEEJAC with “developing a model 
plan for community engagement and stakeholder outreach centered around meaningful partic-
ipation” and taking other measures to strengthen partnerships with local community stakehold-
ers regarding environmental justice issues.125
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DEEP’s Environmental Justice Public Participation Guidance document, created as part of the 
2020 Equity and Environmental Justice Committee Report, provides a set of guiding principles 
for engaging environmentally overburdened communities, such as Newhall, and other com-
munities adjacent to Six Lakes, in DEEP programs and activities. The Guidance recognizes that 
“[t]hose whose health and environment may be affected by a decision have a right to be mean-
ingfully involved in the decision-making process, and to play an equal role in producing ideas 
and plans.” It further recognizes that key to meaningful public participation are “strong bidirec-
tional relationships built on trust and mutual respect,” as well as demonstrating through action 
that community input is being taken into meaningful account and appropriately acted upon. 
According to the Guidance, “[b]eing accountable to the public requires not only eliciting, but 
also listening to, considering, and implementing stakeholder input, and sharing information 
frequently and openly.”126 

To put these principles into action, the Guidance instructs DEEP to “[e]ngage the public in all 
stages of the decision-making, implementation, and oversight processes,” from the planning 
stage through evaluation of complete projects.127 To ensure effective outreach, DEEP should 
develop, with input from community stakeholders, a “community engagement plan,” which 
identifies key communities to engage, how to partner with those communities, and how to 
track success in partnering with those communities.”128 The Guidance recognizes the impor-
tance of “meet[ing] people where they are” to make the decision-making process “accessible 
for as many people as possible, including those who face the most obstacles.”129 Achieving these 
goals requires, among other measures: communication in accessible and culturally sensitive 
language; providing access to unabridged documents in languages appropriate to the commu-
nity through public repositories; eliciting and acting on community suggestions for appropriate 
times, locations, and formats of public meetings to maximize opportunities for public partici-
pation; effectively advertising meeting details well in advance to allow community members to 
make plans; and providing resources such as child care and remote access for in-person meet-
ings to facilitate community attendance. 

The Guidance also stresses the importance of measures to build trust and equal partnership 
with affected communities. Such measures include co-creating agendas for public meetings 
with community stakeholders, setting clear and consistent project timelines, and clearly and 
timely communicating project information and expectations to the community. The Guidance 
encourages DEEP to engage “an independent steering committee of affected community mem-
bers from the beginning of the process to lead with planning, training, education, and outreach” 
and to act as liaisons between DEEP and the community.130

DEEP should put these principles into practice to meaningfully engage residents of Newhall and 
other affected Hamden neighborhoods along with invested community stakeholders in the Six 
Lakes cleanup. Doing so will demonstrate appropriate respect for the role that the Six Lakes site 
plays in the health and wellbeing of area residents as well as their right to be involved in public 
decisions and oversight processes which affect their community’s future. It will also help ensure 
that all community members, including those who may be hardest to reach, are able to obtain 
accessible information about the site and its progress and provide their input into remediation 
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timelines and direction. Although the community was not consulted in the first four decades of 
activities under the 1987 Consent Order, site investigation remains ongoing, and a remediation 
plan is yet to be developed. The community has a right to be meaningfully involved from this 
investigation phase of site remediation onward, as further outlined below.

Public Participation in Remedial Investigation Phase
Under the Consent Order, Olin must complete a Remedial Investigation Study consistent with 
CERCLA and its implementing regulations in the National Contingency Plan. Although Olin 
prepared a Remedial Investigation Study in 1988 and third-party Clean Sites, Inc. certified its 
consistency with CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan, DEEP never approved the 
Remedial Investigation Study as required by the Consent Order. A draft letter written by DEEP 
staff dated June 7, 1996 reflects staff ’s judgment that deficiencies in the 1988 Remedial Inves-
tigation Study, including the absence of a proposed schedule to accomplish remedial actions, 
prevented it from being approved by the agency.131 As a consequence, remedial investigation had 
to be restarted, and DEEP must assure that CERCLA’s minimum public participation mandates 
for remedial investigation are satisfied. 

Pursuant to CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan, DEEP must undertake specific com-
munity relations activities, to the extent practicable, “prior to commencing field work for the 
remedial investigation.”132 This timing ensures that site investigation takes into account commu-
nity priorities, values, and knowledge, and it ensures that the public will have opportunities for 
meaningful involvement throughout the full course of site cleanup. DEEP, as the lead agency 
overseeing the cleanup, is responsible for planning and implementing the community rela-
tions program. Olin, as a party responsible for the pollution, “may participate in aspects of the 
community relations program at the discretion of and with oversight by [DEEP].”133 Although 
Clean Sites, Inc.’s letter certifying Olin’s 1988 Remedial Investigation Study apprised DEEP of 
its responsibility to undertake community relations activities for the Six Lakes site, there is no 
indication in DEEP’s records that these activities were performed. As DEEP and Olin reiniti-
ate site investigations, they must prioritize undertaking these mandatory community relations 
requirements.
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A Guide to the Public’s Right to Participation

After the Remedial Investigation Study 
is finalized, Olin will prepare a Remedial 
Action Plan for public comment. The public 
has a right to engage at several points as 
the plan is finalized: 

A 30-day public comment period will 
open. If there is significant engagement, 
there would be a possibility of 
extending it.

DEEP will then anaylze the comments 
and Olin’s responses. It will then decide 
whether to:

(b) Determine that the comments show that 
there is substantial interest in the remediation 
and direct Olin to hold a public hearing about 
the proposed remediation; or

(c) Notify Olin that the proposed remediation 
plan is premature, inadequate, or deficient—
and inform Olin what it must do to get 
approval. 

DEEP has a legal duty to engage the public and 
prepare a Community Involvement Plan.

DEEP must conduct interviews with 
stakeholders about how they would like to be 
involved in the process. 

DEEP must then prepare a formal 
Community Involvement Plan, outlining how 
it will engage with the community during the 

remediation. 
As of October 2025, Olin is in the middle 
of completing its duty to issue a Remedial 
Investigation Study as specified in the consent 
order. This must be completed before DEEP 
and Olin begin negotiating how to plan and 
execute the Six Lakes remediation itself. 

Once DEEP approves Olin’s remediation plan, 
the public still has a voice.

If more than three years lapse after 
notice is published but before remediation 
substantially begins—or if there are substantial 
changes to the proposed approach—the 
regulations require the reissuing of public 
notice and additional opportunities for the 
public to comment.

Olin must engage the public throughout the 
remediation as outlined in the Community 
Involvement Plan.

(a) Direct Olin to send the summary 
and its responses—either as prepared by 
Olin or as revised by DEEP—to everyone 
who commented;

Community relations activities required by the National Contingency Plan during this site 
investigation phase include the following. First, DEEP must “conduct[] interviews with local 
officials, community residents, public interest groups, or other interested or affected parties, as 
appropriate, to solicit their concerns and information needs, and to learn how citizens would 
like to be involved” in the site cleanup process.134 Next, DEEP must prepare “a formal commu-
nity relations plan,” also referred to as Community Involvement Plan (“CIP”),135 based on the 
information gathered in the interviews and other relevant sources, specifying the community 



In Pursuit of Six Lakes Park: A Community’s Fight for Environmental Justice in Hamden, Connecticut	 29

relations activities that DEEP expects to undertake during the remedial phase of the site clean-
up.136 The purpose of the CIP is threefold: first to “[e]nsure the public appropriate opportunities 
for involvement in a wide variety of site-related decisions, including site analysis and charac-
terization, alternatives analysis, and selection of remedy;” second to “[d]etermine, based on 
community interviews, appropriate activities to ensure such public involvement;” and third to 
“[p]rovide appropriate opportunities for the community to learn about the site.”137 DEEP must 
also establish at least one information repository at or near Six Lakes with a copy of information 
made available to the public about the site cleanup.138 

Following the completion of site investigation, Olin must prepare a Remedial Action Plan out-
lining the specific remediation activities it proposes to conduct on the site. Both Connecticut’s 
Remediation Standards Regulations and CERCLA require formal public notice and opportunity 
for written public comment on a Remedial Action Plan before remediation activities may com-
mence.139 Connecticut regulations require that the public notice be published in a newspaper of 
general circulation in the municipality in which the remediation will occur and that a copy be 
mailed to all immediately adjacent property owners or posted on the site.140 The public notice 
must include information about the owner of the parcel subject to remediation, the parcel 
address, the nature of the pollution that will be remediated, a description of the proposed reme-
diation, and instructions for submitting comments.141 After the public notice has been issued, a 
public comment period will be open for thirty days.142

Additional public participation opportunities may be necessary if community members or other 
interested parties raise concerns during the thirty-day public comment period. If comments are 
received, Olin, as the entity responsible for the remediation, must submit to DEEP a written 
summary of all comments and a proposed response to each comment.143 Based on the comments 
and Olin’s proposed responses, DEEP may either: (1) direct Olin to send the written summary 
and response document, either as prepared by Olin or as revised by DEEP, to each person who 
submitted comments, (2) determine that there is substantial interest in the proposed remedia-
tion and direct Olin to hold a public meeting regarding the proposed remediation, or (3) deter-
mine that the proposed remediation is premature, inadequate, or deficient and inform Olin of 
additional measures that it must take to come into compliance.144 

If DEEP determines that a public meeting is appropriate, public notice of the meeting must 
be published in a newspaper of general circulation in the Six Lakes area for at least thirty days 
before the meeting.145 Any interested person must have a reasonable opportunity to submit data, 
views, or arguments orally or in writing at the public meeting.146 After the public meeting, Olin 
must provide DEEP with a written summary of and response to any comments received during 
the meeting.147 Depending on the nature of the comments, DEEP may decide that the proposed 
remediation must be revised to adequately address concerns.148

Public participation does not stop after the remedial action plan is approved. If there is any 
substantial change to remedial actions from those described to the public, DEEP must reinitiate 
public notice and a new thirty-day public comment period.149 It must also reinitiate public notice 
and comment if more than three years elapses between public notice and the start of remedia-
tion.150 In addition, for the Six Lakes parcel, DEEP must ensure that the community involvement 
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activities specified in the CIP prepared during the site investigation phase are undertaken 
throughout the remediation process.

Toward Community-Led Remediation
Ecological restoration is far from the only challenge facing Six Lakes. The site’s contamination 
has inflicted profound psychological harm on the surrounding community. For decades, resi-
dents of Newhall and Southern Hamden have lived beside a fenced-off landscape, knowing that 
the soil and water beneath and near their homes hold toxins left behind by industries that once 
employed their families but ultimately treated their neighborhoods as expendable. The damage 
experienced by neighborhoods surrounding Six Lakes includes the cumulative weight of being 
ignored by institutions designed to protect and promote public welfare and of watching bureau-
cratic promises go unfulfilled. 

Healing Six Lakes will require repairing trust and affirming the right of residents to shape the 
future of their environment. The work of the Six Lakes Park Coalition exemplifies what commu-
nity-led repair can look like in practice. The Coalition track record speaks to its commitment 
to, and the community’s interest in, the future of this site: successfully gathering over 2000 
petition signatures from community members to push for a public park, collecting over 500 
community survey responses on what residents envision for a future public park, and organiz-
ing community meetings to develop a community vision report for transforming Six Lakes into 
a public park. The Coalition strives to center the voices, values, and aspirations of the people 
most impacted by the site’s toxic legacy. Its vision is not simply about removing contamination 
from soil and groundwater; it is about reclaiming public space, restoring ecological health, and 
affirming the dignity and agency of communities who have been denied environmental equity 
for generations.

To repair strained community relationships and rebuild trust, DEEP and Olin should engage 
with the Six Lakes Park Coalition as a vehicle for community partnership. The Federal EPA rec-
ognizes that community advisory groups like the Coalition are particularly important when a 
contaminated site is located in an Environmental Justice Community or when there is otherwise 
a deficit in trust that necessitates particular care in community engagement.151 A community 
advisory group can help bridge this gulf by providing a consistent channel of communication 
between the affected community, the lead agency, and the party responsible for the remedia-
tion and ensure that community relations and public participation activities are designed to, as 
DEEP’s Public Participation Guidance calls for, “meet people where they are.”152 

By engaging with the community and stakeholders through the Coalition, DEEP and Olin will 
help ensure that the mistakes of the past are not repeated and that the community is no longer 
left in the dark about work on the site and timelines and goals for its cleanup. This engagement 
will help build sustained partnership in the future Six Lakes Park with the community, which 
will be the ultimate beneficiary, user, and steward of the site once clean-up is completed. 



In Pursuit of Six Lakes Park: A Community’s Fight for Environmental Justice in Hamden, Connecticut	 31

CONCLUSION: NEXT STEPS FOR 
CENTERING COMMUNITY  
IN SIX LAKES

The history of Six Lakes makes plain that environmental cleanup is fundamentally about justice. 
For decades, under-resourced residents of Southern Hamden have carried the dual burdens of 
environmental contamination and institutional neglect. Addressing the toxic legacy of Six Lakes 
and the harm inflicted on the Newhall neighborhood and surrounding communities requires 
that DEEP and Olin uphold both the letter and the spirit of the law and fulfill commitments to 
environmental justice and repair.

First and foremost, DEEP must immediately undertake the community involvement activities 
required under both federal law, and state law and policy. This means conducting comprehen-
sive community interviews to understand the concerns, priorities, and needs of residents who 
have been historically excluded from decisions about the land that surrounds their homes and 
schools.153 These interviews must be the starting point for a Community Involvement Plan that 
DEEP co-develops with the community. The plan should detail how information will be shared, 
how decisions will be explained, and how residents will participate in shaping remediation strat-
egies and future land use.154

Equally critical is engaging with the Six Lakes Park Coalition as a community advisory group 
in the site cleanup. Community advisory groups have proven to be powerful tools for ensuring 
that communities directly affected by hazardous waste sites have a consistent, organized, and 
respected voice in the cleanup process.155 The Coalition has spent years educating residents, 
developing vision plans for the site’s transformation, and advocating for transparent and equi-
table remediation. DEEP and Olin should recognize the Coalition’s leadership, provide fund-
ing and technical assistance to expand community outreach, and treat the group as a co-equal 
partner in development of the Community Involvement Plan and in future decisions regarding 
Six Lakes.

Trauma-informed practices should also be embedded throughout the remediation process. The 
community’s experience is not just one of physical exposure to pollutants; it is a history of 
institutional betrayal, silence, and broken promises. Effective community engagement should 
recognize this legacy and avoid retraumatizing residents. Meetings should be held in accessi-
ble, trusted spaces; materials should be translated and written in plain language; and logistical 
barriers such as childcare, transportation, and stipends for participation should be addressed. 
Most importantly, officials must be willing to listen without defensiveness and to act on what 
they hear.
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Transparency and timely information are equally critical. DEEP must create and maintain phys-
ical and online information repositories where all relevant reports, data, and updates about 
the Six Lakes cleanup are easily accessible to the public. Communications should not merely 
announce decisions but also explain the reasoning behind them and invite feedback. For 
decades, secrecy and technical jargon have alienated the community members most affected by 
this contamination. That must end.

Finally, DEEP and Olin must commit to a clear, enforceable timeline for the remediation of Six 
Lakes and for realizing the site’s future use. The Six Lakes Park Coalition released in Decem-
ber 2024 the report A Community Vision for Six Lakes: Nature, Education, Neighborhood Con-
nections, which summarizes the results of the Coalition’s community visioning process. As 
described in the report, participants in the community visioning process detailed three clear 
desires for Six Lakes: 

1.	 A desire for a park where the community could walk, hike, picnic, bird watch, and simply 
enjoy the outdoors in a relatively undisturbed natural environment.

2.	 A desire for a park where, in addition to passive recreation, the community could engage 
in educational and enrichment activities, such as school field trips, afterschool and adult 
programs; creation of a nature center or discovery museum; and research by university 
students.

3.	 A desire for a park that could provide physical connection to neighborhoods and serve as a 
multi-generational space for children and families. 

A Community Vision for Six Lakes also documents the community’s desire that Olin clean up the 
site swiftly and thoroughly on a clear and enforceable timeline. This timeline includes initiation 
of cleanup in line with the community’s desired end use by the close of 2026, completion of 
cleanup and beginning of park construction by the end of 2028, and opening of the park to the 
public by the end of 2029. The community should not have to wait until another decade dawns 
to enjoy a safe outdoor space for recreation and connection in their own backyard. 

Many issues beyond the scope of this white paper will need to be studied and addressed for this 
vision to be realized. These issues include identification of standards to which the site should be 
remediated, the relationship of the standards to the site’s anticipated end uses, and the process 
by which the governing level of cleanup is determined, as well as questions of post-remediation 
ownership and the community’s role in these processes. These are all topics currently being 
studied by the Coalition’s Land Acquisition and Management work group and may be the sub-
ject of future community reports. 

The community’s vision for Six Lakes has been steadfast: to convert this long-abused land into 
a public park that provides ecological restoration, environmental education, and recreational 
opportunities for all residents. Realizing this vision is an act of reclaiming space, repairing 
harm, and affirming that Black, brown, and low-income communities deserve the same access 
to safe, healthy environments as any community.
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The story of Six Lakes is a stark reminder that environmental harm does not happen in a vac-
uum. It is the product of historical forces—industrial expansion, racial segregation, redlining, 
and decades of policy choices that have treated certain communities and landscapes as expend-
able. For residents of Newhall and Southern Hamden, the toxic legacy of Winchester Repeating 
Arms and Olin Corporation has been compounded by institutional silence and a half century 
of regulatory neglect.

Yet Six Lakes is also a story of resilience. Despite fences, contamination, and bureaucratic iner-
tia, the people of Hamden and their allies have not given up on the dream that this landscape 
could be transformed. The Six Lakes Park Coalition has offered a vision of what justice looks 
like: a public park that heals both land and community, restores ecological function, and affirms 
that Black and brown neighborhoods deserve safe, beautiful, and healthy environments just as 
much as any other community.

The law, too, is clear. Under CERCLA, Connecticut’s Remediation Standard Regulations, and 
the governing Consent Order, the community has the right to participate meaningfully in deci-
sions about investigation, cleanup, and the future use of contaminated sites.156 This is not sim-
ply procedural formality—it is an essential protection for communities historically burdened 
by environmental racism. Six Lakes must not remain a monument to broken promises and 
environmental degradation. It must become a model of restorative justice and community-led 
repair. The time to reclaim Six Lakes for the Hamden community is now.
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