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AGENDA 
SPECIAL BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

18700 Ward Street, Fountain Valley, CA (714) 378-3200 
Saturday, March 11, 2023 9:00 a.m. – Boardroom  

 
 PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 

ROLL CALL 
 

VISITOR PARTICIPATION 
 
Time has been reserved at this point in the agenda for persons wishing to comment for up to three 
minutes to the Board of Directors on any item that is not listed on the agenda, but within the subject 
matter jurisdiction of the District.  By law, the Board of Directors is prohibited from taking action on 
such public comments.  As appropriate, matters raised in these public comments will be referred to 
District staff or placed on the agenda of an upcoming Board meeting. 
 
At this time, members of the public may also offer public comment for up to three minutes on any 
item on the Consent Calendar.  While members of the public may not remove an item from the 
Consent Calendar for separate discussion, a Director may do so at the request of a member of the 
public. 

 
 MATTER FOR CONSIDERATION 
 
1. JUNE 2022 ORANGE COUNTY GRAND JURY REPORT RECOMMENDING THE 

CONSOLIDATION OF ORANGE COUNTY WATER DISTRICT AND THE MUNICIPAL 
WATER DISTRICT OF ORANGE COUNTY STUDY SESSION 

 
 RECOMMENDATION:  Board action as deemed appropriate 

 
  DIRECTOR’S ANNOUNCEMENTS/REPORTS 
 
 GENERAL MANAGER’S ANNOUNCEMENT/REPORT 
 
 ADJOURNMENT  

 
 

 
 
 

  



 2 

 

 
In accordance with the requirements of California Government Code Section 54954.2, this agenda has been 
posted in the main lobby of the Orange County Water District, 18700 Ward Street, Fountain Valley, CA and on 
the OCWD website not less than 24 hours prior to the meeting date and time above.  All written materials 
relating to each agenda item are available for public inspection in the office of the District Secretary. Backup 
material for the Agenda is available at the District offices for public review and can be viewed online at the 
District’s website: www.ocwd.com 
 
Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, persons with a disability who require a disability-related 
modification or accommodation in order to participate in a meeting, including auxiliary aids or services, may 
request such modification or accommodation from the District Secretary at (714) 378-3233, by email at 
jdurant@ocwd.com by fax at (714) 378-3373.  Notification 24 hours prior to the meeting will enable District staff 
to make reasonable arrangements to assure accessibility to the meeting. 
 
As a general rule, agenda reports or other written documentation has been prepared or organized with respect 
to each item of business listed on the agenda, and can be reviewed at www.ocwd.com.  Copies of these 
materials and other disclosable public records distributed to all or a majority of the members of the Board of 
Directors in connection with an open session agenda item are also on file with and available for inspection at the 
Office of the District Secretary, 18700 Ward Street, Fountain Valley, California, during regular business hours, 
8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday.  If such writings are distributed to members of the Board of 
Directors on the day of a Board meeting, the writings will be available at the entrance to the Board of Directors 
meeting room at the Orange County Water District office. 

http://www.ocwd.com/
mailto:jdurant@ocwd.com
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AGENDA ITEM SUBMITTAL 
 
Meeting Date: March 11, 2023 Budgeted:  N/A 
  Budgeted Amount: NA 
To: Board of Directors Cost Estimate:  N/A 
  Funding Source:  N/A 
  Program/Line Item No.: NA 
From: Mike Markus General Counsel Approval:  N/A 
  Engineers/Feasibility Report:  NA 
Staff Contact: J. Kennedy  CEQA Compliance:  NA    
 
Subject: JUNE 2022 ORANGE COUNTY GRAND JURY REPORT RECOMMENDING 

THE CONSOLIDATION OF ORANGE COUNTY WATER DISTRICT AND THE 
MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT OF ORANGE COUNTY STUDY SESSION 

SUMMARY 

On January 4, 2023 the Board directed staff to schedule a study session on the recent 
Orange County Grand Jury Report recommending the consolidation of the District and the 
Municipal Water District of Orange County (MWDOC). Staff will provide information on 
OCWD and MWDOC, existing imported water programs, issues in consolidating the two 
agencies, the Orange County LAFCO study and process, and recent attempts to develop 
deal points for a possible alternative agreement to address specific issues in-lieu of 
potentially consolidating the two agencies. 
 
Attachments a. June 17, 2022 Orange County Grand Jury Report 
 b. Orange County LAFCO RFP 
 c. Presentation Material 
 d. August 17, 2022 OCWD Reply to the OC Grand Jury 
 e. August 17, 2022 MWDOC Reply to the OC Grand Jury 
 f. 1986 OCWD MWDOC Resolution 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Board action as deemed appropriate 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
In June 2022, the Orange County Grand Jury released a report recommending the District 
and MWDOC consolidate into one wholesale agency to best meet the needs of the 
Orange County water community. The report states that “all sources of water are 
interconnected and would be best administered by one governmental entity”. The Grand 
Jury came to this conclusion after reviewing the operations of the District and MWDOC 
and meeting with numerous Orange County water officials.  
 
This issue is periodically discussed in Orange County as there are several advantages to 
the rate payers. These advantages include better coordination in providing imported water 
and local groundwater, greater accountability and less public confusion, cost savings, 
avoidance of conflicts, improved lobbying and grant seeking efforts with state and local 
officials, and speaking with one voice for Orange County water issues.  



 
 
Five ad-hoc committee meetings occurred with MWDOC this summer and fall to discuss 
this subject. The District was willing to work through any issues to implement the Grand 
Jury’s recommendation. For example, in a conciliatory effort, the OCWD ad-hoc 
committee, made of up Directors Bilodeau, Green and Sheldon proposed to MWDOC’s 
ad-hoc committee that MWCOC’s entire seven member board join with OCWD’s ten 
member board for total of 17 members. Over time via attrition and retirements, the 17-
member board could be reduced to what would be determined via study to an optimum 
size. A similar process could occur with the staff of the two agencies. Additionally, the 
consolidation could not reduce Orange County’s seven board seats at the Metropolitan 
Water District nor impact the amount of groundwater available to the Groundwater 
Producers. Ultimately, the District believes these issues could be satisfactorily addressed 
and the new organization would be more efficient and effective - benefitting the rate 
payers moving forward. 
 
After the first meeting, and after MWDOC’s formal response to the Grand Jury report 
(attached), it was clear MWDOC did not agree with the consolidation recommendation 
and could oppose any efforts to do such. One of MWDOC’s primary objections was it 
believed the Grand Jury did not fully and thoroughly investigate the different issues that 
would need to be resolved with a consolidation. In response to this objection, OCWD 
requested LAFCO to study (“Focused MSR”) how a consolidation could occur between 
the two agencies. LAFCO is an independent third party that can provide an objective 
unbiased consolidation analysis to both boards and the water community.  
 
LAFCO was already scheduled to perform the routine five-year OCWD Municipal Service 
Review in 2023 along with the Sphere of Influence review. The Focused MSR work to 
consider the issues of OCWD and MWDOC consolidating will become an additional 
section of that study. The study is scheduled to begin in approximately May 2023, 
assuming the LAFCO Commission approves hiring the necessary consultant on April 12, 
2023. The schedule to complete the study has yet to be determined but is expected to be 
in 6 – 12 months. The study is informational only but will include findings that could be 
positive or negative about the consolidation issue. The LAFCO request for proposals to 
hire a consultant to assist in preparing the study is attached. The cost of the study has yet 
to be determined and would be paid by the District.  
 
After the LAFCO study is completed, the District would need to decide if it wants to 
formally request LAFCO to consider consolidating the two agencies - but before doing so 
minor legislation in Sacramento is required. Legal counsel has opined it would be more 
efficient to modify the OCWD Act via legislation in Sacramento to enable the 
consolidation of the two agencies. Necessary changes to the OCWD Act include: 
 

1. Allow the new combined organization to purchase imported water from the 
Metropolitan Water District. 

2. Expand the number of OCWD Board members to accommodate the larger 
consolidated organization and make adjustments to a few Board actions requiring 
8 votes. 

3. Language to ensure groundwater is not sent to South Orange County agencies.  
 

LAFCO has indicated any necessary legislation to enable a consolidation of OCWD and 
MWDOC would have to be in place before LAFCO would formally accept an application to 



 
consolidate the two agencies. Such legislation could be sought before or after the LAFCO 
Focused MSR study is completed. Board action is needed to initiate this effort. 
 
An alternative to considering consolidation of the two agencies was developed at the 
second ad-hoc committee meeting which called for preparing an agreement that would 
address one of OCWD’s concerns which is access to the MWD board and staff and 
greater participation in MWD meetings. The agreement would be similar to a 1986 
Resolution (Attached) between the two agencies that at the time, resolved OCWD’s 
concerns of access and participation in MWD meetings. Unfortunately, parts of the 
resolution are no longer being followed. 
 
Deal Points for such an agreement were developed and discussed at the third, fourth and 
fifth ad-hoc committee meetings. The last version of the Deal Points is provided in the 
attached presentation material which will be discussed with the Board. Deal Point #1, to 
allow an OCWD board member to be appointed to the MWD board, requires legislation to 
avoid an incompatibility of office issue. Unfortunately, at this time it does not appear 
acceptable Deal Points for both agencies can be developed.  
 
Moving forward the Board will have a few decisions to consider.  They include: 
 

• Continue with the LAFCO Focused MSR study and authorize a payment to LAFCO 
to fund the work.  Staff hopes to have a cost and schedule for the study by the day 
of the study session. 

• Determine if and when (before or after the Focused MSR study is completed) to 
initiate legislation to modify the OCWD Act as previously described. 

• Continue meetings to negotiate Deal Points and an alternative agreement and 
initiate legislation to modify the OCWD Act as previously described for this option 
(incompatibility of office issue). 

 
PREVIOUS BOARD ACTIONS  
 
1/04/23 M23-3 - Ask that OCWD be allowed to present at the MWDOC member agency 
meeting on January 12, 2023; Set up a study session for the Board; Schedule a Joint 
Board meeting with MWDOC to discuss the consolidation and Deal Points; and Postpone 
action on the Agreement Deal Points with MWDOC until the January 18, 2023 Board 
meeting and collaborate with MWDOC on this process. 
 
12/21/22 M22-137- Defer action on the Deal Points to the January 4, 2023 Board 
meeting. 
 
8/17/22 M22-83 – Direct staff to submit a formal response to the Grand Jury report and to 
report back in 60 to 90 days. 
 
7/06/22 M22-67 – Direct staff to prepare a response to the Grand Jury and to reach out to 
stakeholders to get their input 























































 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 
 

For the Municipal Service Review  

and Sphere of Influence Update for the  

Orange County Water District 
 

January 9, 2023 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Orange County LAFCO 
2677 North Main Street | Suite 1050 | Santa Ana, CA  92705 

(714) 640-5100 | www.oclafco.org 

http://www.oclafco.org/


 
 

 

January 9, 2023 

 

 

RE: Request for Proposals (RFP) for the Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence 
Update for the Orange County Water District (OCWD) 

 
 
Dear Interested Party: 

 
The Local Agency Formation Commission of Orange County (OC LAFCO) invites your firm to 
submit a proposal to perform a Municipal Service Review (MSR) and Sphere of Influence (SOI) 
Update for the Orange County Water District (OCWD). 

 
To be considered, a submittal in accordance with the requirements, specifications, conditions, 
and provisions as described and set forth herein must be provided.  Responses must satisfy all of 
the objectives and work requirements specified in the RFP Scope of Services. 
 
SUBMITTALS ARE DUE BY 4:00 PM on Tuesday, February 14, 2023 and may be submitted to OC 
LAFCO at 2677 North Main Street, Suite 1050, Santa Ana, CA, 92705 or by email to Luis Tapia at 
ltapia@oclafco.org.  Any questions regarding this RFP should also be directed by email to Mr. 
Tapia or at (714) 640-5100. 

 
The tentative schedule calls for the completion of the evaluation of proposals and the selection 
of the successful proposal by March 20, 2023.  A final interview may be required and the final 
selection by the Commission is anticipated by April 12, 2023. 
 
Thank you for your interest. 
 
Respectfully, 

 
 
 
____________________________ 
Carolyn Emery, Executive Officer 
OC LAFCO
 
  

mailto:ltapia@oclafco.org
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I. OBJECTIVE 

The Local Agency Formation Commission of Orange County (OC LAFCO) is seeking 
Proposals (Proposals) in this Request for Proposals (RFP) from professional service 
firms to perform a Municipal Service Review (MSR) and Sphere of Influence (SOI) 
Update of the Orange County Water District (OCWD). 

 
II. BACKGROUND 

In accordance with the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act 
of 2000 (CKH Act), codified at California Government Code §56000 et seq. and a locally 
adopted MSR policy, OC LAFCO is required to conduct service reviews in conjunction 
with SOI updates on or before January 1, 2008, and every five years thereafter.  Thus, 
OC LAFCO has determined it is necessary to conduct an MSR and SOI update for 
OCWD. 
  
Interested and qualified Proposers, who can demonstrate their ability to successfully 
provide the required services outlined in Exhibit A, Scope of Services of this RFP are 
invited to submit a proposal, provided they meet all requirements identified in this 
RFP at the time of proposal submission.  At the close of the solicitation process, 
Proposals will be evaluated, and staff will provide a recommendation to the 
Commission for the selection of a Consultant.  Subject to the Commission's approval, 
the selected consultant will be notified, and with approval of the Commission, a 
professional services agreement (“Agreement”) will be executed consistent with the 
parameters of this RFP and the Proposal submitted. 
 

III. SCOPE OF SERVICES 

The Scope of Services is described in Exhibit A and includes the preparation of an MSR 
and SOI Update consistent with the requirements of the CKH Act, including the 
statutory factors and findings identified below.  In addition to the review of the 
statutory MSR and SOI requirements, the Scope of Services also includes an analysis 
of the potential consolidation of OCWD and the Municipal Water District of Orange 
County (MWDOC).  Details of this focused analysis are provided in the next paragraph. 
 
On October 4, 2022, OCWD filed an application with OC LAFCO to prepare a study 
focused on the potential consolidation of OCWD and MWDOC.  OCWD’s application 
was submitted in response to a report prepared by the Orange County Grand Jury, 
“Water in Orange County Needs “One Voice.” The report discusses the consolidation 
of OCWD and MWDOC into a single County wholesale water agency to increase the 
efficiency and effectiveness in delivering imported water and groundwater, major 
infrastructure investments, development of forward-thinking policies and practices, 
and opportunities at the local, State and federal levels in legislation, policy making 
and receiving subsidies and grants. The report is attached to this RFP for reference.  
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The Districts are defined as independent districts in accordance with Government 
Code Section 56044.  OCWD was established in 1933 by an act of the State Legislature 
to protect Orange County’s water rights for the Santa Ana River and to manage the 
groundwater basin that underlies northern and central Orange County.  MWDOC was 
established in 1951 under the Municipal Water District Act of 1911 to import 
wholesale water from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) 
and provide the service within a defined geographic area in Orange County.  The Scope 
of Services identifies areas that should be addressed in part to OCWD’s application.  
Firms may also elect to supplement the Scope of Services with additional information  
and concepts that might be beneficial to OC LAFCO as long as the minimum 
requirements defined in this RFP are still met. 

 

IV. PROPOSAL COSTS 
Proposers shall submit a Pricing Sheet that identifies the total of all charges to 
complete each Task required under the Agreement.  OC LAFCO reserves the right to 
negotiate the terms, conditions, and prices of the final Agreement, in its sole 
discretion, to achieve the most beneficial services and price.  OC LAFCO may limit 
the negotiation, if any, to one or more responsive and responsible Proposers who 
receive the highest scores in a preliminary scoring of Proposers in accordance with 
the evaluation criteria set forth in Section VII.  The negotiation with the Proposer(s) 
will not result in a change in the rating of the proposers.  If a satisfactory Agreement 
cannot be negotiated with the highest rated Proposer, OC LAFCO may, at its sole 
discretion, begin negotiations with the next highest rated Proposer who submitted a 
Proposal, as determined by OC LAFCO. 
 

V. PROJECT SCHEDULE 
Time is of the essence.  Proposers shall submit, as part of its Proposal, a timeline 
with completion dates that include time for review by OC LAFCO, affected agencies 
and the public (Project Schedule).  The final Project Schedule for the scope of 
services may be negotiated with the Proposer selected for the work prior to an 
agreement being recommended to the Commission for adoption.  The Project 
Schedule must be completed and submitted with the response to this Proposal to 
be considered complete and responsive.  The Project Schedule must identify all 
Tasks clearly; however, it may be modified by Proposers only if needed to include 
the completion of more detailed subtasks. 

 
VI. PROPOSAL SUBMISSION 

A. Submittal Procedures 
Proposal must be received by OC LAFCO no later than 4:00 PM on February 14, 2023.  
Submittals  sent  by  electronic  mail  shall  be  addressed  to: Luis Tapia at 
ltapia@oclafco.org.  Submittals sent by USPS shall be addressed to Luis Tapia at OC 

mailto:ltapia@oclafco.org.
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LAFCO, 2677 North Main Street, Suite 1050, Santa Ana, CA 92705, and include the 
following: 
 

• One original (marked original) and three printed copies of the proposal. 

• One electronic copy in pdf format on CD, flash drive, or other electronic media. 
 

Proposers are solely responsible for ensuring their proposal is received by OC LAFCO 
in accordance with the solicitation requirements, before the submittal deadline, and 
at the place specified.  Postmarks will not be accepted in lieu of actual delivery.  No 
oral, telegraphic, facsimile, or telephonic proposals or modifications will be 
considered unless specified.   
 
Late proposals submitted by email or USPS will not be accepted.  For late proposals 
submitted, OC LAFCO will notify the sender by email that the proposal was not 
accepted.  Late proposals submitted by USPS will be returned unopened. 

 
OC LAFCO shall not be responsible for any delays in mail or by common carriers or by 
transmission errors or delays or mistaken delivery.  Delivery of proposals shall be 
made at the office specified in this Request for Proposals.  Deliveries made before the 
Submittal Deadline but to the wrong office will be considered nonresponsive unless 
re-delivery is made to the office specified before the Submittal Deadline.  All proposals 
shall become the property of OC LAFCO. 

 
If discrepancies are found between the original and PDF version, the "ORIGINAL" will 
provide the basis for resolving such discrepancies.  If one document is not clearly 
marked "ORIGINAL," OC LAFCO reserves the right to use any of the proposals as the 
Original.  If no document can be identified as an original bearing original signatures, 
Proposer's proposal may be rejected at the discretion of OC LAFCO. 

 
B. Response Requirements 
It is imperative that all firms responding to the RFP comply exactly and completely 
with the instructions outlined below.  Proposals must be concise but with sufficient 
detail to allow accurate evaluation and comparative analysis.  Proposals should be 
straightforward and provide "layman" explanations of technical terms that are used.  
Emphasis should be concentrated on conforming to the RFP instructions, responding 
to the RFP requirements, and on providing a complete and clear description of the 
elements of the submittal. 
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Response items should be indexed in the following order with individual tabs: 
 

 1. Cover Letter 

The submittal must be accompanied by a cover letter signed by an individual 
authorized to bind the proposing entity.  The cover letter should include the 
following information: 

o Title of the RFP. 
o Name and mailing address of firm. 
o Name, address, e-mail, and telephone number of firm's point of contact. 

 
2. Submittal Summary 

The summary provides a synopsis, prepared for management review, covering the 
interest and qualifications of the firm, and the salient features of the proposal, 
including overall costs, conclusions, and general recommendations in a summary 
format. 
 

3. Firm's Qualifications 
Describe the firm and provide a statement of the firm's qualifications for 
performing the requested consulting services, including the number of years of 
experience the firm has had in providing required, equivalent, or related services. 
 

4. Qualifications of Project Personnel 
The firm shall furnish a personnel staffing plan with sufficient information for 
judging the quality and competence of the personnel dedicated to the project.  In 
its assessment of the proposal, OC LAFCO will place considerable emphasis on the 
commitment by the Proposer to provide qualified personnel for the execution of 
the Agreement.  The Proposer shall furnish resumes in outline form for key 
personnel committed to this project.  Proposer shall also include the number and 
type of additional support personnel who will be assigned to the project.  The 
substitution or addition of individuals shall be allowed only with prior written 
approval of OC LAFCO. 
 
Additionally, the Proposer must meet all of the following minimum qualifications: 
 

o Proposer or the Lead Professional(s) assigned to manage the Scope of 
Services must demonstrate knowledge of LAFCO law and the MSR and SOI 
processes.  

o Proposer or the Lead Professional(s) assigned to manage the Scope of 
Services must demonstrate knowledge of municipal financing and 
governance involving public water agencies and familiarity with the CKH 
Act, LAFCOs, and the MSR process. 

o Proposer or the Lead Professional assigned to manage the Scope of 
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Services must demonstrate experience presenting to governing bodies at 
public meetings in the past three years. 

 
5. Client References 

Provide a list of at least three (3) client references, preferably from government 
agencies.  The reference list should include the client’s/agency’s name, contact 
person, address, telephone number, email address, and location. 
 

6. Prior MSR Experience 
Provide any relevant website links for MSRs prepared by Proposed and Lead 
Professional(s) and include the following: 
 

1. Date and agency(ies) the MSRs were prepared for. 
2. Affected agency(ies) and services reviewed. 
3. Outcome(s) of MSR and if recommendations were implemented. 

 
7. Project Schedule 

Proposals shall contain the Project Schedule, which shows the overall timeline for 
completion of each scope task.  The Project Schedule shall include proposed dates 
for release of the “Administrative Draft MSR” to the OC LAFCO Executive Officer 
and affected agencies for review and input, release of the “Public Draft MSR” for 
30-day public review and comment, and presentation of the “Final Draft MSR” to 
the Commission.   
 

8. Cost/Pricing Sheet 
The Proposal must include a Cost/Pricing Sheet that lists each firm professional 
working on the Agreement’s Scope of Services, the estimated number of work 
hours corresponding to each professional, and the billable hourly rate.  The 
Pricing Sheet must include all costs required for a complete product, including 
administrative costs and other expenses incurred by the Proposer, if any (i.e., 
mileage, postage, copies, etc.) that would be contained in a potential agreement 
with OC LAFCO. 
 

9. Exceptions to Form of Agreement 
The Proposal must include any objections, qualifications, or other exceptions the 
Proposer may have with respect to the proposed form of agreement included 
with this RFP (“Form of Agreement”), which is set forth within Exhibit B hereto.  
The failure to include an exception to the Form of Agreement within the 
Proposer’s Proposal shall be deemed the waiver of such exception by the 
Proposer. 
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VII. RESPONSE EVALUATION AND SELECTION PROCESS 
The selection of the Consultant will be based on the below criteria.  These criteria are 
listed in random sequence and are not considered in any rank or order of importance.  
Proposers may be required to participate in an oral interview, and final selection by 
the Commission is anticipated by April 12, 2023.   
 
Submittals will be evaluated on the basis of the response to all questions and 
requirements of this RFP.  OC LAFCO shall use some or all of the following criteria in 
its evaluation: 

 
1.  Quality and completeness of the submittal. 
2.  Understanding of the needs and requirements of OC LAFCO. 
3. Experience of the firm, particularly of staff assigned to administer this 

Agreement. 
4.  Education and experience of staff members assigned to account. 
5.  Demonstrated knowledge of government agencies and the MSR process. 
6.  Proposed project schedule. 
7.  Number and type of declared conflicts. 
8.  Location of firm and availability of staff assigned to project. 
9.  Quality of references. 
10.  Proposed costs.  

  
VIII. Report Preparation 

The following is an outline of anticipated schedule for the review of responses and 
contract award.  This schedule is subject to change.   
 
RFP Posting, transmittal:   January 9, 2023 
 
Pre-proposal Conference:   January 23, 2023 (10:00 a.m. – 11:00 a.m.) 
 
Submittal Deadline:   February 14, 2023 (To OC LAFCO by 4:00 p.m.) 
 

Consultant Interviews:    Week of March 13, 2023 
 
Consultant Selection and    Week of March 20, 2023 
Contract Preparation 
 
Commission Consideration  April 12, 2023 
of Contract Award 
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IX. GENERAL CONDITIONS 
AUTHORIZED SIGNATURES.  Every submittal must be signed by the person or persons 
legally authorized to bind the Proposer to an agreement for the execution of the work. 
Upon request of OC LAFCO, any agent submitting a proposal on behalf of a Proposer 
shall provide a current power of attorney certifying the agent’s authority to bind the 
Proposer.  If an individual makes the proposal, his or her name, signature, and post 
office address must be shown.  If a firm or partnership makes the proposal, the name 
and post office address of the firm or partnership and the signature of at least one of 
the general partners must be shown.  If a corporation makes the proposal, the 
proposal shall show the name of the state under the laws of which the corporation is 
chartered, the name and post office address of the corporation and the title of the 
person signing on behalf of the corporation.   
 
AWARD OF AGREEMENT. Award will be made to the firm that presents the best 
qualifications and offers the best proposal after consideration by the OC LAFCO 
management staff.  Evaluation criteria (Section VII) are not listed in any order of 
preference.  OC LAFCO reserves the right to establish weight factors that will be 
applied to the criteria depending upon order of importance.  Weight factors and 
evaluation scores will not be released until after award of proposal.  OC LAFCO shall 
not be obligated to accept the lowest priced proposal, but will make an award in the 
best interests of OC LAFCO after all factors have been evaluated.  

 
Discussions may, at OC LAFCO’s option, be conducted with responsible Proposers who 
submit proposals determined to be reasonably susceptible of being selected for an 
award.  Discussions may be for clarification to assure full understanding of, and 
responsiveness to, the solicitation requirements.  Proposers shall be accorded fair and 
equal treatment with respect to any opportunity for discussion and written revision 
of proposals. In conducting discussions, OC LAFCO will not disclose information 
derived from submittals submitted by competing firms. 

 
CANCELLATION OF SOLICITATION. OC LAFCO may cancel this solicitation at any time. 

 
COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS. All submittals shall comply with current federal, state, and 
other laws relative thereto.   

 
AGREEMENT DOCUMENTS, EXAMINATION OF.  It is the responsibility of the Proposer 
to carefully and thoroughly examine and be familiar with these RFP documents, 
general conditions, all forms, specifications, drawings, plans, and addenda (if any), 
referred to as Agreement Documents.  Proposer shall satisfy him/herself as to the 
character, quantity, and quality of work to be performed and materials, labor, 
supervision, necessary to perform the work as specified by the Agreement 
Documents.  The failure or neglect of the Proposer to examine the Agreement 
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Documents shall in no way relieve him from any obligations with respect to the 
solicitation or Agreement.  The submission of a proposal shall constitute an 
acknowledgment upon which OC LAFCO may rely that the Proposer has thoroughly 
examined and is familiar with the Agreement Documents.  The failure or neglect of a 
Proposer to receive or examine any of the documents shall in no way relieve him from 
any obligations with respect to the Proposal. No claim will be allowed for additional 
compensation that is based upon a lack of knowledge of any solicitation document. 

 
COSTS.  OC LAFCO is not liable for any costs incurred by firms before entering into a 
formal Agreement.  Costs of developing the proposal or any other such expenses 
incurred by the Proposer in responding to the RFP, are entirely the responsibility of 
the Proposer, and shall not be reimbursed in any manner by OC LAFCO. No 
reimbursable cost may be incurred in anticipation of award.   

 
INTERPRETATION OF AGREEMENT DOCUMENTS. OC LAFCO reserves the right to make 
corrections or clarifications of the information provided in this RFP.  If any person is 
in doubt as to the true meaning of any part of the specifications or other Agreement 
Documents, or finds discrepancies or omissions in the specifications, he may submit 
to OC LAFCO a written request for an interpretation or correction.   

 
Oral statement(s) interpretations or clarifications concerning meaning or intent of the 
contents of this RFP by any person are unauthorized and invalid.  
 
Requests for interpretations shall be made in writing and delivered to Scott Smith, 
Best, Best and Krieger, OC LAFCO Legal Counsel, at 18101 Von Karman Avenue, Suite 
1000, Irvine, CA 92612 at least six (6) days before the Submittal Deadline.   

 
The requesting party is responsible for prompt delivery of any requests.  When OC 
LAFCO considers interpretations necessary, interpretations will be in the form of an 
addendum to the Agreement Documents, and when issued, will be sent as promptly 
as is practical to all parties recorded by OC LAFCO as having received Agreement 
Documents.  All such addenda shall become a part of the Agreement.  It is the 
responsibility of each Proposer to ensure OC LAFCO has their correct business name 
and address on file.  Any prospective Proposer who obtained a set of Agreement 
Documents is responsible for advising OC LAFCO that they have a set of Agreement 
Documents and wish to receive subsequent Addenda.   
 
IRREGULARITIES.  OC LAFCO reserves the right to waive non-material irregularities if 
such would be in the best interest of OC LAFCO as determined by OC LAFCO. 
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NON-EXCLUSIVE AGREEMENT. The successful Proposer will enter a NON-EXCLUSIVE 
Agreement and OC LAFCO reserves the right to enter into agreements with other 
firms. 
 
OFFERS OF MORE THAN ONE PRICE. Proposers are NOT allowed to submit more than 
one proposal. 
 
NO OBLIGATION: The release of this RFP does not obligate or compel OC LAFCO to enter 
into a contract or agreement. 
 
PAYMENT TERMS.  Discounts for payments made within 20 days or more from receipt 
of invoice will be considered in award of proposal.  Payment discounts must be clearly 
shown in the proposal. 
 
PROPOSAL, REJECTION OF.  OC LAFCO reserves the right to reject any or all proposals 
or any part of a Proposal.  OC LAFCO reserves the right to reject the submittal of any 
firm who previously failed to perform adequately for OC LAFCO or any other 
governmental agency.  OC LAFCO expressly reserves the right to reject the submittal 
of any firm who is in default on the payment of taxes, licenses or other monies due.   
 
PROPRIETARY INFORMATION.  Proposals must NOT be marked as confidential or 
proprietary.  OC LAFCO may refuse to consider a proposal so marked.  Information in 
proposals shall become public information and is subject to disclosure laws.   

 
PUBLIC OPENING:  There will be no public opening of proposals.  Prices and other 
proposal information shall not be made public until the proposal is awarded.  At that 
time the submitted proposal information and executed Agreement will become public 
information. 
 
SEVERABILITY. If any provisions, or portion of any provision, of this Agreement are 
held invalid, illegal or unenforceable, they shall be severed from the Agreement and 
the remaining provisions shall be valid and enforceable. 
 
SUBCONTRACTOR INFORMATION. If the proposal includes the use of subcontractors, 
Proposer must identify specific subcontractors and the specific requirements of this 
RFP for which each proposed subcontractor would perform services. 
 
SUBCONTRACTOR REFERENCES. For all subcontractors that will be used on this 
project, Proposers must provide a minimum of two references from similar projects 
performed for any local government clients within the last three years.  Information 
provided shall include: 
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a. Client name. 
b. Project description. 
c. Dates (starting and ending). 
d. Staff assigned to reference engagement that will be designated for work 

per this RFP. 
e. Client project manager's name and telephone number. 

 
TERMS OF THE OFFER. OC LAFCO reserves the right to negotiate final Agreement 
terms with the Proposer selected.  Agreement between the parties will consist of the 
OC LAFCO Professional Services Agreement, the RFP together with any modifications 
thereto, the awarded Proposer’s proposal, and all modifications and clarifications that 
are submitted at the request of OC LAFCO during the evaluation and negotiation 
process.  In the event of any conflict or contradiction between or among these 
documents, the documents shall control in the following order of precedence:  the 
final executed Professional Services Agreement, the RFP, any modifications and 
clarifications to the awarded Proposer’s proposal, and the awarded Proposer’s 
proposal.  Specific exceptions to this general rule may be noted in the final executed 
Professional Services Agreement.  Proposer understands and acknowledges that the 
representations above are material and important, and will be relied on by OC LAFCO 
in evaluation of the proposal.  Proposer misrepresentation shall be treated as 
fraudulent concealment from OC LAFCO of the facts relating to the proposal.   
 
VALIDITY.  Proposal must be valid for a period of 90 days from the due date.   
 
WITHDRAWAL OF PROPOSAL. Proposers’ authorized representative may withdraw 
Proposals only by written request received by OC LAFCO before the Proposal 
Submittal Deadline.   
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EXHIBIT A 
SCOPE OF SERVICES 

for 
THE MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE UPDATE FOR THE ORANGE COUNTY 

WATER DISTRICT 

 
 

I. Municipal Service Review 
The services to be provided include the preparation of a Municipal Service Review (MSR) 
and a Sphere of Influence (SOI) Update for the Orange County Water District (OCWD). 

 
The MSR and SOI Update shall be prepared consistent with the requirements of the CKH 
Act, including the statutory factors and findings identified below.  

 
A. Municipal Service Review Determinations 

Government Code Section 56430 requires OC LAFCO, as part of preparing an MSR, to 
adopt a written statement of determinations on seven (7) areas.  The MSR shall 
provide research and analysis of each of these factors to enable the Commission to 
adopt the statements of determinations on the following:     

 
(1) Growth and population projections for the affected area. 
(2) The location and characteristics of any disadvantaged unincorporated 

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

infrastructure needs or deficiencies including 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 governmental structure 

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

commission policy. 
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B. Sphere of Influence Determinations 
Additionally, the MSR shall include an analysis of the five (5) factors as required by 
Government Code Section 56425 and recommendations of the most appropriate 
Sphere of Influence for OCWD.  The following are the five (5) factors to be analyzed 
for OCWD: 

 
(1) The present and planned land uses 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 if the 

commission determines that they are relevant to the agency. 
(5) For an update of a sphere of influence of a city or special district that provides 

public facilities or services related to sewers, municipal and industrial water, or 
structural fire protection, that occurs pursuant to subdivision (g) on or after July 
1, 2012, the present and probable need for those public facilities and services of 
any disadvantaged unincorporated communities within the existing SOI. 
 

C. Analysis of Potential Consolidation of OCWD and MWDOC 
In addition to factors of Government Code Sections 56425 and 56430, the MSR shall 
also include an analysis involving the potential consolidation of OCWD and MWDOC.  
The analysis shall involve, but not be limited to, Government Code Sections 56653, 
56700, 56826.5, 56865, 57150(d), 57500, 57502, 57077.2 and assess the following: 
 
(1) Fiscal sustainability involving the consolidation of OCWD and MWDOC’s 

operations, infrastructures, programs, contracts and agreements, retirement 
plans and other obligations of both Districts.  

(2) The potential opportunities of consolidation involving an increase in efficiency and 
effectiveness involving the following areas:  
a. Provision and management of wholesale imported water, groundwater, and 
recycled water services 
b. Infrastructure investments  
c. Legislative advocacy 
d. Local, state and federal funding, including subsidies and grants 
e. Metropolitan Water District of Southern California representation, advocacy 
and coordination of programs and operations. 
f. Clarity and accountability with one County wholesale agency. 

(3) Recommended and required legislative changes involving governance structures 
involving potential consolidation of Districts formed under different principal acts. 
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(4) Potential impacts of consolidation to the infrastructure and governance of the 
groundwater basin and wholesale water supplies and the respective producers 
and members. 

(5) Potential impacts to current and future representation of Orange County on the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD). 

The analysis of the factors listed above that will be provided within the MSR for OCWD 
will be made available to affected agencies and interested parties.  However, the agencies 
and parties will be responsible for independently performing due diligence and 
determining whether to submit an application for consolidation to OC LAFCO.   

D. Tasks 
The Consultant shall perform the following services (Tasks) to complete the MSR and 
SOI Update (hereafter referred to as "MSR" or "MSR Report"): 

 
Task l. Project Initiation 
The Consultant shall: 
a. Arrange a kick-off meeting with OC LAFCO staff within 30 days of commencement of 

the Agreement.  The meeting will ensure initial understanding of the project Scope 
of Services and objectives, define roles, and responsibilities, and lines of 
communication. 

b. Initiate discussions with key staff of OCWD and MWDOC as directed by OC LAFCO. 
 

Task 2. Data Collection and Document Review 
The Consultant shall: 
Collect and review applicable agency documents for relevant information about current 
services, facilities and operations to include the following: 
a. Review, and update as needed, the OC LAFCO MSR Questionnaire. 
b. Circulate the Request/Questionnaire to OCWD, MWDOC and other agencies as 

identified to complete.  The Consultant and OC LAFCO staff to determine response 
period. 

c. Consider the collected data and perform an analysis required by the CKH Act for the 
MSR and SOI reviews, to include Sections as stated in Section I (A, B and C) of this 
Scope of Services.  The MSR shall address at a minimum the following research 
questions, yet, may also include any additional information the Consultant and/or OC 
LAFCO determines necessary to provide a complete analysis: 

 
1) What class and level of services are currently provided by OCWD? 
2) How much population growth is anticipated within the District’s respective 

boundary and sphere of influence over the next 5, 10, 15 years? 
3) What is the anticipated increase, if any, in the demand for services expected 

within the OCWD’s respective sphere of influence over the next 5, 10, 15 years? 
4) What is the current capacity and adequacy of public facilities and services 
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provided within the District’s service area? 
5) To what extent is the District able to meet anticipated growth in demand for 

current services provided with its respective sphere of influence? 
6) What are the present and planned land uses within the OCWD’s existing sphere 

of influence? 
7) What opportunities exist for OCWD to share public facilities to deliver services 

currently provided more effectively and efficiently? 
8) What financing constraints and financing opportunities exist relative to the 

provision of municipal services for OCWD? 
9) To what extent is OCWD accountable to the population the District serves? 
10) Relative to potential consolidation of OCWD and MWDOC, analyze the following 

in concert with the areas identified specifically in Section I(C) of the Scope of 
Services: 

i. Districts’ revenues and expenditures 

ii. Districts’ audited financials 

iii. Districts’ rates, fees and assessments and potential impacts to each 

involving consolidation 

iv. Districts’ rate studies and projections 

v. Potential impacts to water supply reliability involving consolidation 

vi. Districts’ debt obligations and potential impacts involving 

consolidation 

vii. Districts’ Current and projected staffing levels involving 

consolidation 

viii. Possible Board structure and representation options involving 

consolidation 

ix. Transition cost projections involving consolidation 

x. Assumption of any pending or ongoing litigation settlements of 

cases. 

d. Preparation of preliminary findings. 
e. Present preliminary findings to key OC LAFCO staff. 

 
Task 3. Administrative Draft MSR 
The Consultant shall: 
a. Provide additional analysis, as needed, to amend or append collected data and 

preliminary findings and present those findings to OC LAFCO staff for review and 
comment. 

b. Prepare an Administrative Draft MSR to be circulated internally to OC LAFCO staff and 
the subject agencies. 

c. Provide research, analysis, and recommendations for the relevant findings and 
determinations with respect to the Government Code Sections as identified in Section 
I (A,B, and C) of this Scope of Services in the MSR Report.   
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d. Be accessible to OC LAFCO staff and subject agencies for comment and review of the 
Administrative Draft MSR. 
 

Task 4. Public Review Draft MSR 
The Consultant shall: 
a. Prepare a Public Review Draft MSR that includes agency comments and/or 

clarification, as deemed appropriate by OC LAFCO staff. 
b. Publish and facilitate the Public Review Draft MSR for 30-day public comment period 

or otherwise established jointly by OC LAFCO and Consultant. 
c. Present the Public Review Draft MSR to the Commission at an OC LAFCO Public 

Hearing or Study Session.  
 

Task 5. Final MSR Report 

The Consultant shall: 

a. Prepare a final draft MSR Report that includes response to comments and 
recommended determinations for factors required for the MSR and SOI 
review/update in the CKH Act and findings of the factors identified in Section I(C) of 
this Scope of Services.   

b. Present the final MSR report to the Commission at the OC LAFCO Public 
Hearing. 

 

 



Study Session on the Potential 
Consolidation of the Orange County 

Water District and the Municipal Water 
District of Orange County

March 11, 2023



1. Background
a. MWDOC General Information
b. MWD/MWDOC/OCWD History

2. June 2022 Orange County Grand Jury Report to Consolidate OCWD and MWDOC
a. Benefits
b. Examples of past issues
c. Previous consolidation discussion
d. MWDOC Comments on the Grand Jury Report
e. Consolidation Concerns
f. OC LAFCO
g. Schedules
h. Necessary legislation/change to OCWD Act
i. Ad-Hoc Committee meetings

3. Alternative Agreement Option
a. MWDOC MWD Directors
b. 1986 Resolution
c. Current Deal Points

4. Options

Study Session Topics



Section 1 – Background



OCWD 
Boundary in 
Red

MWDOC Boundary is 
the entire county 

minus the three cities 
(Anaheim, Fullerton 

and Santa Ana)



• MWD representation
• Administer MWD programs

• Water sales
• LRP subsidy
• Water use efficiency

• Choice programs
• School programs
• UWMP preparation/administrative reports
• Leak detection
• Water use efficiency

• Administer Water Emergency Response Organization of 
OC - WEROC

MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT OF  ORANGE 
COUNTY PRIMARY FUNCTIONS

Schedule Future 
OCWD & MWDOC 

Board Retreat



General Comparison of OCWD & MWDOC

OCWDMWDOCCategory

22633Full Time Employees

$165.2 million$10.7 MillionOperating Budget

1927 Number of Retailers

2.5 million2.4 millionPopulation Served

107Number of Directors

$558/Acre-foot 
Replenishment 

Assessment

$13.75 retail meter charge &
OCWD Groundwater 

Charge - $367,000

Primary Revenue 
Source



MWD/MWDOC History 
DescriptionProgram/Issue#

Beginning in ~ 1960 OCWD has annually 
purchased large amounts of imported water to 
recharge the groundwater basin

Replenishment Water1

OCWD board member Don Owen served on the 
MWD Board (originally appointed by Coastal 
MWD) 

MWD Board 
approximately 1994-1998

2

OCWD board member Wes Bannister served on 
the MWD Board 

MWD Board 
approximately 1999-
2004

3

Operating plan system is developed and 
approved by MWD to account for in-lieu water 
deliveries

~2000 In-Lieu Imported 
Water Delivery Program

4



MWD/MWDOC History 

DescriptionProgram/Issue#

MWD can Store up to 66,000 af of water in the 
basin: OCWD received $25 million plus the 
promise to construct the Diemer OC-28a 
connection

2003 – MWD Storage 
Program

5

MWD stored 16,000 af of excess imported 
water in OCWD basin; water pumped out in 
2008 (BPP increased to  80.2%)

2005 – Supplemental 
Storage Agreement

6

GWRS received $121/af LRP subsidy for 31,000 
afy over 23 years

2005 – GWRS LRP 
Operating Subsidy

7

Emergency water supplies are provided to 
South Orange County water agencies

2006 – South Orange 
County Emergency 
Services Program

8



MWD/MWDOC History 

DescriptionProgram/Issue#

Money to GWRS was accelerated to be received 
in ~ half the time.

2008 – MWD LRP program 
agreement change

9

Program was terminated as  MWD had 
developed sufficient storage programs to store 
excess water in wet years.

2012 – MWD Discounted 
Replenishment Water 
Program Terminated

10

Allows MWD to pre-deliver up to 100,000 af of 
excess imported water; OCWD pays for water at 
a later date; In-lieu storage is utilized.

2017 – MWD Cyclic 
Agreement

11



Section 2 - June 22, 2022 Orange County 
Grand Jury Report



• Assessment of Orange County wholesale water agencies (OCWD 
& MWDOC)

• The Grand Jury reviewed OCWD & MWDOC operations and 
interviewed many water managers in the County

• Conclusion:  OCWD and MWDOC should consolidate
• Third time a Grand Jury has reviewed this issue and made  this 

recommendation – 1982, 2014, 2022
• Two times a Grand Jury has reviewed wholesale water operations 

in OC and not recommended consolidation of OCWD and MWDOC 
– 1994 and 2013

JUNE 2022 ORANGE COUNTY GRAND JURY 
REPORT



• Speak with one voice and more governance clarity
• Reduce public confusion
• Avoid legislative/lobbying conflicts
• Avoid grant seeking conflicts
• General efficiencies in combining two agencies
• Approximately $3.0 million in annual operational cost savings
• OCWD has direct access to MWD
• Member Agencies/Producers would only coordinate with one 

agency

CONSOLIDATION BENEFITS



• MWDOC sided with opponents working against OCWD’s efforts to 
maximize the GWRS credit for the Producers Water Use Objective 
(water budget) calculation 

• MWDOC delayed an agreement with the MWD that was needed to 
implement the Santa Ana River Conservation and Conjunctive Use 
Project (SARCCUP)

• MWDOC and OCWD supported different candidates for the MWD 
General Manager selection process in 2021

• Expanding MWDOC role
• Water banking
• Construction of capital projects - Participate in Doheny Desalination 

project

SPECIFIC ISSUES



• Ad-hoc committee met two or three times
• Concerns of a perception that OCWD was taking over 

MWDOC
• Name of the new organization became an issue
• No in-depth impartial analysis of all the issues

PREVIOUS 2014 CONSOLIDATION DISCUSSION



• Does not agree with the findings
• The report did not conduct an in-depth analysis of the issues.
• Lack of compelling facts and evidence to support the findings
• Has been evaluated in the past
• Substantial financial, institutional and statutory challenges
• Two agencies better than one in seeking grants and legislation
• Committed to improve coordination, communication and 

services with OCWD

MWDOC letter to Grand Jury attached

MWDOC 2022 GRANDJURY REPORT COMMENTS



• Merging two Boards
• Merging the two staffs
• MWDOC CalPERS retirement program
• Maintaining all current services being provided to the OCWD 

Producers and MWDOC Member Agencies
• Will need to modify OCWD Act
• Maintaining groundwater Producers exclusive access to 

groundwater (Not allowing SOC access to the groundwater basin)
• Maintaining seven MWD Board members (MWDOC – 4 and 

Anaheim, Fullerton and Santa Ana)

Potential Consolidation Concerns 



• Initially combine ten OCWD Directors with seven MWDOC 
Directors - Reduce the Board down via attrition and 
retirements

or

• Determine optimum size of the Board and divisions (see next 
slide for example)

Merging the Two Boards 



Example of 
Consolidating 
OCWD and 
MWDOC 
Boards

Adds three new 
divisions to OCWD’s 
ten divisions



• Initially combine both staffs
• Reduce staffing down via attrition and retirements
• Coordinate with OCWD Employee Association
• Terminate MWDOC CalPERS Retirement Plan – all 

employees moved into OCWD Defined Contribution 
Plan

• Ensure all services provided by OCWD and MWDOC 
are provided in the new organization

Merging the Two Staffs 



New 
Consolidated 
Organization

Operate 
GWRS

Operate the 
WQ 

Laboratory 

Operate 
GAP

Administrate 
MWD 

Programs
Administrate 

Choice 
Programs

Represent 
OC at MWD

Operate 
Prado 

Wetlands

Hydrogeology

Engineering & 
ConstructionOperate 

Seawater 
Barrier

Represent 
OC at 

SAWPA

Operate 
Forebay 

Manage & 
Monitor the 
GW Basin

WEROC

MWDOC Primary Functions in Orange

Protect SAR 
Water Rights



Terminating MWDOC CalPERS Program

• Requires a termination liability payment to CalPERS
–Paying cost upfront that would have been annually paid by MWDOC in the 

future; and
–CalPERS uses a smaller more conservative discount factor (1.0 to 2.5% vs 6.8%) in 

calculating the termination payment 

• Preliminarily estimated between $18 to $27 million in August 2022
–Based upon June 30, 2021 plan valuation
–Could finance the lump sum payment over 25 – 30 years to minimize impact
–MWDOC cash reserves (~$4 to $6 million) could assist in paying a portion of $
–Recent interest rate increases would lower the initial payment

• An official cost estimate from CalPERS requires a MWDOC 
resolution



CalPERS MWDOC Termination Liability 
Payment Calculation

June 30, 2022June 30, 2021
4.0% (?)2.25%1.0%Discount Factor (1)

$26 M (?)$34.6 M$42.9 MLiability
$14 M (?)$16.3 M$16.3 MPlan Assets
$12 M (?)$18.3 M$26.6 MTermination 

Liability

Rough estimate

Note (1) – 20-year Treasury bonds are a good proxy for this rate 



• OCWD Five Year Municipal Service Review was scheduled to occur  
in 2023
• Requires review of MSR and Sphere of Influence determinations 

per State mandate. 
• OCWD requested LAFCO also study the  OCWD MWDOC 

consolidation as was suggested by the Grand Jury Report
• “Focused MSR” - Neutral objective third party review – eliminates, 

biases, and self-interest from the analysis

Orange County LAFCO



• Receive and file report
• No recommendation
• Includes findings and possible feasibility determination
• Could have positive or negative findings about consolidation

• A separate application would need to be requested to have 
LAFCO formally consider consolidating the two agencies

Orange County LAFCO



• LAFCO Study provides both boards and the water community 
additional information

• Responds to a criticism of the OC Grand Jury Report that it was not 
detailed enough

• LAFCO commission to select a consultant on April 12th

• Complete work in approximately 6 - 12 months (schedule yet to be 
determined)

• Cost of work – To be determined 

Orange County LAFCO



Option #1 - LAFCO Schedule

Necessary OCWD Act 
Legislation

LAFCO Focused
 MSR

Consolidation Application

May 2023

~ July 2024

~ Dec 2023?

Jan  2024

LAFCO Commission acts 
to approve or deny 

application

Oct, 2023

30 days 21-60 days

Reconsideration Protest 
Period New data needs 

to be considered

Protest period  requires 
25% of Landowners 

and/or registered voters

~ Oct 2024

Spring 2023

Board Action to Initiate 
Legislation

Board Action to Fund  
Study



Option #2 - LAFCO Schedule

Necessary OCWD Act 
Legislation

LAFCO Focused
 MSR

Consolidation Application

May 2023

~May 2025

~ Dec 2023?

Nov  2024

LAFCO Commission acts 
to approve or deny 

application

Oct, 2024

30 days 21-60 days

Reconsideration Protest 
Period New data needs 

to be considered

Protest period  requires 
25% of Landowners 

and/or registered voters

~ Aug 2025

Spring 2024

Board Action to Initiate 
Legislation

Boad Action to Fund  
Study



• Its easier to modify the OCWD Act to combine the two agencies

• Necessary modification to the OCWD Act:
1. Allow the new consolidated organization to become a member 

of MWD and to purchase MWD imported water
2. Allow for more than ten OCWD Board members.

• Adjustment to issues requiring 8 votes
3. Prevent groundwater being pumped to South OC

Necessary OCWD Act Legislation



Section 3 – Alternative Agreement Option



Summary of Recent Ad-Hoc Committee 
Meetings

DiscussionMeeting

Reviewed several topics; formation of new board, costs of terminating MWDOC 
CALPERS contract, three cities involvement in new agency,  potential cost savings, 
MWD representation, legal and institutional issues

August 5

Alternative option was discussed – renew the 1986 Resolution between the two 
agencies and establishment of a binding agreement

September 23

Deal Points for an alternative agreement were discussedNovember 4

Continued Deal Points discussions & negotiationsDecember 20

Continued Deal Points discussions, the process moving forward and the need for 
the full MWDOC Board to consider

January 5



• OCWD & MWDOC will jointly pursue OCWD representation in 
some capacity on the MWD Board and will request a direct 
operational working relationship for OCWD with MWD staff and 
appropriate Committees 

• MWDOC & OCWD will jointly advocate for the organization of a 
Groundwater and/or Local Resources Committee by MWD

• OCWD and MWDOC will jointly develop methods to improve 
and maintain mutual working relationships and communications 
– specific actions included – Attachment A

• MWDOC and OCWD will study sharing facilities at OCWD’s 
headquarters

1986 MWDOC OCWD Resolution



MWDOC MWD DIRECTORS 

• Four MWDOC MWD representatives
–MWDOC Board member – Larry Dick
–MWDOC Board member – Karl Seckel
–South Orange County representative – Denis Erdman
–North Orange County representative – Linda Ackerman slotted into 
this position in 2010

• When a South or North Orange County position becomes open, the 
MWDOC member agencies in that area come together and select a 
candidate that is then considered by the MWDOC Board. 



DEAL POINTS

1. The OCWD and MWDOC Boards agree to work collaboratively so that 
OCWD can nominate designate a representative that will serve on the 
MWD Board.  To accomplish this, they further agree that the OCWD Board 
shall nominate its designee, subject to the ratification by a simple majority 
of the MWDOC north county member agencies, as one of MWDOC’s 
appointed MWD directors. The recommended designee shall be appointed 
by the MWDOC Board in accordance with the objective criteria contained 
within Section 1500 of its Administrative Code. Such an appointment shall not 
be unreasonably withheld. 



DEAL POINTS
2. MWDOC and OCWD will jointly advocate for the organization of a 

Groundwater Committee at MWD.
3. MWDOC and OCWD staff will work together on the development of a new 

South County emergency water supply program.  (MWDOC requested)
4. When needed, MWDOC and OCWD staffs shall hold a “Common Joint 

Member Agency/Producers Meeting” to improve cross-communication 
among various staffs and agencies.  (MWDOC requested)

5. MWDOC and OCWD staff will commit to participate and provide all 
necessary information for regional studies and/or plans. (MWDOC 
requested)

6. Neither OCWD nor MWDOC will pursue or support any consolidation 
efforts as long as the agreement is in place.



DEAL POINTS

7.  Upon mutual approval of the agreement, OCWD can nominate a 
Director to MWD with ratification within 60 days.

8. MWDOC will support OCWD’s potential efforts to seek state 
legislation allowing an OCWD Board member to sit on the MWD 
Board to avoid an incompatibility of office issue and will amend 
Section 1500 of its Administrative Code accordingly if OCWD is 
successful. 

9. The term of the agreement shall be for 30 years.



• Government code section 1099 prohibits an individual from holding 
incompatible public offices unless authorized by statute

• West Basin MWD attempted to appoint a Water Replenishment 
Director (WRD) to the MWD Board
• State attorney general found offices of WRD and MWD were 

incompatible
• MWDOC has adopted this policy in its Administrative Code
• Most recent MWDOC appointment to the MWD Board (Denis 

Erdman) had to resign from the South Coast Water Board
• OCWD Act would need to be amended to specifically allow an 

OCWD Board member to sit on the MWD Board

INCOMPATABILITY OF OFFICE ISSUE



Recommendation

Board action as deemed appropriate



END OF PRESENTATION



As a result of efforts by members of the OCWD/MWDOC Liaison Committee, following is a partial list of 
activities which have been or will be implemented to assure coordinated and more effective 
administration of water supply affairs by MWDOC and OCWD:

• MWDOC shall send a letter to the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California requesting that the OCWD be 
placed on Metropolitan’s mailing list(s) to receive directly correspondence on all pertinent Metropolitan water 
matters. 

• MWDOC shall request Metropolitan to invite the OCWD Secretary Manager to participate at all Metropolitan general 
manager meetings.

• MWDOC and OCWD Board of Directors shall schedule committees of the two Boards to meet on a quarterly basis to 
review and discuss water matter of mutual interest.

• MWDOC and OCWD staffs shall schedule joint meetings on a monthly, or as-needed basis.
• OCWD shall participate in MWDOC/Metropolitan Director Workshops. This forum should include Coastal Municipal 

Water District and the Cities of Anaheim, Fullerton, and Santa Ana to formulate appropriate Orange County policy on 
Metropolitan water issues. 

• MWDOC shall participate in OCWD monthly groundwater producers meetings.
• MWDOC and OCWD shall each put the other on mailing lists for selected water topics.
• OCWD and MWDOC shall work together to improve the operational and working relationships between OCWD and 

Metropolitan staff. 

1986 OCWD MWDOC Resolution – Attachment A



MWDOC FY 22-23 Budget

FY 2022-2023  
Budget ($)

FY 2022-2023 
Budget FTE

Program

1,265,2011.56Administrative - Board
839,8703.97Administrative - General
429,9251.81Personnel / Staff Development

1,213,5234.23Overhead
797,1162.67Reliability Planning and Engineering
935,2723.81Metropolitan Issues and Water Policy 
471,6040.85Governmental Affairs
484,0841.06Water Use Efficiency (Core)

1,140,9504.59Public Affairs
601,9423.19Finance
383,4910.99Information Technology
296,2903.10MWDOC’s Contribution to WEROC

8,859,26931.83CORE TOTAL
831,3284.69Water Use Efficiency Program
429,8380.06School Programs
496,7863.05Water Loss Control 

1,757,9527.80CHOICE TOTAL
10,617,22139.63CORE & CHOICE TOTAL

Cost 
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WHY IS BETTER ACCESS AND RELATIONS 
WITH MWD IMPORTANT

• OCWD has programs with MWD that can significantly impacts its finances 
and operations
–MWD can store up to 66,000 acre-feet of water in the basin
–OCWD typically annually purchase 50,000 to 60,000 acre-feet of water
–MWD can pre-deliver up to 100,000 acre-feet of water
–Potentially purchase 30,000 to 50,000 acre-feet per year of recycled water from 

MWDs Pure Water Project
–MWD is involved in the SARCCUP storage program

• OCWD needs to have a very good working relationship with MWD staff
• Changes to these programs get discussed at MWD
• OCWD should have a seat at the table



• One consultant proposal was received on February 14, 2023
• LAFCO is negotiating a final scope, fee and schedule with 

the consultant
• Scheduled for LAFCO Commission on April 12, 2023

Focused MSR Process







 

RESPONSES TO THE ORANGE COUNTY GRAND JURY REPORT 
WATER IN ORANGE COUNTY NEEDS “ONE VOICE” 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

FINDINGS 

F1 A singular water authority for Orange County's wholesale water supply likely would 
result in further opportunities at the local, State, and federal levels in legislation, 
policy making and receiving subsidies and grants. 

 Orange County Water District agrees with the finding.  

 Operating with two wholesale water agencies creates unnecessary confusion 
and inefficiencies.  County, State and Federal representatives are required to 
meet and coordinate with two different wholesale water agencies with different 
agendas, priorities, lobbyist and requests for state and federal funding.  For 
example: MWDOC is currently asking our federal senators to work to obtain 
approximately $2 million in money for a possible new $3.0 million South 
Orange County Emergency Operations Center.  OCWD is asking these same 
senators to direct their efforts and political capital to obtain $30 to $50 million 
to support the construction of new PFAS treatment systems costing $280 
million. Our federal representatives are left wondering whose request should 
take priority. 

F2 The current fragmented water system structure and operations provides challenges 
as it relates to development of new interconnected infrastructure as well as 
maintenance of existing systems. 

 Orange County Water District partially disagrees with the finding.  

 MWDOC does not own or operate any water infrastructure. Thus, consolidating 
the two agencies would do nothing to facilitate more interconnected 
infrastructure or improved maintenance.  However, as it relates to the retail 
water systems in Orange County, a new consolidated agency could potentially 
streamline the development of new interconnected infrastructure.  

F3 There is a great disparity between the North/Central and South Orange County 
water sources, management, and operations carried out by OCWD and MWDOC. 

 Orange County Water District agrees with the finding.  

 North and Central Orange County overlies the groundwater basin and has 
access to MWD imported water supplies as well as less expensive more 



 

reliable groundwater supplies. South Orange County has no access to the 
groundwater basin and can only receive MWD imported water. 

F4  South Orange County has many smaller retail water districts that lack a formal 
centralized leadership. Notwithstanding this lack of structure, South Orange County 
retail water districts have displayed effective collaboration when dealing with one 
another. 

 No response requested 

F5 Orange County Water District is a recognized worldwide leader in groundwater 
resource management and reclamation. Its leadership, innovation, and expertise can 
be further utilized to serve all of Orange County in developing additional innovative 
and beneficial programs. 

 Orange County Water District agrees with the finding.  

 OCWD has a global reputation for its expertise in water management and water 
reuse. OCWD is frequently requested to attend conferences and legislative 
workshops to describe its projects and programs. OCWD also has direct 
relationships with high level highly trained staff who are experts in their fields 
who could be available to develop programs and projects that benefit the 
entire County. 

F6 Orange County currently does not have a countywide coordinated policy regarding 
water conservation, which results in difficulty when complying with any new State-
mandated conservation regulations. 

 Orange County Water District disagrees partially with the finding.  

 OCWD believes conservation activities in the County are fairly well 
coordinated. The Municipal Water District of Orange County has implemented 
and administered many conservation programs for cities and retail water 
districts within the County. Without the direct statutory authority, it can be 
relatively difficult to get all cities and retail water districts to exactly coordinate 
their conservation activities. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Rl  By January 2023, Orange County wholesale water agencies should formally begin 
analysis and collaboration towards forming a single wholesale water authority or 
comparable agency to operate and represent wholesale water operations and 
interests of all imported and ground water supplies. (F1, F2, F3, F4, F6) 



 

 The recommendation has been implemented by OCWD.  A summary of OCWD 
actions to date include:  

 Met with MWDOC directors to determine their support and/or concerns. 
 In the process of holding workshops and board meetings to discuss 

this subject with other water agencies to ensure all possible issues with 
a consolidation are identified and addressed. 

 Meeting with other interested water leaders in the County to determine 
their support and concerns for a consolidation. OCWD staff is analyzing 
this option. 

 Reviewing how the District would work with the state legislature and 
LAFCO to consolidate OCWD and MWDOC. 

R2 Any future "One Voice" consolidated Orange County wholesale water authority 
should have Directors that examine and vote on issues considering the unique 
needs of all water districts. (Fl, F2, F3, F4, F6) 

 The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be 
implemented in the future if a consolidated agency is created. 
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August 12, 2022 

 
The Honorable Erick L. Larsh 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court 
700 Civic Center Drive West 
Santa Ana, CA 92701 

 

Subject: MWDOC Responses to the Orange County Grand Jury Report’s Findings and 
Recommendations 

 

Dear Judge Larsh,  

Please accept this letter as the Municipal Water District of Orange County’s (MWDOC) 
timely response to the 2021-22 Orange County Grand Jury report, Water in Orange 
County Needs “One Voice.” The responses to the Orange County Grand Jury Report’s 
findings (F1-F6) and recommendations (R1-R2) are attached.  

Water and the provision of water services at both the wholesale and retail level, are 
highly complex issues with multiple factors that must be fully assessed and understood 
when considering changes. MWDOC understands the Grand Jury has limitations on 
comprehensively researching the issue of consolidation or conducting the level of 
detailed analysis required to substantiate many of its findings. Potential consolidation of 
Orange County Water District (OCWD), and MWDOC has been evaluated and considered 
on numerous occasions in the past, and neither MWDOC nor OCWD have previously 
concluded that the benefits of consolidation are compelling enough to overcome the 
substantial financial, institutional, and statutory challenges.  

While MWDOC appreciates the Grand Jury’s time and efforts in preparing this report, we 
find the report did not conduct an in-depth analysis of the advantages and disadvantages 
of consolidation nor did it look at how the water providers and system interact and 
function.   The simplicity of the report lacks compelling facts and evidence to support its 
findings and recommendations.  Although MWDOC currently believes that consolidation 
is not in the best interest of the Orange County water providers and the public, we are 
committed to identify the avenues to improve its coordination, communication, and 
services and with OCWD and all the water providers throughout the county. 

We thank the Grand Jury for its hard work on the report and interest in Orange County 
water issues. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Megan Yoo Schneider, M.S., P.E. 
Board President  

DRAFT 
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RESPONSES TO THE ORANGE COUNTY GRAND JURY REPORT 
WATER IN ORANGE COUNTY NEEDS “ONE VOICE” 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

F1 - A SINGULAR WATER AUTHORITY FOR ORANGE COUNTY’S WHOLESALE WATER SUPPLY LIKELY WOULD RESULT 
IN FURTHER OPPORTUNITIES AT THE LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL LEVELS IN LEGISLATION, POLICY MAKING AND 
RECEIVING SUBSIDIES AND GRANTS. 

RESPONSE: Disagree wholly with this Finding 

MWDOC does not agree with this finding.  The state and federal advocacy efforts of MWDOC and OCWD, combined 
with our respective member retail agencies (many of which also have their own state and federal advocacy 
programs), have resulted in substantial influence with state and federal legislators, as well as numerous successes 
in obtaining outside subsidies and grants.  A simple reason for this effectiveness stems from the fact that multiple 
voices advocating for Orange County water interests resonate with more influence.  Having multiple agencies with 
their own staff and advocacy resources actively involved in water policy and legislation increases our collective 
success rate and enhances, rather than diminishes, the County’s influence.  MWDOC, OCWD, and retail agencies 
each bring their own unique perspectives to the table on particular issues, whether those issues relate to imported 
water, groundwater, wholesale, or retail agency experience and knowledge. Recurring meetings and venues have 
been established in which MWDOC, OCWD and their member agencies actively collaborate on policy and legislative 
advocacy, as well as outside funding opportunities.   

This coordinated structure has also resulted in numerous grant awards for groundwater clean-up, water use 
efficiency programs, and local water resource project development.  This success is due to coordination among the 
agencies; and there is a long history of utilizing each agencies’ area of expertise, whether it be local versus regional 
and/or groundwater versus imported water.  MWDOC retains a specialized consultant who produces a monthly 
tracking report and identifies matching grants for all water providers’ current infrastructure projects throughout 
the County.  Upon request, the consultant assists agencies in applying for and securing available grants. This 
MWDOC cooperative service seeks to ensure that any available funding that will advance water interests in Orange 
County is identified and pursued by all interested agencies.   

It should be noted, the Grand Jury report does not identify any specific instances in which there have been forgone 
grant opportunities, or conflicts in securing an outside funding among MWDOC or OCWD.  Similarly, the report does 
not identify instances of materially conflicting policy positions among MWDOC and OCWD.  As such, the conclusion 
of the Grand Jury that a single wholesale entity will improve legislative advocacy or the potential for securing 
outside funding is unfounded. 

F2 - THE CURRENT FRAGMENTED WATER SYSTEM STRUCTURE AND OPERATIONS PROVIDES CHALLENGES AS IT 
RELATES TO DEVELOPMENT OF NEW INTERCONNECTED INFRASTRUCTURE AS WELL AS MAINTENANCE OF EXISTING 
SYSTEMS.  

RESPONSE: Disagree wholly with this Finding 

MWDOC disagrees with this finding and is unaware of any circumstance in which the presence of two wholesale 
agencies – one responsible for groundwater and one responsible for imported water – has created challenges in 
developing “interconnected infrastructure.” The imported water system is owned by the regional water supplier, 
Metropolitan Water District, while the groundwater replenishment infrastructure, owned by OCWD, provides water 
to the groundwater basin that is subsequently pumped and delivered by its retail agencies using their own 
infrastructure.  

Several Orange County retail water agencies have implemented interconnected regional infrastructure, and there 
have been successful efforts among those agencies to complete joint water supply projects, emergency 
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interconnections and other system reliability initiatives. These initiatives have been supported by both MWDOC 
and OCWD. 

Wholesale and retail water agencies are successfully working together under the existing governance structure to 
ensure all residents have enough water during an emergency. One such initiative currently being worked on among 
several retail water agencies is a pilot program on the East Orange County Feeder No. 2 to move local water during 
emergency conditions.  This initiative is supported by both MWDOC and OCWD; and MWDOC is currently working 
with Metropolitan Water District to have an emergency connection for south Orange County during unexpected 
events.  Another successful coordinated emergency planning effort took place during a recent emergency when the 
Upper Feeder shutdown by Metropolitan Water District affected imported water deliveries to all of Orange County.  
Retail agencies quickly organized as a collective group, along with MWDOC and OCWD, to coordinate messaging, 
system operations and contingency planning.   

F3 - THERE IS A GREAT DISPARITY BETWEEN THE NORTH/CENTRAL AND SOUTH ORANGE COUNTY WATER SOURCES, 
MANAGEMENT, AND OPERATIONS CARRIED OUT BY OCWD AND MWDOC. 

RESPONSE: Disagree partially with this Finding 

MWDOC agrees with the general and rather obvious statement that there is “disparity” (or more accurately stated, 
a “difference”) in “…sources, management, and operations” provided by MWDOC and OCWD within North/Central 
and South Orange County.   However, MWDOC does not agree with the implied conclusion of the finding – that the 
difference exists because of the presence of two wholesale agencies.  Differences between the two agencies are 
the result of a variety of practical factors, including the geographical location of the Orange County Groundwater 
Basin and the different purposes for which the agencies were formed.   

The sources of water supply used throughout Orange County are not uniform and, therefore, require different 
management at the wholesale level from MWDOC and OCWD.  Retail agencies in North/Central Orange County 
overlay a groundwater basin that provides them exclusive access to groundwater to meet the majority of their 
demands, with the remaining balance coming from imported supplies. Further, it should be noted that the cities of 
Brea and La Habra get a significant proportion of their supplies from a groundwater basin that lies outside of the 
Orange County Basin.   

In contrast, South Orange County agencies do not have access to a large naturally occurring groundwater basin, 
resulting in heavy reliance on imported water and the development of local supplies.  In addition, pursuant to the 
OCWD District Act, South Orange County agencies do not have access to “water or water rights” from groundwater 
sources within OCWD’s service area to meet day-to-day demands.   

Furthermore, South Orange County retail agencies are mostly comprised of independent special districts, while 
North Orange County agencies are primarily city water departments.  The wholesale agency services needed by the 
special districts can be significantly different than those needed by city water departments.  MWDOC supports this 
diversity of need by providing resources and certain services that can be selected and are tailored to the specific 
needs of retail agencies.   

F4 - SOUTH ORANGE COUNTY HAS MANY SMALLER RETAIL WATER DISTRICTS THAT LACK A FORMAL CENTRALIZED 
LEADERSHIP. NOTWITHSTANDING THIS LACK OF STRUCTURE, SOUTH ORANGE COUNTY RETAIL WATER DISTRICTS 
HAVE DISPLAYED EFFECTIVE COLLABORATION WHEN DEALING WITH ONE ANOTHER. 

RESPONSE: Disagree wholly with this Finding 

MWDOC does not agree with this finding.  At the outset it is important to clarify that South Orange County does 
not have “many smaller retail water districts” as stated in the Grand Jury report finding.  In fact, South Orange 
County special districts (such as Santa Margarita Water District, Irvine Ranch Water District and Moulton Niguel 
Water District) cover a much larger geographical area than most of the North Orange County water districts and 
city water departments, with the remaining South Orange County agencies and cities being of comparable size.   
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Moreover, there is no supporting rationale that there is a need (or desire on behalf of the retail agencies) for 
increased “formal centralized leadership.”  It has been our experience that retail agencies throughout Orange 
County value coordination efforts with MWDOC and OCWD, but wish to exercise autonomy on many water issues 
and are proud of their roles and responsibilities as independent local agencies.  Agencies embrace their local 
viewpoint of water management and policymaking, and most do not to find a single “centralized” voice best speaks 
for retail ratepayer needs and expectations because of their local diversity.   

At the regional level, MWDOC ensures that in its role as the imported water wholesaler to Orange County, it 
provides coordinated leadership among its retail member agencies and OCWD on imported water issues through 
its representation on the Metropolitan Water District.  This coordination includes access to and the ability to 
interface with MWDOC’s Metropolitan delegation through multiple open meetings and venues.  MWDOC also 
provides regional leadership through offering multiple regionally based programs, services, and water resource 
planning support to retail agencies.   

However, it is important to acknowledge that MWDOC concurs with the portion of the Grand Jury’s statement that: 
“South Orange County retail agencies have displayed effective collaboration when dealing with one another.” 
MWDOC sees this successful coordination among the agencies through multiple programs and projects, including 
but not limited to: local water supply development, water/wastewater treatment, storage, as well as shared 
recycling and emergency supply systems.       

F5 - ORANGE COUNTY WATER DISTRICT IS A RECOGNIZED WORLDWIDE LEADER IN GROUNDWATER RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT AND RECLAMATION. ITS LEADERSHIP, INNOVATION, AND EXPERTISE CAN BE FURTHER UTILIZED TO 
SERVE ALL OF ORANGE COUNTY IN DEVELOPING ADDITIONAL INNOVATIVE AND BENEFICIAL PROGRAMS. 

RESPONSE: Agree with this Finding 

MWDOC agrees with the finding. OCWD is clearly a recognized leader in groundwater resource management and 
water recycling. We encourage and support knowledge sharing between OCWD, MWDOC, and the Orange County 
retail water suppliers on resource management. The sharing of OCWD’s expertise and experience in groundwater 
management and water recycling is welcomed and can certainly be an asset for retail agencies developing 
innovative and beneficial projects within Orange County.  Concurrently, it should be noted that many Orange 
County agencies are already at the forefront of innovation in local supply development with projects such as 
recycled seasonal storage reservoirs including Upper Oso Reservoir (Santa Margarita Water District and Moulton 
Niguel Water District), Trampas Canyon Reservoir (Santa Margarita Water District), in addition to Doheny 
Desalination Plant (South Coast Water District), and the Strand Ranch integrated groundwater storage and water 
banking program (Irvine Ranch Water District).  

While it is valuable to leverage OCWD’s expertise in groundwater resource management and water recycling, it is 
also worthwhile to acknowledge MWDOC’s expertise and leadership on imported water resource management, 
representation at Metropolitan, and expertise in emergency planning and water conservation. MWDOC and OCWD 
each have distinctive areas of expertise, and that knowledge and leadership should be leveraged to benefit all of 
Orange County. 

F6 - ORANGE COUNTY CURRENTLY DOES NOT HAVE A COUNTYWIDE COORDINATED POLICY REGARDING WATER 
CONSERVATION, WHICH RESULTS IN DIFFICULTY WHEN COMPLYING WITH ANY NEW STATE-MANDATED 
CONSERVATION REGULATIONS. 

RESPONSE: Disagree wholly with this Finding 

MWDOC has a long-standing history of leading and coordinating water use efficiency and conservation efforts and 
policy implementation throughout Orange County in partnership with the retail water agencies that are required 
to achieve water use efficiency targets with their customers.  It is important to emphasize that the State mandated 
“Making Conservation a California Way of Life” water use efficiency regulations, are structured for compliance at a 

Page 84 of 149



 

MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT OF ORANGE COUNTY 
5 

retail agency level. While MWDOC has and will continue to provide resources and support locally appropriate 
responses to the regulations, a one-size fits all water conservation “policy” would neither be productive nor 
recognize the diversity of needs found throughout Orange County. Retail water agencies have independent 
relationships and unique understanding of their customer base and in many cases, uniform countywide policies or 
customer messaging may not be compatible with local needs. The Grand Jury report did not detail the “difficulty” 
experienced by retail water agencies in meeting state-mandated conservation regulations or support the conclusion 
that a county-wide conservation “policy” would address such difficulties. The finding does not support the Grand 
Jury’s broader recommendation for a change in Orange County’s wholesale water agency structure.     

MWDOC provides leadership, coordination, and support to all the Orange County water suppliers on 
implementation of water use efficiency and conservation programs. Programs include both rebate incentives and 
customer education resources accessed by Orange County residents and businesses.  In addition, MWDOC has been 
very successful in acquiring and managing local, state, and federal grant funding to implement water use efficiency 
programs.  Many of these programs are implemented exclusively with a combination of grant funding acquired by 
MWDOC and availability of Metropolitan Water District funding, and therefore require minimal or no funding from 
the retail water agencies.  Since 2001, MWDOC has brought in more than $113 million in local, state, and federal 
grant funding for water use efficiency program implementation throughout Orange County.  These investments are 
saving more than 57,000 acre-feet of water per year - enough water to serve 171,200 households per year.   

Below are several significant milestones through the years that demonstrate MWDOC leadership in setting a 
coordinate effort among the agencies in the County regarding State Mandated Conservation regulations: 

1991    MWDOC led the effort to voluntarily implement cost effective Best Management Practices within California 
Urban Water Conservation Council Memorandum of Understanding for urban water use efficiency standards. 

2009    MWDOC led the formation of the Orange County Regional Alliance as part of the Conservation Act of 2009, 
known as 20% by 2020. The formation of the alliance allowed for Orange County retail agency investments in 
water use efficiency to be “pooled” for collective compliance with the law and successfully met the objective 
prior to 2020. 

2018    “Making Conservation a California Way of Life” sought to take mandatory water use efficiency beyond the 
20% by 2020 framework through implementing a retail agency budget-based approach. MWDOC has been a 
leader in the discussions with the California Department of Water Resources and State Water Resources 
Control Board in finalizing the details of this framework.  

2018   Requirements focusing on distribution system water loss were enacted by the State through SB 555. In 
response, MWDOC developed a Technical Assistance Program to provide one-on-one technical assistance to 
comply with the regulations. To provide further services, MWDOC developed an innovative Water Loss Shared 
Services Program that provides specialized MWDOC staff to perform annual water balance validation, 
distribution system leak detection, customer water meter accuracy testing, and distribution system flushing.   

2021     MWDOC and the retail agencies developed a model water conservation ordinance to have a coordinated, but 
locally appropriate response to water shortage conditions. Many of the retail agencies are currently 
implementing their ordinances with the Governor’s call for agencies to be at Level 2 of their Water Shortage 
Contingency Plans. 

2022   MWDOC, in partnership with Santa Margarita Water District, is developing a tool for use by water agencies 
across the state to demonstrate the costs and efforts needed to meet the proposed new volumetric standards. 

 

R1 - BY JANUARY 2023, ORANGE COUNTY WHOLESALE WATER AGENCIES SHOULD FORMALLY BEGIN ANALYSIS AND 
COLLABORATION TOWARDS FORMING A SINGLE WHOLESALE WATER AUTHORITY OR COMPARABLE AGENCY TO 
OPERATE AND REPRESENT WHOLESALE WATER OPERATIONS AND INTERESTS OF ALL IMPORTED AND GROUND 
WATER SUPPLIES. 

RESPONSE: Will not be Implemented 

MWDOC will not implement this recommendation because it places an arbitrary date by which MWDOC and 
OCWD should “formally” begin analysis and collaboration towards “forming a single wholesale water authority…,” 
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which as phrased, presumes consolidation is the ultimate goal of the formal process.  As illustrated above and 
again below, the issue of consolidation has been discussed and studied many times in the past and MWDOC 
currently believes that consolidation is not in the best interest of the Orange County water providers and the 
public.  Any solutions implemented should provide clear cost-saving benefits to the rate payers of Orange County; 
should enhance and/or improve services to the retail agencies; and have support from all the impacted agencies 
within Orange County.  
 
However, MWDOC is committed to working in conjunction with OCWD to initially determine if conditions or cost 
considerations have materially changed since the last comprehensive review of consolidation in 2013.   In July 2022, 
MWDOC and OCWD each formed Ad Hoc Committees to cooperatively review and discuss the Grand Jury’s findings 
and recommendations.  While MWDOC and OCWD will carefully evaluate the Grand Jury’s report and 
recommendation for consolidation on its own merits, MWDOC will also be engaging with OCWD to investigate 
various options to improve services including functional consolidation opportunities and joint regionalization 
efforts. The goal will be to identify options that may offer comparable, or increased benefits, at a fraction of the 
cost to full consolidation, while specifically addressing concerns identified in the Grand Jury report and allowing the 
agencies to remain independent.   

The Grand Jury report acknowledges the complexity of consolidating MWDOC and OCWD, and that full 
consolidation would be challenging from a staffing and governance standpoint, requiring state legislation.  The 
primary goals of consolidating agencies should be to significantly enhance or improve the services provided to the 
residents, business, and agencies in the County, and provide clear and demonstrated cost savings to the ratepayers.  
When wholesale water service in Orange County was last examined in 2013, both agencies elected not to move 
forward with consolidation at that time.  MWDOC determined that consolidation would not materially improve 
services or policy influence, provide substantive cost savings, or result in a more unified and coordinated approach 
to water resource management in the County. As highlighted in the responses to the Grand Jury’s findings above, 
MWDOC does not believe overall services significantly improve with a single agency.  

There are also multiple significant challenges that accompany a potential consolidation of MWDOC and OCWD that 
require further detailed analysis and consideration. These include but are not limited to: 

o The statutory inability for OCWD to be a Metropolitan Water District member agency. 
o The unique nature of OCWD’s hybrid elected and appointed Board and incompatibility with provisions of 

the Municipal Water District Act. 
o The potential losses of multiple Orange County Metropolitan Board representatives through the 

consolidation of the OCWD’s service area (which includes the cities of Anaheim, Fullerton, and Santa Ana – 
each of which have a Metropolitan Board representative) with MWDOC’s service area. Under a 
consolidation, it is unlikely the cities of Anaheim, Fullerton, and Santa Ana would be able to maintain their 
Metropolitan Board seats since the cities would overlap with the consolidated Metropolitan member 
agency. 

o The incompatibility of the agencies’ retirement and benefit programs. As of June 30, 2022, the estimated 
cost of unifying MWDOC’s and OCWD’s retirement systems through a buyout of MWDOC’s CALPERS 
obligation and transition to OCWD’s 401K retirement program would be between $28-36 million. 

o The issue of converting OCWD to a CALPERS agency has not been evaluated.  

Further deliberation of consolidation should also be largely supported and endorsed by Orange County’s retail 
water agencies that will be directly impacted by changes in wholesale service.  The Grand Jury surveyed only a 
subset of the retail agencies, and MWDOC believes it would be prudent to solicit the opinion of all the retail agencies 
to determine their potential issues, concerns, and level of interest in advancing wholesale agency consolidation.  Of 
note, several city water agencies were not surveyed.  Their unique feedback is important as cities, due to their 
limited resources, often rely heavily on MWDOC’s services and depend on MWDOC’s leadership in water policy and 
management.      
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R2 – ANY FUTURE “ONE VOICE” CONSOLIDATION ORANGE COUNTY WHOLESALE WATER AUTHORITY SHOULD HAVE 
DIRECTORS THAT EXAMINE AND VOTE ON ISSUES CONSIDERING THE UNIQUE NEEDS OF ALL WATER DISTRICTS.  

RESPONSE:  Will not be Implemented 

MWDOC agrees with this statement, however it is more of a general statement than a recommendation and it is 
premature for MWDOC to indicate that it will implement such a recommendation regarding a consolidated agency 
because it currently may not agree that consolidation is in the best interest of water providers or the public.  If after 
further analysis and discussions, MWDOC and OCWD were to find that conditions have changed, consolidation may 
be the best avenue to pursue. Nonetheless, MWDOC agrees it is important that a regional water provider “director 
examine and vote on issues considering the unique needs of all water districts.”  

In fact, among MWDOC’s Board of directors and Metropolitan Water District delegates, there has always been an 
understanding that issues acted upon by the Board must be evaluated and examined “considering the unique needs 
of all water districts.”  This practice is a basic tenant of MWDOC, and any evaluation undertaken with OCWD of 
potential changes in the wholesale water service delivery model for Orange County would be viewed accordingly.  

Finally, it is important to note that MWDOC has embarked on a collaborative process with all of its member 
agencies, including OCWD, to receive feedback and direction on how to improve services, increase collaboration 
and best meet the needs of the agencies and the customers they serve.   This effort began in 2021 with a 
comprehensive engagement and interview process, which was conducted over several months and included 37 
interviews involving the managers and elected officials from each of MWDOC’s retail agencies and OCWD.   The 
second phase involves facilitated discussions, which commenced mid-2022, which seek to develop a “process” or 
list of actions designed specifically to improve the working relationship among MWDOC, OCWD and the agencies.   
This effort has already generated positive dialogue among the agencies and is anticipated to yield significant gains 
in communication, coordination and the refinement of MWDOC’s services.   
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RESOLUTION NO 1285

JOINT RESOLUTION OF THE BOARDS OF DIRECTORS OF

THE MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT OF ORANGE COUNTY

AND THE ORANGE COUNTY WATER DISTRICT TO COORDINATE

MUTUAL WATER SUPPLY AND CONSERVATION OPERATIONS

WHEREAS the wellbeing of Orange County is dependent upon the

careful and creative management of a sound water supply from The

MetropolitanWaterDistrict of Southern California hereinafter
referred to as Metropolitan other sources and local

groundwater supplies from the Santa Ana River and its tributary
watersheds all of which are limited resources and

WHEREAS not all of Orange County has access to the lower Santa

Ana River Groundwater Basin however closely coordinated

management of this independent resource enhances its

availability and

WHEREAS the primary mission of the Municipal Water District of

Orange County hereinafter referred to as MWDOC is to obtain

from Metropolitan and other sources adequate supplies of imported
water at the lowest feasible cost for distribution to the public
through MWDOCs contracting agencies and toconserve such water

supplies in times of shortage and

WHEREAS the primary mission of the Orange County Water District

hereinafter referred to as OCWD is to manage Orange Countys
major groundwater supply in the Lower Santa Ana River Groundwater

Basin including protection and conservationofthequality and

quantity of the waters within the Basin and to protect Orange
Countys rights to water in the Santa Ana River and

WHEREAS while OCWD and MWDOC have separate obligations to their

constituents each District recognizes the need to more closely
coordinate their activities at the local and regional levels and

WHEREAS such coordination will enhance OCWDs and MWDOCs
abilities to become even more effective in pursuing their

separate yet interdependent responsibilities and should lead to

a more dependable water supply for Orange County and

WHEREAS OCWD and MWDOC wish to facilitate a coordinated and more

effective administration of water supply affairs within the two

Districts mutual areas of service and

WHEREAS a liaison committee comprised of Board members from both
Districts has determined that it is in the best interests of all
affected water agencies situated within the mutual areas of
service of MWDOC and OCWD that the working relationships and
communications between the two Districts be improved and

WHEREAS the water agencies that comprise the areas of service of
OCWD and MWDOC have endorsed these concepts and agree that every
effort should be made to assure an adequate water supply for the
areas served by the two Districts and



WHEREAS the abovementioned liaison committee has determined
that the goal of a coordinated and more effective administration

of water supply matters between MWDOC and OCWD can best be

accomplished by working toward a clearly defined set of

objectives

THEREFORE the Boards of Directors of both MWDOC and OCWD hereby
jointly declare the following to be desirable and mutually
acceptable joint objectives

Section 1 OCWD and MWDOC will jointly pursue OCWD

representation in some capacity on the Metropolitan Board of

Directors and will also request a direct operational working
relationship for OCWD with Metropolitan staff and appropriate
committees In addition both agencies will request support of
this concept from the Metropolitan member agencies of Anaheim
Coastal Municipal Water District Fullerton and Santa Ana

Section 2 MWDOC and OCWD will jointly advocate the organization
of a Groundwater andor Local Resources Subcommittee by
Metropolitan

Section 3 OCWD and MWDOCwill jointly develop methods to

improve and maintain mutual working relationships and
communications In this regard a series of specific actions
which have already been enacted or are proposed for

implementation are attached to this resolution as Attachment A

Section 4 MWDOC and OCWD will jointly evaluate the feasibility
of sharing facilities at OCWDs headquarters to accommodate the

administration and Board functions of both Districts and

Section 5 OCWD and MWDOC will continue jointly to study and
recommend additional measures as appropriate to clarify the goals
and objectives of each District

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that MWDOC and OCWD will continue to

remain steadfast in the resolve to jointly cooperate in every way
that will facilitate each Districts pursuit of its respective
goals thereby assuring that water service within the mutual
areas ofserviceofboth OCWD and MWDOC is optimized



Said resolution was jointly adopted by MWDOC and OCWD Boards of
Directors on roll call by the following vote

MWDOC Board of Directors

AYES Directors Clark Davenport Hartge Witt

NOES None

ABSTAIN None

ABSENT Director Price

OCWD Board of Directors

AYES Directors Anthony Barr Clark Fonley
Hall Kraemer Owen Lenain Waite

NOES None

ABSTAIN None

ABSENT Director Garthe

I hereby certify that the foregaing i s a true and
correct copy of the resolution adopted by the
Boards of Directors of MWDOC and OCWD at their

meetings held on February 26 1986 and

February 19 1986 respectively

Secreta y Municipal Water District of

Orange County

I 1

Secretary Orange County Water District



A

ATTACHMENT A

As a result of efforts by members of the OCWDMWDOC Liaison

Committee following is a partial list of activities which have

been or will be implementedto assure coordinated and more

effectiveadministrationofwater supply affairs byMWDOC and
OCWD

o MWDOC shall send a letter to The Metropolitan Water

District of Southern California requesting that the OCWD

be placed on Metropolitansmailing lists to receive

directly correspondence on all pertinent Metropolitan
water matters

o MWDOC shall request Metropolitan to invite the OCWD

Secretary Manager to participate at all Metropolitan
general manager meetings

o MWDOC and OCWD Boards of Directors shall schedule
committees ofthe two Boards to meeton a quarterly
basis toreview and discuss water matters of mutual
interest

o MWDOC and OCWD staffs shall schedule joint meetings on a

monthly or asneeded basis

o OCWD shall participate in MWDOCMetropbl tan Director

Workshops This forum should include Coastal Municipal
Water District and the Cities of Anaheim Fullerton and
Santa Anato formulate appropriate Orange County policy
on Metropolitan water issues

o MWDOC shall participate in OCWD monthly groundwater
producers meetings

o MWDOC and OCWD shall each put the other on mailing lists
for selected water topics

o OCWDandMWDOC shall work together to improve the

operational and working relationships between OCWD and

Metropolitan staffs
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