
   
 

   
 

 

 
 
 
 
Local Agency Formation Commission of Orange County 
 
2677 North Main Street, Suite 1050 
Santa Ana, CA 92705 

 

 
 

Municipal Service Review and  
Sphere of Influence Reviews 
 
Southwest Region 
 
August 9th, 2023 
 
Prepared for the Local Agency Formation Commission of Orange County 
by RSG Inc.  









   
 

 
 

5 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS USED 
 
ACS American Community Survey  
ACFR Annual Comprehensive Financial Report  
ADU  Accessory Dwelling Unit  
CASA Coastal Animal Services Authority 
CKH                                  Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000  
CSA County Service Area 
DOF California Department of Finance  
DUC  Disadvantaged Unincorporated Community  
ETWD El Toro Water District 
GIS  Geographic Information Systems  
HOA Homeowner’s Association 
JPA Joint Powers Authority 
LAFCO  Local Agency Formation Commission 
LBCWD Laguna Beach County Water District 
MHI  Median Household Income  
MNWD Moulton Niguel Water District 
MSR Municipal Service Review  
OCFA Orange County Fire Authority 
OC LAFCO Orange County LAFCO 
OCPL Orange County Public Library  
OCSD Orange County Sheriff’s Department  
SCWD South Coast Water District 
SCE Southern California Edison 
SDG&E San Diego Gas & Electric 
SMWD Santa Margarita Water District 
SOI  Sphere of Influence  

 SOCWA          South Orange County Wastewater Authority 
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MSR DETERMINATIONS SUMMARY 
 
As further detailed in the body of this report, RSG makes the following MSR determinations for 
the Southwest Region agencies based on our data collection, surveys, and interviews: 
 
1. Population, Growth, and Housing 
 

Within the Southwest Region there is limited potential for population and housing growth due 
to existing buildout and geography. Population and housing growth projections through 2027 
show slight declines for a majority of the agencies in the Region.   

 
2. Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities 
 

OC LAFCO previously designated a total of seven (7) areas in the County as disadvantaged 
unincorporated communities (“DUCs”). However, none of these DUCs are in the Southwest 
Region. 

  
3. Capacity of Facilities and Adequacy of Services 
 

Within the Southwest Region, the present and planned capacity of facilities is generally 
appropriate for the projected slow growth in population. Additionally, there are adequate law 
enforcement, fire, water, wastewater, public works, parks and recreation, animal control, and 
code enforcement services being provided among the agencies reviewed in this MSR.  
 
With the exception of Laguna Beach, which was incorporated 96 years ago, all of the other 
cities in the Southwest Region are relatively young, with none older than 34 years. These 
cities are almost all master planned communities with infrastructure and facilities designed to 
facilitate their growth over time. As a result, none of the cities reported any structural 
challenges.  
 
The special districts in the Southwest Region are about twice as old as most of the cities. This 
age is reflected in the water infrastructure, which ranges from 30 to 50 years old. However, 
the water districts did not indicate any significant cause for concern regarding facilities or 
service delivery. All of the districts have adequate planning and reporting systems in place to 
prepare for maintenance and replacement of their water infrastructure and facilities. For 
stormwater services, two of the CSDs are reporting issues with their current systems. 
Capistrano Bay CSD with its small and beachfront area, has experienced higher tides in recent 
years. The threat of damage from the tides has pushed the agency to look into expanding 
their powers to include stormwater management, primarily to combat beach erosion. Three 
Arch Bay CSD has stormwater infrastructure that is on average 75 years old. Having been 
built for far more open space in a different era, the drainage and runoff systems are no longer 
efficient enough for runoff created from new development. Both CSDs have taken the 
following steps to address the issues: Capistrano Bay CSD has initiated an application with 
OC LAFCO to activate latent powers for stormwater management, and Three Arch Bay CSD 
is developing a new master plan to upgrade their infrastructure. 
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4. Financial Ability to Provide Services 
 

Most of the agencies of the Southwest Region have the ability to maintain their current service 
levels. Based on financial indicators prepared by Berkson & Associates, all agencies report 
high amounts of reserves, moderate growth in revenues, and moderate expenditure growth. 
However, the cities of Aliso Viejo and Laguna Woods both expressed concern that the costs 
to provide law enforcement to their cities under the current OC Sheriff contracts are not 
sustainable. Aliso Viejo is concerned that these rising costs may result in a projected fund 
deficit in the near future. Therefore, they are seeking opportunities to increase revenues, such 
as larger scale economic development projects, to offset the negative financial outlook. Aliso 
Viejo indicated that it has ample reserves to maintain all of its services and obligations in the 
short term if it incurs a deficit. Laguna Woods did not foresee a deficit arising in their budget 
from rising law enforcement costs in the short term, but expressed a desire to see more 
collaboration on operational decisions, labor negotiations, and factors that could potentially 
lower or moderate costs under the OC Sheriff contract. No other agency reviewed in this MSR 
expressed similar fiscal concerns.  

 
5. Opportunities for Shared Facilities 
 

Existing shared facilities and/or services include those for animal control through the Mission 
Viejo Department of Animal Services, the Laguna Beach Animal Services Division, and the 
Coastal Animal Services Authority. No concerns or suggested changes were reported for 
these partnerships.  
 
Two areas were identified through this MSR as potential opportunities for shared facilities: 
wastewater facilities managed through SOCWA, and joint law enforcement services.  

 
SOCWA’s current facilities are run by the JPA through project committee agreements between 
the appropriate agencies in the area. Not all participating agencies within SOCWA are a party 
to every facility and service agreement that SOCWA oversees. One Southwest Region 
agency, Moulton Niguel Water District (“MNWD”), expressed their desire for SOCWA to 
transition facilities to the member agencies that most utilize the facilities. MNWD had 
requested that OC LAFCO include a review of the discussions regarding SOCWA in this MSR 
as part of LAFCO’s standard review of the JPA as a municipal service provider. MNWD is the 
largest contributing agency in SOCWA and has taken the position that SOCWA should shift 
operations of local assets to member agencies and enhance its focus on permit and regulatory 
compliance matters. Other agencies in the Southwest Region were aware of these requests 
from MNWD but did not express support nor opposition. The other agencies, particularly South 
Coast Water District (“SCWD”), did indicate that they were not opposed to alternatives but 
would prefer a resolution that works within the existing structure of SOCWA. SOCWA and its 
member agencies continue to work towards a potential resolution of the issues. SOCWA has 
hired a facilitator to manage regular board meetings specifically on the subject, while MNWD 
has led regular external meetings for any interested member agency, though mostly with 
SCWD and Santa Margarita Water District (“SMWD”). 

 
Regarding law enforcement services, the Cities of Aliso Viejo and Laguna Woods have held 
informal internal and external discussions about how to reduce costs, including looking at 
alternatives to how services are provided under their contracts with the Orange County 
Sheriff’s Department (“OCSD”). The Cities indicated that perhaps the efficiency and 
effectiveness of a regional OCSD policing model could reduce each city’s cost, but this would 
need to be explored further. Aliso Viejo and Laguna Woods previously discussed this option 
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with former Sheriff Sandra Hutchens. However, the OCSD could not commit to studying the 
issue further and has not studied the issue since. 
 

 
6. Accountability for Community Service Needs 
 

Agencies in the Southwest Region have well-established structures for accountability. With 
the variety of different entities in the region, significant layering exists to provide residents with 
multiple opportunities for input. However, there were two issues of representation raised in 
the MSR process, one of which may be resolved through an SOI update and subsequent 
annexation.  
 
The residents of South Laguna Beach are seeking direct representation on the South Coast 
Water District (“SCWD”) board. The area is serviced by SCWD but is not formally within the 
District boundary. Residents currently have no voting power in District elections and instead 
receive representation through an advisory committee staffed by residents and elected 
officials. The City of Laguna Beach would like to see these residents formally represented on 
the SCWD board with equal voting rights to those residents within the SCWD boundary. This 
would require an amendment to the sphere of influence of SCWD and a subsequent 
annexation. SCWD, through the process of this MSR, has expressed support for such an 
amendment and future annexation. 
 
Another issue identified through this MSR is the service delivery and overall governance 
structure of SOCWA. Moulton Niguel Water District has expressed concerns with SOCWA’s 
ability to meet the changing needs and objectives of its member agencies relating to 
wastewater reuse and treatment. This subject is closely related to the subject of SOCWA's 
facilities ownership and operations mentioned in the prior determination. Resolution of 
SOCWA-related concerns, particularly with the structure and purpose of the JPA, falls outside 
the purview of OC LAFCO and would need to be addressed among the member agencies of 
SOCWA. However, as SOCWA provides a key municipal service, OC LAFCO is required by 
state law to review that service and related facilities and operations in part to this and future 
MSRs.  Additionally, OC LAFCO staff has noted that any resolution of the situation that 
involves out-of-area service agreements between member agencies would require OC 
LAFCO review. 
 

7. Any Other Matter Related to Effective or Efficient Service Delivery, As Required by 
Commission Policy 
 
No other matters were identified through the reporting process of the Southwest MSR. 

 
SOI DETERMINATIONS SUMMARY 
 
As further detailed in the body of this report, RSG makes the following SOI determinations for the 
Southwest Region agencies based on our data collection, surveys, and interviews:  
 

1. Present and Planned Land Uses 
 
The agencies of the Southwest Region are largely built out with very little remaining open 
space for new construction. There are no significant agriculture uses.  
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2. Present and Probable Need for Facilities and Services 
 
Agencies in the Southwest Region are providing adequate services to their residents and 
customers, and generally have the capacity to keep up with expected growth without 
adding new facilities or services.  
 

3. Present Capacity and Adequacy of Public Facilities and Services 
 
Agencies in the Southwest Region are providing adequate services to their residents and 
customers, and generally have the capacity to keep up with expected growth without 
adding new facilities or services.  
 

4. Social or Economic Communities of Interest 
 
OC LAFCO previously designated a total of seven (7) areas in the County as 
disadvantaged unincorporated communities (“DUCs”). However, none of these DUCs are 
in the Southwest Region. 
 

5. Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services by any DUCs within 
the Existing SOIs  

 
OC LAFCO previously designated a total of seven (7) areas in the County as 
disadvantaged unincorporated communities (“DUCs”). However, there are no DUCs within 
the Southwest Region. 
 

SOI Updates 
 
In the course of our review, RSG was made aware of one request for an SOI adjustment among 
the Southwest Region agencies:  
 
As discussed in further detail in Sections VII and X below, staff of the City of Laguna Beach related 
concerns from residents of the southern area of Laguna Beach area regarding a lack of formal 
voter representation on the board of SCWD, the water, recycled water, and wastewater service 
provider for the area. While the southern Laguna Beach area is within the City of Laguna Beach 
boundary, it is not within any water district boundary nor SOI. Residents have expressed 
dissatisfaction with the current representation arrangement, which is a committee established by 
SCWD comprised of residents and elected officials. In terms of service quality however, SCWD 
reported that residents have only complimented the agency and would prefer being able to 
participate in the election process to vote for a member of the SCWD’s Board of Directors that 
directly represents them. The City of Laguna Beach has requested that OC LAFCO take steps 
towards increasing the size of SCWD’s SOI to include South Laguna Beach, with the intent of 
eventual annexation into the District. Additionally, SCWD supports this process. They felt 
residents were interested in future annexation into SCWD, which aligns with the request from 
Laguna Beach, but they were not aware of any heightened demands or efforts to proceed. RSG 
recommends that OC LAFCO facilitate discussions between the City of Laguna Beach and SCWD 
on the subject. The discussions should include the encouragement of SCWD to file an application 
to absorb the South Laguna Beach area into its SOI, with the goal of a future or concurrent 
annexation into SCWD. OC LAFCO staff noted that any application filed by the City, SCWD or 



   
 

 
 

12 

residents should include that a request for an SOI amendment and concurrent annexation which 
aligns with the Commission’s sphere policy.  
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II. BACKGROUND 
 
LEGAL REQUIREMENTS AND PURPOSE 
 
In 1963, the California Legislature created for each County a Local Agency Formation 
Commission (“LAFCO”) to oversee the logical formation and determination of local agency 
boundaries that encourage orderly growth and development essential to the social, fiscal, and 
economic well-being of the State.  LAFCOs’ authority to carry out this legislative charge is codified 
in the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Reorganization Act of 2000 (“CKH”). For nearly 60 years, the CKH 
has been amended to give more direction to LAFCOs and, in some cases, expand the authorities 
of the Commissions. One of the most important revisions to CKH by the Legislature occurred in 
2000, which added a requirement that LAFCOs review and update the “spheres of influence” for 
all cities and special districts every five years and, in conjunction with this responsibility, prepare 
comprehensive studies that are known as 
“municipal service reviews.”  
 
AUTHORITY AND POWERS OF LAFCO 
 
Codified within CKH are the procedures and 
processes for LAFCOs to carry out their 
purposes as established by the Legislature.  
LAFCOs’ purposes are guided and achieved 
through their regulatory and planning powers 
and acknowledge that the local conditions of 
the 58 California counties shall be considered 
in part to the Commissions’ authorities. 
 
LAFCO RESPONSIBILITIES 
 
LAFCOs’ regulatory authorities include the reviewing, approving, amending or denying of 
proposals to change the jurisdictional boundaries of cities and special districts.  Specifically, these 
types of boundary changes commonly referred to as “changes of organization,” include: 

• City Incorporation 
• City Disincorporation 
• District Formation 
• District Dissolution 
• City and District Annexations and Detachments 
• City and District Consolidations 
• Merger of a City and District 
• Establishment of a Subsidiary District 
• Activation of new or different functions or classes of services, or divestiture of power 

to provide services for special districts. 
 

PLANNING AUTHORITIES 
 
LAFCOs’ planning authorities are carried out through the establishment and updating of agencies’ 
SOIs, which is a tool used to define a city or special district’s future jurisdictional boundary and 

CKH ACT (G.C. SECTION 56301) – 
PURPOSES OF LAFCOs 
“Among the purposes of a commission are 
discouraging urban sprawl, preserving open-
space and prime agricultural lands, encouraging 
the efficient provision of government services, 
and encouraging the orderly formation and 
development of local agencies based upon local 
conditions and circumstances.” 
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service areas. Through the reform of CKH in 2000, LAFCO’s planning responsibility includes the 
preparation of comprehensive studies (MSRs) that analyze service or services within the county, 
region, subregion, or other designated geographic area. The determinations that LAFCOs must 
review, analyze, and adopt for SOIs and MSRs are discussed below. 
 
SPHERE OF INFLUENCE UPDATES 
 
In 1972, LAFCOs throughout the state were tasked with determining and overseeing the SOIs for 
local government agencies. A SOI is a planning boundary that may be outside of an agency’s 
jurisdictional boundary (such as the city limits or a special district’s service area) that designates 
the agency’s probable future boundary and service area. The purpose of a SOI is to ensure the 
provision of efficient services while discouraging urban sprawl and the premature conversion of 
agricultural and open space lands, and by preventing overlapping jurisdictions and duplication of 
services. On a regional level, LAFCOs coordinate the orderly development of a community 
through reconciling differences between different agency plans. This is intended to ensure the 
most efficient urban service arrangements are created for the benefit of area residents and 
property owners. Factors considered in a SOI update include current and future land use, capacity 
needs, and any relevant areas of interest such as geographical terrain, location, and any other 
aspects that would influence the level of service.  
 

 
From time-to-time, an SOI may be modified as determined by LAFCO using the procedures for 
making sphere amendments as outlined by CKH. Pursuant to Government Code Section 56430, 
a LAFCO must first conduct a MSR prior to updating or amending a SOI. 
 
MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEWS 
 
Section 56425(g) of CKH requires that LAFCOs evaluate an SOI every five years, or when 
necessary. The vehicle for doing this is known as a Municipal Service Review.   
 

Per Government Code Section 56425, a LAFCO shall consider and prepare a written 
statement of its SOI determinations on the following five (5) factors: 

1. The present and planned land use in the area, including agricultural and open space 
lands. 

2. The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area. 
3. The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the agency 

provides or is authorized to provide. 
4. The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area. 
5. If a city or special district provides public facilities or services related to sewers, 

municipal industrial  water, or structural fire protection, the Present and Probable 
Need for those facilities and services of any disadvantaged unincorporated 
communities within the existing sphere of influence.  
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The focus of an MSR is to ensure that public services are being carried out efficiently and the 
residents of any given area or community are receiving the highest level of service possible, while 
also discouraging urban sprawl and the premature conversion of agricultural lands. If an MSR 
determines that certain services are not being carried out to an adequate standard, LAFCO can 
recommend changes be made through making sphere changes and dissolution or consolidation 
of service providers to provide the best service possible to the population. 

 
PRIOR MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEWS 
 
Three cycles of MSRs were completed by OC LAFCO prior to this one. The first was produced in 
2005, the second in 2008, and the third in 2013. Each MSR cycle has provided OC LAFCO with 
new and important information regarding the delivery of services to OC residents. OC LAFCO has 
learned that generally, all of the agencies in the County are well run and provide a high level of 
service. The high level of service is especially apparent in the Southwest Region. Prior MSRs 
have not singled out any significant issues among Southwest agencies. 
 
In the interest of furthering OC LAFCO’s goals, the MSR process over the prior cycles has 
produced key resources to help coordinate services, provide accountability, and increase 
transparency. Resources like the Fiscal Indicators and the Shared Services programs have 
provided agencies with a central location to access OC LAFCO services. OC LAFCO has also 
partnered with local experts such as those in the California State University of Fullerton’s (“CSUF”) 
Demographic Research Unit, to track trends that help develop the data for Disadvantaged 
Unincorporated Communities (“DUCs”). 
 
DISADVANTAGED UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES (DUCS) 
 
As part of this MSR, RSG was asked to consider the location, characteristics and adequacy of 
services and public facilities related to Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities in any of the 
SOIs within the Region. DUCs are defined as inhabited territory located within an unincorporated 
area of a county in which the annual median household income is less than 80 percent of the 
statewide median household income. State law considers an area with 12 or more registered 
voters to be an inhabited area. CKH requires identification and analysis of service issues within 
DUCs as part of MSR/SOI updates. State law (SB 244) also places restrictions on annexations to 
cities if the proposed annexation is adjacent to a DUC.  

Pursuant to Government Code Section 56430, MSRs make determinations on seven (7) 
required topics as follows: 

1. Growth and population projections for the affected area.  
2. Location and characteristics of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities 

within or contiguous to the sphere of influence. 
3. Present and planned capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services, 

adequacy of public services, infrastructure needs, or deficiencies related to sewers, 
municipal and industrial water, and structural fire protection in any disadvantaged, 
unincorporated communities within or contiguous to the sphere of influence. 

4. Financial ability of agencies to provide services. 
5. Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities. 
6. Accountability for community service needs, including government structure and 

operational efficiencies.  
7. Any other matter related to effective or efficient service delivery, as required by 

Commission Policy.  
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OC LAFCO previously designated a total of seven (7) DUCs in the County. However, none of 
these DUCs are in the Southwest Region. 

 
UNINCORPORATED AREAS 
 
There are several unincorporated islands (territory completely or substantially surrounded by 
cities) and other unincorporated areas within the County that should eventually be transitioned to 
an adjacent city over time and when feasible. CKH, in various sections of the statute, requires 
LAFCO to address these areas during MSR/SOI updates and annexation proceedings. For over 
20 years, OC LAFCO has worked collaboratively with the County and multiple cities on the 
transitioning of unincorporated areas to the jurisdiction of adjacent cities. Today, that effort 
continues and includes addressing the feasibility of annexation and infrastructure deficiencies and 
other challenges. 
 
In the Southwest Region, unincorporated areas include the Aliso and Wood Canyons Wilderness 
Park and the Emerald Bay residential community. Services to these areas are provided by 
multiple agencies that include the County, Emerald Bay Community Services District, and Laguna 
Beach County Water District. The Aliso and Wood Canyons Wilderness Park is serviced as part 
of the County’s park system by County Service Area (“CSA”) 26. The park receives fire protection 
services from the Orange County Fire Authority. Emerald Bay is served, either through contract 
or direct action, by the Emerald Bay Community Services District. More on these services and 
providers is discussed in Section VII. Due to geography and resident preferences, these areas 
are unlikely to be annexed by neighboring cities in the near future. 
 
ORANGE COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
 
OC LAFCO is responsible for overseeing the 
boundaries, establishing and updating SOIs, 
and preparing MSRs for the County’s 34 
cities and 34 independent and dependent 
special districts.  Since its creation, the 
Commission has formed nine cities, 
approved multiple changes of organization 
and reorganization involving cities and 
special districts, and encouraged orderly 
development through the establishment of agency SOIs and preparation of numerous studies.  
OC LAFCO has also provided proactive leadership on efficient government through its 
Unincorporated Islands Program and an innovative presence through its Shared Services and 
Fiscal Indicators Web-based programs.  In addition to State law, the Commission’s authority is 
guided through adopted policies and procedures that assist in the implementation of the 
provisions of the CKH Act and consideration of the local conditions and circumstances of Orange 
County. 
 
COMMISSION COMPOSITION 
 
OC LAFCO is comprised of eleven (11) members, with seven serving as regular members and 
four serving as alternate members. The members include: three (3) County Supervisors, three (3) 
City Council members, three independent Special District members, and two (2) at-large 
representatives of the general public. All members serve four-year terms and there are no term 

MISSION: 
OC  LAFCO serves Orange County cities, 
special districts, and the county to ensure 
effective and efficient delivery of municipal 
services. 
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METHODOLOGY AND DATA SOURCES 
 
RSG worked in coordination with OC LAFCO staff throughout the duration of this MSR. To fully 
understand key factors and current issues involving the cities, RSG conducted an initial working 
session with OC LAFCO staff to determine the project scope and process and formalize overall 
MSR objectives, schedules, agency services to review, fiscal criteria, and roles and 
responsibilities of OC LAFCO, RSG, and other consultants. Key tasks and activities in the 
completion of this MSR included a thorough review of available relevant agency data and 
documents; interviews with agencies; development of agency profiles; MSR and SOI 
determination analysis; preparation of administrative and public review drafts of the MSR; 
incorporation of agency, OC LAFCO, and public comments; and consideration by OC LAFCO of 
adoption of the final MSR.  
 
It is important to acknowledge that the data presented in this report represents the best 
information available during the data collection phase, which was largely completed between May 
and November of 2022. This report represents a snapshot in time, and there may be material 
changes since then that are not reflected in this report. 
 
For subject agencies that are incorporated cities, this MSR uses the Federal Decennial Census 
(“Census”) or California’s State Department of Finance (“DOF”) Population and Housing 
Estimates from January 1, 2022. Produced by DOF’s Demographic Research Unit, the estimates 
are released annually and are the official population and housing unit tallies used in most State 
programs and for jurisdictional appropriation limits. The estimates are restricted to cities and 
counties and do not encompass all potential taxing entities or districts in the State. The data from 
DOF only reports on total population, total housing units, housing type, and unit occupancy status. 
Therefore, RSG relied on additional sources and tools to provide a more complete demographic 
picture. 
 
Some of the demographic data reported in this MSR comes from ESRI’s Business Analyst online 
software. The platform uses Geographic Information Systems (“GIS”) to produce a variety of 
comparison reports for areas both smaller and larger than most official data sources, such as the 
Census or DOF. Subjects in this MSR pertaining to growth rates, poverty rates, number of workers 
in the jurisdiction, and number of businesses all were produced in part by inputting boundary 
shapefiles into the GIS functions of Business Analyst. Where applicable, this MSR notes agency 
disagreements with certain reported demographic numbers or rates. Population and housing unit 
data for the special districts was derived from ESRI, but not for the cities. All demographic data is 
from the year 2022 unless otherwise stated. 
 
Summary fiscal health data was researched and provided to RSG by another consultant, Berkson 
& Associates, as part of a separate and independent engagement with OC LAFCO to populate a 
set of “Fiscal Indicators” that will appear on OC LAFCO’s website. The Fiscal Indicators provide 
the latest three years of revenue, expenditures, net position, and reserves data reported in the 
agencies’ financial audits and budgets. Berkson & Associates also provided a summary of the 
trends for each line item. OC LAFCO’s partnership with Berkson & Associates to develop the 
Fiscal Indicators website aided RSG in the review of the Southwest agencies’ finances. As a 
result, this MSR did not undertake an extensive review of each agencies’ finances but consulted 
with Berkson to present and briefly summarize their findings. 
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III. AGENCY PROFILES 
 
As part of this MSR, OC LAFCO and RSG examined a range of municipal services provided by 
each agency in the Southwest Region. This section provides summaries of the governing 
structure, population, service area, types of services, and the service providers of each agency. 
The profile of each Southwest Region city covers the key services provided in the city, while the 
special district profiles provide detail only on the services they are legally authorized to provide. 
A demographic summary and a map of each agency are shown following the profile table. 
 
Summary financial trends of each agency going back to FY 2018-19 are also shown in this 
section. All financial tables were produced using the Fiscal Indicators data described in the prior 
section. Please note that trends shown are exclusive of transfers in and out: transfers of net 
revenue to capital funds and other uses are not shown; transfers to designated operating reserves 
may not be required if agency reserve targets are being met. 
  
Below is a list of the agencies profiled: 
 
Cities 
 

• Aliso Viejo 
• Dana Point 
• Laguna Beach 
• Laguna Hills 
• Laguna Niguel 
• Laguna Woods 

 
Special Districts and JPA 
 

• El Toro Water District 
• Laguna Beach County Water District 
• Moulton Niguel Water District 
• South Coast Water District 
• Emerald Bay Community Service District 
• Capistrano Bay Community Services District 
• Three Arch Bay Community Services District 
• South Orange County Wastewater Authority (JPA) 
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Demographics Summary 
 

 
 
General Fund Cash Flow FY 18-19 to FY 20-21 
 

  
 

OC LAFCO Fiscal Indicators, Berkson & Associates 
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SOI Originally Adopted 07/01/01 
Last Reviewed 08/09/2023 
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Demographics Summary 
 

 
 
General Fund Cash Flow FY 18-19 to FY 20-21 
 

 OC LAFCO Fiscal Indicators, Berkson & Associates 
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SOI Originally Adopted 02/15/1989 
Last Reviewed 08/09/2023 
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Demographics Summary 
 

  
 
 

 
General Fund Cash Flow FY 18-19 to FY 20-21

OC LAFCO Fiscal Indicators, Berkson & Associates 
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SOI Originally Adopted 07/13/1975 
Last Reviewed 08/09/2023 
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Demographics Summary 
 

 
 
General Fund Cash Flow FY 18-19 to FY 20-21 
 

 
 
 
 

OC LAFCO Fiscal Indicators, Berkson & Associates 
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Demographics Summary 
 

  
 
General Fund Cash Flow FY 18-19 to FY 20-21 
 

 
 
 
 

OC LAFCO Fiscal Indicators, Berkson & Associates 
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SOI Originally Adopted 02/15/1989 
Last Reviewed 08/09/2023 
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Demographics Summary 
 

  
 
General Fund Cash Flow FY 18-19 to FY 20-21 
 

 
 
 
 

OC LAFCO Fiscal Indicators, Berkson & Associates 
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Demographics Summary 
 

  
 

General Fund Cash Flow FY 18-19 to FY 20-21 
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Demographics Summary 
 

  
 
General Fund Cash Flow FY 18-19 to FY 20-21 
 

 
 

OC LAFCO Fiscal Indicators, Berkson & Associates 
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SOI Originally Adopted 10/22/1980 
Last Reviewed 08/09/2023 


