
 
 

3/6/2024 
 

 
 
VIA Email Only 
 
Members of the Commission 
Santa Barbara Local Agency Formation Commission 
Santa Barbara, California 
 
 
 Re: Business Item #1, Santa Barbara Local Agency Formation 

Commission March 7, 2024 Agenda; Santa Rita Hills Community Service 
District Sphere of Influence Expansion 

 
 
Dear Members of the Commission: 
  

 There is no reason to get a CSD, that has been defunct and 
powerless for a decade, and that never has even tried to do any of the things it 
was created to do while wasting taxpayer dollars, involved in something its own 
formation documents prevent it from being involved with. 

   
Santa Rita Hills Community Services District (SRHCSD) exists in name 

only.  It has no legal Board of Directors, and no budget. It has never done what it 
was formed to do, and has no reasonable prospect of ever being able to do so.  It 
cannot even raise money to “study” anything.  Why would a responsible, rational 
government body like Santa Barbara County Local Agency Formation Commission 
even consider “expanding” the reach of this corpse of an agency? 

The only legitimate action the Commission should take regarding SRHCSD 
is to promptly commence the dissolution of SRHCSD. 

The access to Lakeview is easily solved, as the courts have already 
recognized.  There are at least two current paths forward without government 
entity involvement:  Modify the current Blanco private permit (15LUP-OOOOO-
00072) to provide for construction of the private Memorandum of Agreement Road, 
or have the Lakeview owners seek a permit to privately build and operate the MOA 
road that they are legally obliged to build.  Again, no additional government entity 
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is necessary to deal with these ongoing options. 

The courts have concurred that this is the case.  Henry Blanco and his 
attorney know this as well.  Attached as Attachment 1 is a letter from Blanco’s 
attorney from December 2023 acknowledging that no assessment district is 
required to build the MOA road, and that Blanco is free to build that road, but only 
that road, and only under the terms of the MOA. 

Why would this Commission get involved on behalf of a non-functioning 
CSD when the Courts are already involved, and there is a pending permit to build 
an access road? 

The manner in which this pending business item has been approached is 
highly suspect.  When the issue first was raised by Staff on October 5, 2023, the 
Commission was told that the proposal was to “study” an area outside SRHCSD’s 
current Sphere of Influence (SOI).   

 
The October 5, 2023 Staff report specifically stated that this “study” was 

requested by SRHCSD, and that “study areas” would be on maps separate from 
proposed changes to any SOI:  

 
Study Areas. For study purposes, the Isla Vista Community Services District, 
Santa Rita Hills Community Services District, City of Lompoc, and City of 
Santa Maria are requesting areas to be studied. A total of 1,138 acres are 
being evaluated. LAFCO staff along with the County Surveyor’s Office will 
prepare maps that included each Study Areas and for each Spheres of 
Influence. The Study Areas are used to help analyze and identify which 
properties should remain/be included and which should be excluded from the 
respective Spheres of Influence. 

 

I questioned how SRHCSD could make such a request, given that 
SRHCSD does not have a Board of Directors, and has not held a public meeting 
since 2021.  When a couple of meetings (attended by no more than 4 landowners 
out of 39) were held in 2021 (after seven years without any meetings), there was 
no resolution ever presented to request SBLAFCO to do anything.   

Faced with this question, Staff pivoted, and claimed in November that 
SRHCSD had not made the request, but Staff had initiated the “study area” 
concept on its own. 

Only one can be the truth. 

Suddenly in the final version of the MSR, the “Study Area” morphed into an 
expanded SOI for SRHCSD, not a “study area.” Was there some sort of study 
done between October 5, and the final MSR with an attached resolution expanding 
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SRHCSD’s SOI?  Who did that “study”?  What were the results of that “study”?  
What from the “study” recommended that SRHCSD’s SOI should be enlarged?   

Upon questioning by Commissioner Geyer in January, with the expanded 
SOI pending, Staff acknowledged that the resolution as proposed with respect to 
SRHCSD would in fact not “study” anything, except in the context of expanding 
SRHCSD’s SOI onto Cargasacchi Ranch, marking it for “probable expansion” of 
SRHCSD’s powers. 

It is impossible to imagine how the Commission could in good conscience, 
and with the indisputable facts before it that SRHCSD does not function, has not 
functioned for now ten (10) years, and has failed to maintain its public records, 
held no meetings, and presented no budgets or audits, expand SRHCSD’s 
influence, and thus its probable boundaries, onto adjoining private property.  

The commission should not be expanding anything for the defunct 
SRHCSD.  It should be putting SRHCSD out of its misery. 

Among the legal reasons for dissolving a CSD are found in Government 
Code §56375.1:  

(a)A commission may initiate a proposal for the dissolution of a district that is 
eligible for the protest threshold under Section 57093 if both of the following 
conditions are satisfied: 

(1) At a public hearing for which notice has been published and posted, the 
commission approves, adopts, or accepts a study prepared pursuant to 
Section 56430 that includes a finding, based on a preponderance of the 
evidence, that one or more of the following conditions is met: 

“The district has one or more documented chronic service provision 
deficiencies that substantially deviate from industry or trade association 
standards or other government regulations and its board or management is 
not actively engaged in efforts to remediate the documented service 
deficiencies.”  

(Cal. Gov. Code § 56375.1(a)(1)(A).) 

SRHCSD has never provided any of the services it was formed to provide as 
dictated by this Commission in 2009: 

“The District shall within its boundaries have powers and responsibilities as 
set forth in the enabling act to acquire, construct, improve, and maintain 
streets, roads, rights of way, bridges, culverts, drains, curbs, gutters, 
sidewalks and any incidental works, to convert overhead electric and 
communications facilities to underground locations, and to install 
underground electric and communications facilities, with the consent of the 
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public agency or public utility that owns the facilities pursuant to Streets and 
Highways Code. 

(SBLAFCO Resolution 03-13 at 5 B.) 

I have personally driven well into Lakeview Estates at least twice a year for 
ten years and have never seen any of these “documented services” performed.  
For more than $300,000 of spent taxpayer money, there are no streets, only rutted 
and often impassable dirt paths, the same dirt paths that existed before SRHCSD.  
There are no curbs, no sidewalks, no bridges, no new culverts, no nothing.  

I attended almost every SRHCSD meeting for three years it was 
“functioning,” through part of 2014 and, other than replicating an existing proposed 
road map with colored lines proposing new road widths, SRHCSD did nothing to 
fulfill its objectives of formation to secure improved internal roads. 

What is did do is spend hundreds of thousands of taxpayer dollars on 
lawyers, “engineers” and other consultants such as the Wallace Group, and it 
leader, John Wallace, who was arrested for and pleaded guilty to criminal conflict 
of interest in another CSD he managed.   

From my work with SRHCSD it was plain that its primary goal was to 
expand the CSD’s SOI so it could condemn an access area over Cargasacchi 
Ranch, which it legally cannot be involved with: 

“The District shall not have the authority to provide services outside of its 
boundaries, including the construction of an access road, either with or 
without the use of eminent domain.” 

(LAFCO Resolution 03-13 at paragraph 5 D.) 

Attachment 2 to this letter are the records of the Auditor Controller showing 
the budgets and expenditures of SRHCSD when it was functioning, disclosing the 
hundreds of thousands of wasted taxpayer dollars. 

Another reason a Commission should dissolve a CSD (remember, there 
need only be one deficiency) is if: 

“The district has shown willful neglect by failing to consistently adhere to the 
California Public Records Act (Division 10 (commencing with 
Section 7920.000) of Title 1) and other public disclosure laws to which the 
agency is subject”  

(Cal. Gov. Code § 56375.1(a)(1)(C).) 

As the Staff report presented in November 2023 openly admits, SRHCSD 
maintains no office, has no records, and makes no public disclosures, including 
failing to provide audits of the funds it holds.  When I attempted to obtain public 
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records from the version of SRHC SD operated by Martha New, I was told they 
had no records of any kind. 

Yet another situation, sufficient on its own to dissolve this CSD, is where, as 
here: 

“The district has failed to meet the minimum number of times required in its 
principal act in the prior calendar year and has taken no action to remediate 
the failures to ensure future meetings are conducted on a timely basis.”  

(Cal. Gov. Code § 56375.1(a)(1)(D).) 

Again, the MSR presented to this Commission in November, in which it was 
recommended to expand SRHCSD’s SOI admitted, as does SRHCSD’s putative 
“president” Martha New, the CSD held no meetings for seven (7) years, and has 
only held two or three since, all in 2021. It has been three (3) years since 
SRHCSD has even held a public meeting.  How could the Commission possibly 
consider expanding its “SOI”? 

Finally, the Commission has grounds to dissolve SRHCSD right now where: 

“The district has consistently failed to perform timely audits in the prior three 
years, or failed to meet minimum financial requirements under 
Section 26909 over the prior five years as an alternative to performing an 
audit.”  

(Cal. Gov. Code § 56375.1 (a)(1)(E).) 

The idea that SRHCSD has any prospect of becoming functional, based 
upon the impact of legislation Das Williams was lobbied to specially create for 
SRHCSD, Government Code §61040.1, is laughable.  Staff recommendations to 
this Commission, and other public records reflect the mistaken understanding that 
Williams’ “special law” somehow transformed SRHCSD into a three-member board 
governance. 

It didn’t. 

Section 61040.1, attached hereto as Attachment 3, had a number of distinct 
procedural prerequisites that had to be followed to convert SRHCSD to 3-member 
governance.  None of those prerequisites, including a petition by the landowners, 
public meetings, votes of the “entire” 5-member board, and passing of a resolution, 
ever took place. 

SRHCSD cannot, as a matter of law, be governed by only three board 
members, unless they are a quorum of a 5-member board, which SRHCSD has 
not had since 2013. 
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Finally, should this Commission cloud the title to Cargasacchi Ranch with a 
“probable” expansion of the boundaries of SRHCSD, which is what an SOI 
expansion is as a matter of law, particularly under these circumstances, it will 
commit, at least in part, a taking of the Cargasacchis’ land without using the 
process of eminent domain, and leave them uncompensated for the cloud on their 
title.  The very concept of allowing that cloud to exist for 11 more years, as 
recommended by Staff, is an afront to common sense and private property rights. 

LAFCO counsel should be requested to address each and all of these legal 
issues before any further action is considered with regard to SRHCSD, much less 
taking private land. 

Given all of the forgoing, the Commission is respectfully requested to at the 
least table Business Item #1 until the myriad legal issues can be resolved, which 
the Commission should direct be done in consultation with the Cargasacchis’ 
counsel.  At best, the Commission should reject the proposed resolution, and 
direct Staff to prepare a brief for the Commission on the process for dissolving 
SRHCSD, which is a process far more involved and immediate than waiting 11 
years to declare SRHCSD what it long has been: inactive. 

 
 By this communication, no client of this office makes any admission in 
whole or in part, nor waives, in whole or in part, any right, claim, remedy, and or 
defense, each and all of which are expressly reserved hereby. 

 
 Very truly yours, 

 
LAW OFFICES OF E. PATRICK MORRIS 
 
 

 E. Patrick Morris 
 
E. Patrick Morris 
Cc: Clients 
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Cal. Gov. Code § 61040.1
Section 61040.1 - Santa Rita Hills Community Services District board; reduction in number of members

(a) The board of directors of the Santa Rita Hills Community Services District may consist
of three members.
(b)

(1) Prior to reducing the board of directors to three members pursuant to subdivision (a),
the board of directors, after receiving a petition signed by a majority of voters requesting a
reduction in the number of board members, shall adopt, by a recorded majority vote of the
entire board of directors, a resolution proposing to reduce the number of directors to three
members.

(2) The district shall hold a public hearing regarding the proposal to reduce the number of
directors.

(3) Notice of the public hearing shall be given by placing a display advertisement of at
least one-eighth page in a newspaper of general circulation for three weeks, pursuant to
Section 6063, and by United States first-class mail to each landowner voter in the district,
postage prepaid, and notice shall be deemed given when deposited in the mail. The
envelope or cover of the mailing shall include the name of the local agency and the return
address of the sender and the mailed notice shall be in at least 10-point type.

(4) The public hearing shall be held at least 45 days after mailing the notice pursuant to
paragraph (3).

(5) At the hearing the board shall receive and consider any written or oral comments
regarding the proposed reduction in the number of directors. After receiving and
considering the comments, the board, by a recorded majority vote of the entire board of
directors shall do one of the following:

(A) Disapprove the proposal.

(B) Adopt a resolution that orders the reduction in the number of members of the board
to three members.

(c) A reduction in the number of directors pursuant to this section shall not affect the term
of office of any director. A director currently holding office as of the effective date of the
reduction in the number of members of the board of directors shall continue to be the
director until the office becomes vacant by means of term expiration or otherwise.
(d) This section shall be repealed on January 1, 2035.

Ca. Gov. Code § 61040.1

Added by Stats 2014 ch 505 (AB 2455),s 3, eff. 1/1/2015.
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