Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Project Information

Project Title: Garberville Sanitary District Boundary Change (Annexation)

Lead Agency
Garberville Sanitary District
919 Redwood Drive

P.O. Box 211

Garberville, CA 95542

(707) 923-9566

Lead Agency Contact
Mark Bryant, General Manager
707-923-9566

Project Location

The Garberville Sanitary District (GSD) is located within the community of Garberville, in the
southern portion of Humboldt County (Figure 1 in Attachment 1). Garberville is located
approximately 65 miles south of Eureka, California, and approximately 200 miles north of San
Francisco. See Figure 2 Attachment 1 for the existing GSD Boundary and Sphere of Influence.

General Plan Designation
See Table 1

Zoning
See Table 1

Project Description

The GSD proposes to modify the existing District boundary and sphere of influence (SOI) to include
areas currently served by the water system purchased from the Garberville Water Company (GWC)
in 2004 (see Figure 3 in Attachment 1 for parcels served by water and existing GSD boundary and

SOI). Water service has been provided outside the District’s boundaries because the GSD was
contractually obligated to continue to provide these services based upon the historical service by
the GWC. An application will be submitted to the Humboldt County Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCo) to update the sphere of influence and annex parcels into the Garberville

Sanitary District boundary to reflect existing wastewater and water services currently provided by
the GSD (see Figure 4 in Attachment 1 for the existing and proposed GSD boundary and SOI). Two
service areas are proposed: one service area for water only and one for sewer and water (see Figure

4 in Attachment 1 for the proposed service boundaries).

Baseline Conditions

The Garberville Sanitary District was formed by order of the Humboldt County Board of

Supervisors on April 12, 1932, pursuant to “The Sanitary District Act of 1923” after a majority vote
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COMMENT MEMORANDUM
DATE: April 6, 2012

TO: Jennie Short
Garberville Sanitary District

FROM: George Williamson AICP, Executive Officer

SUBJECT: Humboldt LAFCo Comments on Garberville Sanitary District Boundary Change
(Annexation) Initial Study/ Mitigated Negative Declaration

Humboldt LAFCo staff has reviewed the Initial Study/ Mitigated Negative Declaration
(ISMND) identified above. Humboldt LAFCo is commenting as a “responsible agency” under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in regards to the proposed annexations and
Sphere of Influence (SOI) amendments to the Garberville Sanitary District. If the Garberville
Sanitary District (GSD) board takes the proposed action then this matter will come to the LAFCo
Commission for action. LAFCo will be conducting an independent review of this application and
would like to consider the analysis provided in this IS/MND as part of the environmental record
for processing an annexation application when filed.

Given this, we want to be clear that the following comments identify items that will need to be
addressed during LAFCo’s anticipated review of the proposed annexations and SOI
amendments. This will help ensure that Commission concerns will be addressed during the
application review and hearing process. As part of LAFCo review, the GSD Municipal Services
Review (MSR) will be updated. It is also anticipated that a plan for services for the area to be
annexed will be part of the application materials filed with LAFCo. This will be very helpful in
addressing the capacity issues necessary to make the required MSR determinations. Please note
that the comments here focus on certain environmental effects and that the LAFCo review of the
entire application will be more extensive.

The Initial Study clearly states that the GSD proposes to modify the existing district boundary
and sphere of influence to include land parcels currently served by the water system purchased
from a formerly private water company. It also states that an application will be submitted to
LAFCo to update the sphere of influence and annex parcels into the GSD boundary to reflect
existing wastewater and water services currently provided by GSD.

The Initial Study defines six areas outside the district boundary that are currently served, not all
of these areas will be annexed. One of the central principles in the law governing LAFCo
activities, the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, is: "in
promoting orderly development and in balancing that development with sometimes competing
state interests of discouraging urban sprawl, preserving open-space and prime agricultural lands,
and efficiently extending government services." (Section 56001) There are numerous factors for
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review of annexation proposals, which attempt to address these State concerns. Below please
find comments on the IS/MND for the proposed Garberville Sanitary District Boundary Change
(Annexation).

Global Comments

(1)

)

Protection of Agricultural Lands - LAFCo must consider impacts to Agricultural lands
and encourage the protection of these lands. The Southern Humboldt Community (SHC)
Park has submitted an application to Humboldt County for a General Plan Amendment
(referenced on Initial Study pg. 7). Because an application has been filed with the
County, LAFCo views this a reasonably foreseeable project. It is understood that the
GSD is the service provider and is looking to the County to review potential
environmental impacts of the proposed Land Use changes; however LAFCo must also
review these changes for potential Agricultural land conversion and consistency with
other LAFCo policies and protections. Therefore, physical effects of annexation of this
area may not be able to be fully analyzed until the County takes their action of assigning
land uses for the pending SHC Park application.

It is also noted that the proposed annexation has been on several LAFCo agendas, both at
the request of GSD and LAFCo staff, and the Commission members have expressed
specific concerns of prime Agricultural soils within the area of potential boundary
change. Comments include noting that CEQA requires environmental review of potential
agricultural land conversion.

If LAFCo feels there is insufficient information to analyze conversion effects, the
annexation may include a condition that the SHC Park annexation be the subject of a
GSD ordinance limiting their connection to existing water service which includes one
meter for both APN 222-091-014 and 222-241-009, the equivalent of two single family
residential users (referenced on Initial Study pg. 31). This condition would require that,
once the project has been reviewed and approved by the County it would have to come
back to LAFCo for further review. Or LAFCo may defer the SHC Park annexation until
their pending general plan amendment is completed by Humboldt County.

Growth Inducing Impacts - The growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project should
be evaluated. This includes the development potential as stated on Initial Study pg. 8:

“As a result of the boundary change, there will be 27 parcels that do not currently
receive water service added to the proposed GSD boundary. Of the 27 parcels,
two Industrial General parcels (cumulatively 6.71 acres) and four residential
parcels could support development without further California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) review and planning action by Humboldt County. No further
subdivision is allowable at the four single-family residences.”


http://www.humboldtlafco.org/�

©)

1125 16th Street, Suite 202 Arcata, CA 95521
(707) 445-7508 (707) 825-9181 Fax
www.humboldtlafco.org

Please provide water demand for the potential development described above and a
statement that there is sufficient capacity to serve this development.

Cumulative Impacts - Acknowledge Humboldt County General Plan Draft PEIR has been
released. If there are Land Use changes within the proposed annexation area analyzed in
the DPEIR or other information relevant to services delivery- please acknowledge this as
well.

Specific Comments

1)

)

©)

(4)

Agriculture and Forestry Resources (b) Conflict with existing zoning for agriculture use -
The response states that there are prime agricultural soils within the proposed boundary
expansion and that any future development or change in land use will be subject to the
Humboldt County General Plan and zoning designations. However there is no mention of
the pending Southern Humboldt Community Park application which seeks a General Plan
Amendment to change the land use and zoning on a portion of the SHC Park property
from Agriculture to other uses as described on Initial Study pgs.7-8. Although the SHC
Park project is being analyzed in a separate EIR being prepared by Humboldt County, the
pending application should be mentioned in this Initial Study section.

Population and Housing (a) Induce substantial population growth - The response
concludes that the development of vacant or underutilized lots will not induce population
growth because growth in the Garberville area is below the County average. However, no
evidence is provided to support this response and there is no analysis on the growth
potential and ability to provide services. The Initial Study should support the conclusion
made in the response by providing a discussion that outlines the GSD’s ability to provide
services at planned build out.

Mitigation Measure No.3 - Mitigation Measure No. 3 states that if land use designations
and zoning change on the SHC Park property in the future, a “will serve” letter will be
provided that indicates that ability of the GSD to provided additional service or multiple
connections based on current system capacity. Our comment is that this should be
supported by a capacity analysis of the proposed buildout, to determine there is sufficient
supply, even in drought years, to serve planned uses.

Mandatory Findings of Significance (b) Cumulative impacts - The response states that
the project will not have impacts that are cumulatively considerable. Future projects
within the proposed boundary are subject to Humboldt County General Plan and zoning
designations. The County has recently released the General Plan Update Draft PEIR
which could have potential impacts within the project boundary and should be
acknowledged here.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Initial Study. Please include our comments
and your responses in the public record when considering GSD Board action.
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GARBERVILLE SANITARY DISTRICT
SPHERE OF INFLUENCE &ANNEXATION PROJECT

The MND preparers find “no impact” in many categories where there is at least some
potential for impact to occur. A no impact conclusion is typically used when the information
provided shows that the impact simply does not apply to projects. The following no impact
conclusions should be reviewed and addition analysis should be provided.

I1. Agriculture and Forestry Resources.

o b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract? The annexation area includes parcels that are zoned AE and water
service is proposed to be provided to these parcels. Additional analysis should be
provided showing how this will not conflict with the AE zone.

o e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? Portions of the annexation area
contain prime agricultural soils, AE zoning, and ongoing agricultural uses.
Additional analysis should be provided showing how the proposed annexation
would not result in the conversion of these lands.

VI. Geology and Soils.

o ) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? The discussion
should indicate that portions of the annexation area include moderate and highly
unstable soils due to slope stability and additional analysis should be provided
showing how this would not result in an impact.

VII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions.
o The MND preparer should review the basis for their conclusions regarding
greenhouse gas emissions. New development that may be enabled by service
availability would likely result in additional greenhouse gas emissions.

VI1Il. Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

o e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the
project area? The proposed annexation area includes land within airport land use
plan. Additional analysis should be provided showing how this would not result
in an impact.

o h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized
area or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? The table does not
match conclusion in discussion.

X. Land Use and Planning.
o The analysis should evaluate Garberville Redway Benbow Alderpoint
Community Plan policies such as Community Policies in Section 2500 Rural

3015 H Street, Eureka, CA 95501 Tel: (707) 445-7541 Fax: (707) 445-7446



Land Use and compare the existing land use designation to the type of service that
is proposed to be made available.

XI11. Population and Housing.

o a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (e.g., by
proposing new homes and/or businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)? This project would result in the annexation of land
to a district that provides water and wastewater service and new service
connections are anticipated. The conclusions should reference the project
description and indicate how many new services are expected and whether or not
this is substantial.

XV. Recreation.

o The “no impact” conclusion does not appear to be appropriate. The proposed
project would occur in conjunction with the Southern Humboldt Community Park
project. The proposed annexation may enable the Southern Humboldt
Community Park project, therefore additional analysis should be provided.

XVII. Utilities and Service Systems.

o a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water
Quality Control Board? The “no impact” conclusion does not appear to be
appropriate. The MND should reference the discussion of future development
potential in project description.

o e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves
or may serve the project that it does not have adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?
The “no impact” conclusion does not appear to be appropriate. The MND should
reference the discussion of future development potential in project description.

XVIII. Mandatory Findings of Significance.

o a-c The proposed project would expand the district boundaries of a district
providing water and wastewater service which could result in various direct and
indirect impacts. Provide more detailed discussion of why impacts would not
occur and why they would not occur when considered with the effects of probable
future projects such as the Southern Humboldt Community Park.
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Board of Directors
Garberville Sanitary District
P.O.Box 211

Garberville, CA 95542

April 8, 2011,

Re: Comments on GSD's Mitigated Negative Declaration

By now, you have received our response to the letter our organization received from Herb Schwartz,
Board Chair, GSD dated March 28th, 2012. Since your letter indicates that GSD may decide to make
significant changes to the annexation boundaries which would remove the historically served
Community Park and River Ranch property from you annexation, we will respond to both the written
Mitigated Negative Declaration and the updated information contained in your letter.

First and foremost, the Community Park and River Ranch homes must remain within your SOl and the
District's annexation. This is the single most important point that we would like to make in this process. It
is of the utmost importance. When you sought public input, the community members filled your room
and spoke clearly on this point. The community wants to see fresh, healthy water available at the
Community Park. Please do not send a non-profit, public benefit organization down another costly, time-
consuming, bureaucratic sink-hole of a process that drains our community of precious and hard-to-
come-by resources. We urge you; please provide fresh water to our Park and our homes.

In the Mitigated Negative Declaration document you state:

Project description states: " Water service has been provided outside the District’s boundaries
because the GSD was contractually obligated to continue to provide these services based upon
the historical service by the GWC."

Water Services Outside Existing Boundary, page 4 states:
"The District has continued service to all existing and historic customers, even if they are outside
the GSD boundary."

The Community Park fully supports the concept that GSD continue service to all existing and historic
customers including the Community Park. We sincerely hope that you plan to implement this policy as
stated. Your letter dated March 28th, 2012 indicates that you are considering removing our historically
served homes from district and we find that scenario at odds with your statement above and
unacceptable.

Please work with us to keep our Park, our homes and our property within your water service area.

We appeal to the GSD board to make a plan now to provide drinking water to the Community Park for
the day users that will go into effect when the Community Park fulfills all the requirements to rezone the
property to allow a variety of community uses.



In addition, we request that you consider the long historic use of Tooby Park as a public area for children
and families and the critical need for public access to the safe clean drinking water that will be flowing in
pipes right past the park.

At your November SOI meeting in November 2011, more than 30 community members attended and
expressed clearly the need for treated drinking water at the Park. Both the SOl committee and GSD
board voted unanimously to include the entire Park at that meeting.

During our participation in your SOI process, various individuals and GSD staff members have made
suggestions that the Park could provide its own water for the public from sources other than the GSD.
However, this is not an option. The County and State Health Department officials would require that the
Park have its own water company in order to provide drinking water to the public. This company would
be subject to rigorous restrictions, testing, and State reporting to ensure that the water is safe. We are
in the business of creating a Community Park and GSD is in the business of providing safe drinking water
to the public. It would be an unnecessary duplication of effort in a small community as this to require a
Community Park to operate a water company when the GSD facility will be located adjacent to our
property.

Legal Parcels vs. Assessor Parcel Numbers:

Attached maps and Figures seem to confuse legal parcels with assessor parcel numbers (APN). APN's are
parcel identification numbers that are used for tax purposes and are meant as a means of creating a
valuation of the property for tax purposes. The Community Park owns two legal parcels. One contains
the gravel operation and the other is our Park. These two legal parcels have four tax assessor numbers.
Our two legal parcels have deeds and survey maps which accurately identifies our property. Only one
parcel, the Park, is under consideration for water service.

Figure 3: Water Services Outside Existing Boundary Served by Water,

This map has technical errors. Figure 3 shows, in blue diagonal lines, the parcels served by district
outside of boundary in 2004. The property line drawn in Figure 3 is accurate for the Community Park but
incorrect for the Goldeen property. In 2004, previous to a lotline adjustment, these two properties was
one parcel that was historically served parcel since the 1960's.

In 2004, this one parcel, and all the three homes on that property, were served. Your map is in error to
show the Goldeen property as not historically served.

Figure 8: Development Potential of Parcels Currently Not Served

This map has also technical errors as it is showing a portion a legal parcel on Community Park property
as having service. The entire Community Park parcel has been "served" since the lotline adjustment in
March 2009. The "Yellow house" on the Goldeen property is incorrectly shown as not having service.
This home has been undeniably been served since the 1960's. This map does not accurately reflect the
actual services that have been provided to these homes over the years.

Southern Humboldt Community Park:

The lotline adjustment was completed in March 2009 and new parcel boundaries were officially adopted.
The fact that GSD has received payment for water service from both parties over time would indicate an
obligation to serve the area and the homes that have been historically served.

While the Humboldt County Assessor's office has given the Community Park four APN's, the park holds
deed and title to only TWO parcels. The one parcel under discussion includes both APN 222-241-009



and APN 222-091-014. Splitting them by APN and serving a portion of a legal parcel is highly irregular and
problematic. These APN's do not constitute legal parcels.

In addition, the metered water service line connects into a hub that serves areas well beyond these
residential units. Over the years, that service has extended throughout what is now the Community Park
property that includes both APN 222-241-009 and APN 222-091-014. Lines have been repaired, replaced
and added over the years as is typical for an old ranch which is what preceded the Park. In our many
conversations with GSD General Manager Mark Bryant, we have been told that this entire parcel and our
homes are considered as "served" by the District.

River Ranch Homes

The parcel that is now River Ranch Homes (owner Sanford Goldeen) was a part of the APN222-091-006
and was historically - beyond a doubt - served. Your map indicates states that River Ranch Estates is a
"Parcel with contract for future service" and does not indicate that this property and the yellow house on
the property were historically served since the 1960's and should continue to be served.

"As part of the easement agreement between GSD and the River Ranch Homes property, GSD will
provide 3, three-quarter inch water meters when the property owner obtains development
approval from Humboldt County. GSD also agreed to replace the meter for the existing Yellow
House when requested by Grantor (GSD, 2010). This meter would be connected to the Kimtu
transmission line. The scope of future development is unknown at this time." [Page 5.]

GSD should honor agreements made with the property owner and provide a replacement meter as
stated above.

Inactive parcel

The River Ranch parcel is not inactive as stated in the final sentence on page 8. The story is more
complicated than this simple and incorrect statement. The Park and River Ranch Homes have both
worked with GSD to resolve the issue of the leaking water line. When we asked GSD to help us rectify
this situation, we were told that we should wait until the system upgrades occurred. Repairs of the old
system were somewhat of an issue since; the old meter was more than % mile away from our properties.
We were told that GSD was planning to upgrade and move its water treatment plant and that GSD
planned to abandon the line that serves our meter and that it made no sense to go to the expense of
repairing it if we could make do in the meantime. This meant to us that we would be getting our water
back soon, but from a new line. This is not an inactive line, but a situation in which we have a mutual
problem that we need to solve together. We were working with GSD on a future solution to this problem
and decided, in consultation with GSD, to leave the line turned off temporarily. When asked directly, we
were told on several occasions by General Manager, Mark Bryant that not using the leaking line would
not jeopardize our future service in anyway.

Recent Communications

In addition, in GSD's letter dated March 28, 2012 sent to the Community Park, River Ranch Homes and
Buck Mountain Ranch and signed by chair person Herb Schwartz, represents a complete reversal of
GSD's stand on several issues after years of communications with us as rate payers to the contrary. Your
sudden insistence that the water line be repaired to "the district's satisfaction" comes to us from out of
left-field. And of course, the way you propose to have us fight it out between ourselves in the next 60
days leaves us with the impossible task of one getting water while another cannot, and therefore with no
obvious way to satisfy the district.



This communication also states that it if GSD's conditions are not met (i.e. if the two historically served
property owners cannot decide themselves which one property should receive a single service) then GSD
will remove the both parcels (the Goldeen property and the Community Park) from the GSD annexation.
In light of the fact that it was Mr. Goldeen who was kind enough to provide the location for GSD's new
water treatment facility, this recent and very unfortunate correspondence appears profoundly ungrateful
as well as just plain wrong.

Area 4: Southern Humboldt Community Park and Buck Mountain Ranch/River Ranch
Homes - This section outlines the restrictions that are placed on water use on Community Park property.

These temporary conditions on Park water use should include some allowances for recreational uses.

At your board meeting on January 24, 2012 when this item was discussed, Park representatives
expressed concern that there are no allowances for water for recreational users at the Park. The
Community Park has had recreational visitors to the property since it was purchased twelve years ago.
Recent conservative calculations for the annual user-days at the Community Park total 46,246 in 2011. At
the January 24th meeting, your board agreed to this concept and your staff requested that our engineers
submit calculations of the amount of water need for current and historical recreation users.

The Park followed through and paid for the engineering as per your request. Although your documents
include references to the allowable historic recreational uses that were provided by us to GSD staff along
with our engineer's report, there is no inclusion of recreational water use in your document at any level.
We would like to see this oversight remedied.

Please include additions for low-impact recreational water use at the Community Park.
Environmental Impacts:

Aesthetics:

The new water treatment project has the potential to have a substantial impact on visual resources that
is not documented in your MND. The Southern Humboldt Community Park is remarkably scenic. Any
construction at GSD's new treatment facility must address the historic, manmade and natural features of
the surrounding Park property. However, there are current conditions on the site easement that have
been included to protect the aesthetic value and to achieve harmony with the existing character of
neighboring properties.

In consideration of these potential impacts, the Community Park was included among those who must
approve in writing any plans, or changes to plans that might substantially degrade existing visual
character or quality of the Park area or its surroundings. The Community Park has worked together
closely with General Manager Mark Bryant and GSD to ensure any proposed facilities will be in keeping
with the historic character of the property.

At the recent GSD board meeting, several cost cutting modifications to the original plan were proposed.
As per the GSD's easement agreement with River Ranch Homes, please note that any construction or
modifications to existing plans must be approved by the Community Park Board of Directors and others
due to the potential for significant impacts to aesthetic resources.

This condition on your easement agreement with River Ranch Homes should be listed as mitigation for
potential aesthetic impacts.



Agricultural Resources

The Southern Humboldt Community Park is currently engaged with Humboldt County Community
Development Services Department as lead agency in a General Plan Amendment process. This process
will change the zoning on a portion of the property and change the land-use designation on the majority
of the property. The Community Park's EIR/GPA is a separate process that will fully analyze the impacts
of the Park's project. The discussion of impacts on agricultural resources will be fully analyzed in the
Community Park's Environmental Impact Report as part of a separate process.

Since the GSD is bringing it's paperwork into alignment with the realities of the water service it has been
providing for decades, it appears to us that there is no significant change or new impact to the
environment for the entire Park property included in GSD's service area. The Park property has been
historically served and this process merely brings the paperwork reality in line with what actually has
occurred.

The Community Park's potential for future water has been strictly limited by the current conditions and
as such, would not encourage unplanned growth on agricultural lands with current water service
limitations.

It would be redundant to require GSD to analyze the possible impact on agricultural resources when the
Community Park has already been required by Humboldt County to fully analyze these same potential
impacts.

Mitigation Measure No. 3.

This mitigation is unclear. It appears to put permanent limitations on water use at the Community Park
site beyond the completion of the General Plan Amendment and rezoning. Temporary conditions were
agreed to at a GSD board meeting on Jan. 24th, 2012. Those conditions were to be lifted upon
completion of the rezoning. The Community Park will then work with GSD, (who stated at the meeting
that there was adequate capacity to serve the Park) for additional water service. There should not be
permanent conditions placed on this property.

In closing, the Southern Humboldt Community Park and River Ranch Homes must remain within your SOI
and the District's annexation. This is the single most important point. Thank you for the opportunity to
comment on your environmental document.

Sincerely,

Kathryn Lobato
Executive Director

On behalf of the Southern Humboldt Community Park
Dennis Huber

Eric Kirk

Peter Ryce

Tim Metz

Rachel Sowards Thompson
Jim Truitt

Carol Van Sant






Carol Van Sant
P.O. Box 825
Redway, CA 95560

Board of Directors
Garberville Sanitary District
P.O. Box 211

Garberville, CA 95542

April 10, 2011,
Re: Comments on GSD's Mitigated Negative Declaration

| attended a public meeting held by the GSD in November 2011. Many
community members spoke to the need for clean, safe drinking water
service at the Southern Humboldt Community Park for use by the children,
families and adults who use the park daily. In order to prepare for that
eventuality, both the SOl committee and subsequently the GSD Board of
directors voted unanimously to include all the SHCP property in the SOI. It
was very gratifying to see the community come together and plan for our
future, with our public and non-profit organizations working together to
provide for the needs of our community.

It was not clear to me in the language of the MND that the GSD is preparing
to provide water for day users of the historical Tooby Playground area and
the larger Park on the south side of Sprowel Creek Road. | only saw mention
of an allotment for the two residential houses. | respectfully ask that the
MND is modified to demonstrate clear intent by the GSD to be a partner with
the SHCP in the creation of a Community Park. The availability of clean,
safe drinking water is a requisite for a park catering to the public. And,
especially once the new treatment plant is operable, this community is very
fortunate to have surrounding this beautiful, varied piece of land, designated
for community use, pipelines in which flows clean, safe, treated water.

With great appreciation for your community service,

Carol Van Sant
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