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Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 

Reports in Order of Issuance 

 

2025–2026 Grand Jury, Pursuant to Penal Code Section 933(a), completed seven civil 
investigations addressing topics including county and city government, drinking water quality, 
transportation, fire mitigation, and county agencies. In accordance with Penal Code Section 
919(b), the Grand Jury also inspected and evaluated the condition and management of Orange 
County jails. 

The Grand Jury approached its work with a commitment to producing thorough, well-researched 
reports supported by verified facts and interviews. Each report includes practical findings and 
recommendations intended to achieve meaningful improvements. 

Below is a summary of each report. The 2025-2026 Grand Jury takes pride in its 
accomplishments. 

 

• A Breach of Public Trust In Orange County: 
Buried in the Fine Print: How the Board of Supervisors Orchestrated Their Salary 
Hike 
The Orange County Grand Jury found the Board of Supervisors approved a 25% salary 
increase in 2025 through a non-transparent process, embedded in the broader budget. 
It recommends rescinding the raise or requiring independent review and stronger public 
oversight to improve accountability and restore public trust. 
 

• Connecting Orange County to LAX: 
 Evaluating Transportation Options 
A study was conducted to assess current travel options between Orange County and 
Los Angeles International Airport (LAX). This report identified five viable Orange County 
candidate sites for direct-to-LAX transportation services that could reduce trip times to 
LAX by 30 minutes or more, reduce traffic congestion and vehicle emissions, and 
potentially reduce overall transportation costs to LAX. 
 

• Wildfires Hit Home: 
Wildfires have become a fact of life in California. The Grand Jury investigated the 
impacts of wildfires on Orange County residents. The report concludes that California’s 
wildfire and insurance crisis demands coordinated action from County and local 
governments, fire authorities, communities, and homeowners to reduce risks of wildfire. 
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• California Housing Mandates: 

The Unintended Reshaping of Orange County Neighborhoods 
An investigation on the impact of California’s State Housing Mandates in Orange 
County and how effectively these policies translate into real-world outcomes. The report 
finds that implementation has the potential to lead to financial strain, administrative 
burdens, and little measurable growth in housing production. 
 

• PFS and Public Awareness: 
A Closer Look at Orange County Drinking Water 
An analysis of PFAS level detected by Orange County drinking water agencies was 
conducted.  This analysis included agencies’ responses to regulatory requirements, 
progress of treatment facility planning and installation, and implementation of public 
education programs.   
 

• Growing Political Appointees and Discretionary Spending Within the OC Board of 
Supervisors: 
The Orange County Grand Jury found that Board staffing, budgets, and discretionary 
spending have outpaced inflation and population trends, despite fewer residents being 
served. It warns expanded political staffing may duplicate functions and weaken 
coordination, recommending reforms such as zero-based budgeting and reduced 
discretionary spending to strengthen accountability and fiscal discipline. 
 

• Unbalanced Authority: 
Oversight and Accountability in Orange County Government 
A review found that legal limits keep Orange County Supervisors from holding elected 
officials accountable, even after confirmed misconduct. It urges structural reforms and 
stronger oversight to address mismanagement or authoritative abuse.  
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SUMMARY 
In June 2025, the Orange County Board of Supervisors quietly approved a 25% salary 
increase for themselves—just days after disgraced Supervisor Andrew Do was 
sentenced for bribery. This raise elevated their compensation above that of the 
Governor of California. Notably, the agenda item authorizing their salary increase was 
not clearly identified, effectively obscuring it from public scrutiny. 

The timing was especially troubling as the County has been facing hiring freezes and 
budget constraints. This decision was not only tone-deaf—it reflected a deeper 
disconnect from the Supervisors’ duty to serve the public with transparency and fiscal 
responsibility. 

Following a corruption scandal, elected bodies typically respond with transparency, 
humility, and a renewed commitment to ethical governance. They engage the public, 
restore fiscal integrity, and demonstrate that they understand the gravity of their 
responsibilities. 

Regrettably, in this instance, 
the Orange County Board of Supervisors chose a different path. 

Elected officials are entrusted to serve, not to enrich themselves. When this happens, 
the foundation of representative democracy is undermined. 

The Orange County Grand Jury (Grand Jury), in its oversight role (see California Penal 
Codes 925 & 9271), must call out the Board’s covert approach in approving their salary 
increase — unlike other elected officials’ salaries which are typically done as a separate 
line item on the agenda.  The Board of Supervisors added their salary increase into the 
$10.8 billion 2025-2026 Orange County Annual Budget adoption process.  This resulted 
in a minimal description in the agenda and minimal opportunity for citizen input. 
Therefore, the Grand Jury investigated: why did they want to conceal their salary 
increase, was it warranted at this time and who initiated it? 

The Orange County Board of Supervisors not only failed the citizens of Orange County 
by limiting financial controls that led to Andrew Do’s corruption, but also by signaling 
that accountability and public trust are secondary to personal gain. This report is to 
highlight the failure of the Board of Supervisors in relation to their recent salary increase 
vote and to provide recommendations to regain citizen support 

The people of Orange County deserve better, and  
the people must demand it! 

 
1 California Penal Code section 925 (2025) & California Penal Code section 927 (2025) 
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Despite repeated efforts, the Grand Jury was unable to determine who orchestrated the 
Board of Supervisors’ 2025 salary increase, who directed the obfuscation of the agenda 
item to conceal the raise, or whether any violations of the Brown Act occurred in the 
process. This failure stemmed from a pattern of misdirection and incomplete responses 
from the County executive management team.  This impeded the Grand Jury’s ability to 
uncover the truth. Confronted with the choice between continuing to pursue meetings 
that were repeatedly postponed, the invocation of attorney-client privilege, and a lack of 
cooperation from executive and support staff, who were unable or unwilling to recall key 
events or issuing a timely report while the matter remained both relevant and potentially 
reversible, the Grand Jury opted for the latter. Our findings and recommendations aim to 
bring transparency to the matter and prompt corrective action before public trust is 
further eroded. 

BACKGROUND 
The Grand Jury initiated an investigation to ascertain who drove the timing of the 
Orange County Board of Supervisors’ (Board’s) salary increase, and why it was buried 
on the Board meeting agenda as a part of the much broader adoption of the 2025-2026 
Orange County Budget - especially considering the County of Orange recently 
implemented a hiring freeze due to budget shortfalls. The County of Orange also 
confronts approximately $400 million in reported liability stemming from the Airport Fire2. 
In addition, all nine labor unions with their various bargaining units are initiating contract 
negotiations for the renewal of labor contracts which set to expire in June 2026. The 
unions are posturing for a similar 25% salary increase for themselves (see Error! R
eference source not found.). It appears the above noted major issues were ignored 
when the Orange County Board of Supervisors approved their own 25% salary 
increase. Looking forward, the salary increases, and other economic issues may cause 
a heavy burden on the financial stability of the County of Orange. 

In June of 2025, the Orange County Board of Supervisor’s agendized through the 
budget adoption process, requiring two separate readings, a salary increase ordinance 
that would change the formula of how the Board of Supervisors were compensated. 
Since 2005, pursuant to county ordinance, the Board of Supervisors have been 
compensated at the rate of 80% of the compensation of the Superior Court Judges 
salaries, and have been increase annually, consistent with the Superior Court Judges’ 
annual salary increase. 

 

 
2 It’s Not Just The Airport Fire: County Legal Payouts Total $258 Million Over Four Years 
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The below figure is the ordinance explaining the Compensation of the Orange County 
Board of Supervisors - County of Orange Ordinance Section1-2-7, Please draw your 
attention to subsection (d) for the 80% reference. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The salary ordinance was amended and adopted on June 24th, 2025, to adjust their 
compensation to equal the Superior Court Judges’ salaries. Because of the Board’s 
vote, the Supervisors’ salaries are now going to equal the Superior Court Judges’ 
salaries. 

On June 24th, 2025, per the public record, the salary increase was briefly discussed due 
to the objection of Vice Chair Supervisor Katrina Foley, who was the only member of the 
Board of Supervisors voting “no”. Supervisor Don Wagner made a short public comment 
supporting for the Board’s salary increase. There was neither public discussion nor 
executive staff comments at that meeting regarding the Board’s salary increase. 

(a) Effective February 10, 2001, each member of the Board of Supervisors shall be compensated for his or her services as 
such member by salary at the rate of one hundred eight thousand dollars ($108,000.00) per annum. No member of the 
Board of Supervisors shall receive any compensation, in addition to that provided for by this section, for services rendered 
as a member of the Board. 

(b) Effective July 1, 2002, and on the same date each succeeding calendar year, the salary for each member of the Board 
of Supervisors shall be increased by twelve (12) percent. 

(c) Effective July 1, 2005, the rate of pay for each member of the Board of Supervisors shall be set as a biweekly rate of 
pay based on subsection (d) below. The biweekly rate shall be consistent with the regular payroll cycles of the County's 
payroll operations and shall be paid at the same times and in the same manner as for County employees generally. 

(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (b) above, the salary for a member of the Board of Supervisors 
shall be set at 80% of the regular annual salary of a judge of the Superior Court of the State of California. 

(e) If any provision of this section, or the application thereof to any person in any circumstance, is held invalid, the 
remainder of the section, or the application of such provision to other persons and to other circumstance, shall not be 
affected thereby. The Board of Supervisors expressly declares its intention that subsection (b) of this section shall be fully 
operative and effective except as limited by subsection (d), and that if subsection (d) should be declared invalid, there 
should be no limitation upon the effectiveness or operability of subsection (b). The Board of Supervisors would have 
enacted subsection (b) without regard to subsection (d). Subsection (b) shall be deemed severable from subsection (d). If 
subsection (d), or any provision thereof is held invalid, then subsection (b) shall be deemed, notwithstanding such 
invalidity, to be fully effective and operable during the period of invalidity of subsection (d) preceding the determination of 
invalidity as well as thereafter. 

(f) Each member of the Board shall also be provided with either the use of a County provided automobile or an automobile 
allowance, such health and welfare benefits and life insurance benefits and retirement as provided County Executive 
Management-Group I employees, and a contribution of six (6) percent of salary to a County offered deferred compensation 
plan. 

(g) This compensation shall not be in lieu of any compensation for any service in any other capacity or on any other board 
or commission. 

(Ord. No. 3540, § 2, 8-27-85; Ord. No. 3679, § 2, 1-12-88; Ord. No. 3722, § 1, 7-14-88; Ord. No. 3761, § 1, 7-26-89; Ord. 
No. 98-9, § 1, 6-30-98; Ord. No. 99-1, § 1, 1-12-99; Ord. No. 99-18, § 1, 8-17-99; Ord. No. 00-7, § 1, 6-27-00; Ord. No. 00-
13, § 2, 12-12-00; Ord. No. 05-010, § 1, 5-24-05) 

Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (b) above, the salary for a member of the Board of Supervisors shall be set at 
80% of the regular annual salary of a judge of the Superior Court of the State of California 
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On June 24th, Vice Chair Supervisor Katrina Foley released the following statement: 

“With statewide budget constraints and funding uncertainties at the federal level, I voted 
against pay raises for myself and my colleagues. We have a responsibility to be fiscally 
responsible, prioritizing the needs of those we serve and the employees who deliver 
necessary programs,” said Vice Chair Foley. “County funds should be used to 
compensate our staff, and cover costs incurred due to recent setbacks by disgraced 
former supervisor Do, or potential cuts to essential services. In these turbulent times, our 
focus should be on supporting our workforce and communities across Orange County, 
not on giving ourselves unnecessary raises.” 3 

The Board of Supervisors’ salary increases sparked a wave of critical editorials and 
articles in local newspapers and online media, raising concerns about the timing, 
manner, and size of the salary increase4. Many questioned the Board of Supervisors’ 
judgement, especially with the ongoing financial challenges facing Orange County. The 
Board of Supervisors approached the salary increase with a lack of transparency and 
opportunity for public input. Further, the Grand Jury received multiple letters from the 
public which supported the initiation of this investigation. 

In a striking disregard for timing and public accountability, the Orange County Board of 
Supervisors approved a salary increase for its members shortly after a former Orange 
County Supervisor was sentenced on federal bribery charges. On June 9th, 2025, 
Andrew Do was sentenced to five years in prison after pleading guilty to conspiring to 
funnel millions of dollars in COVID-19 relief funds to a nonprofit organization employing 
his daughter, in exchange for more than $550,000 in bribes5. While the salary increase 
was positioned as a routine adjustment, its proximity to his conviction raised public 
concerns about oversight, ethics, and the perception of self-enrichment among county 
leadership.  

One day after Do was sentenced, June 10th, at the Board of Supervisors’ meeting, the 
first public reading of the proposed salary ordinance change was made. No Supervisor 
commented on the Board’s salary increase.  

 
3 OC Vice Chair Katrina Foley Releases Statement Following Board of Supervisors Meeting Where the 
Board Voted to Approve the 2025-26 Budget, Didi Hirsch Contract, Traffic Reduction, and John Wayne 
Airport | Fifth District Supervisor Katrina Foley? 
4 OC Board of Supervisors approves new county budget, pay raises for several top officials – Orange 
County Register 
After approving their own wage hikes, two OC supervisors commit to donating the salary increase – 
Orange County Register 
OC Supervisors Set to Quietly Give Themselves a 25% Raise 
5 Ex-OC supervisor Andrew Do sentenced to 5 years in prison over corruption scheme | LAist 
Central District of California | Former Orange County Supervisor Sentenced to 5 Years in Prison for 
Bribery Scheme Involving More Than $10 Million in COVID Funds | United States Department of Justice 
How did a 22-year-old law student afford a $1 million home at the center of civil fraud allegations? | LAist 
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On June 24th, Vice Chair Supervisor Katrina Foley released the following statement: 
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against pay raises for myself and my colleagues. We have a responsibility to be fiscally 
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former supervisor Do, or potential cuts to essential services. In these turbulent times, our 
focus should be on supporting our workforce and communities across Orange County, 
not on giving ourselves unnecessary raises.” 3 
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articles in local newspapers and online media, raising concerns about the timing, 
manner, and size of the salary increase4. Many questioned the Board of Supervisors’ 
judgement, especially with the ongoing financial challenges facing Orange County. The 
Board of Supervisors approached the salary increase with a lack of transparency and 
opportunity for public input. Further, the Grand Jury received multiple letters from the 
public which supported the initiation of this investigation. 
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County Supervisor was sentenced on federal bribery charges. On June 9th, 2025, 
Andrew Do was sentenced to five years in prison after pleading guilty to conspiring to 
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3 OC Vice Chair Katrina Foley Releases Statement Following Board of Supervisors Meeting Where the 
Board Voted to Approve the 2025-26 Budget, Didi Hirsch Contract, Traffic Reduction, and John Wayne 
Airport | Fifth District Supervisor Katrina Foley? 
4 OC Board of Supervisors approves new county budget, pay raises for several top officials – Orange 
County Register 
After approving their own wage hikes, two OC supervisors commit to donating the salary increase – 
Orange County Register 
OC Supervisors Set to Quietly Give Themselves a 25% Raise 
5 Ex-OC supervisor Andrew Do sentenced to 5 years in prison over corruption scheme | LAist 
Central District of California | Former Orange County Supervisor Sentenced to 5 Years in Prison for 
Bribery Scheme Involving More Than $10 Million in COVID Funds | United States Department of Justice 
How did a 22-year-old law student afford a $1 million home at the center of civil fraud allegations? | LAist 
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The second required reading occurred on June 24th, 2025. At this meeting, Vice Chair 
Supervisor Katrina Foley commented that she would vote “no” on item 31, requiring the 
item to be pulled for discussion. Again, there was neither public comment nor a 
clarification by the Chairman of the Orange County Board of Supervisors regarding Item 
31. Moving to approve the Board’s salary increase within the $10.8 billion budget, 
Supervisor Don Wagner made a brief comment summarized below about the rationale 
on why the Board’s salary increase was warranted, 

“Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and we have gone through the budget somewhat extensively last 
time, so I will move all of the items that are in front of us. And, in particular, it does seem we have 
seen some press; we heard some comments here about Item 31, which is the salaries for 
members of the Board of Supervisors. And I just want to make sure we put it in context. 

Today, we’ve seen an effort throughout this agenda to essentially right-size the executive pays 
throughout the County—our CEO, our Sheriff, our elected department heads. We have previously 
dealt with the District Attorney. And as to the Board, this is something that hasn’t been done in the 
last 20 years. And so, we are the 6th largest county in the United States, the 3rd largest in 
California. We are being raised only to be equal to the judges in the Orange County Superior 
Court. Their salaries are not set by the judges, are not set by the Board of Supervisors; it is set at 
the state level. So, there is no gaming the system by us. 

And it is also fair—I think everybody on the Board recognizes—the work this Board does is 
broader, and we have more roles and responsibilities than even do those Superior Court judges, 
with respect to all of them who do, in fact, work quite hard. But at the end of the day, this is all an 
item whose time has come. The entire budget is sound. We are throwing challenges at Ms. 
Aguirre just today on funding certain items, but at the end of the day, I am sure she will rise to the 
challenge. And I move approval of the entire budget.” 

(Orange County Board of Supervisors Meeting in the afternoon of June 24, 2025, and meeting 
time at 2:38:05 to 2:39:45) 6  

REASON FOR STUDY 
If elected officials vote to increase their own personal compensation, they are the direct 
beneficiaries of their own votes. Therefore, the appearance of self-dealing (conflict of 
interest) should be anticipated. The Orange County Board of Supervisors approach to 
their recent 25% salary increase has led to much public criticism, and formal citizen’s 
complaints have been filed with the Grand Jury. These factors collectively compelled the 
Grand Jury to initiate an investigation. 

Compensation for elected officials should be approached with the upmost transparency 
and supported by commensurate data. The Orange County Board of Supervisors’ 

 
6 Board Meeting Afternoon 

  A Breach of Public Trust in Orange County 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026  Page 9 of 28 
 

approach to introducing the agenda item on the June 10th and June 24th Boards’s 
meetings has undermined the Board’s credibility and the public trust. In addition, no 
comparative analysis of local county supervisors’ compensation was publicly provided. 

The Grand Jury is explicitly prohibited from investigating county 
policy decisions. Consequently, the Grand Jury does not 
question the Board of Supervisors’ policy decision to increase 
their salaries. Instead, the focus of this inquiry was on the 
approach, methodology, and inadequate public disclosure 
surrounding the decision to implement the salary increase. 

This investigation aims to uncover the timing of the salary 
increase and identify who ultimately made the decision to 
include it—and obscure it—in the board agenda 

METHOD OF STUDY 
The Orange County Grand Jury’s objective is to provide an accurate record of the 
recent salary increase that the Board of Supervisors voted for themselves. 

The Grand Jury investigation relied on confidential interviews, public documents, letters 
of complaint to the Orange County Grand Jury, and news accounts about the salary 
increase. The facts, findings, and recommendations in this report are corroborated, 
validated, and verified through multiple sources. 

The Orange County Grand Jury: 

❖ Conducted confidential interviews with numerous Orange County executives and 
senior level staff directly involved in meeting agenda planning pertinent to the 
Orange County Supervisors’ salary increase 

❖ Reviewed published articles related to the subject. 
❖ Requested, received and reviewed documents relevant to the investigation. 
❖ Reviewed appropriate meeting videos and read Board of Supervisors’ published 

Agendas and Meeting Minutes. 
❖ Reviewed the historical Board of Supervisors compensation ordinances, 

competitive salary data from the California Transparency website, relevant 
websites and publicly available documents. 

❖ Evaluated public complaint letters. 
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❖ Attended the Orange County Supervisors’ bi-weekly meeting on August 12th and 
watched online, which was the first public meeting following the June 24th vote to 
monitor public comments. 

INVESTIGATION AND ANALYSIS 
The 1998-1999 Orange County Grand Jury investigated the then recent Supervisors’ 
salary increase. A finding in the report stated that the current system does not give 
taxpayers a realistic opportunity to voice their opinions about salary policy (Error! R
eference source not found.). Twenty-five years later, the same finding can be made 
once again. 

The County of Orange has an extensive process by which annual budgets and business 
priorities are determined including competitive compensation surveys for salary 
changes. Community input is sought, and policies made to assure public services are 
maintained to the highest standards and government services continue uninterrupted. 

The process employed by the County is highlighted below 

 

Following this extensive process, public documents are published which highlight the 
County priorities and funding. These include: 
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➢ Citizen Guide to Fiscal Year (FY) 2025 - 2026 Budget. This did not include any 
references to Board of Supervisors’ salary increase.7 

➢ FY 2025 – 2026 Recommended Budget from Public Workshop of May 29, 2025. 
This did not include any reference to Board of Supervisors’ salary increase.8  

Neither of the above documents indicate a consideration of salary increases for the 
Board of Supervisors or an increase to the Board of Supervisor’s departmental budgets. 
The rationale given for not listing the Board of Supervisors’ salary increase in any of the 
working documents by Orange County executive management team members was that 
a consideration of the salary increase occurred late in the planning process, and that 
the amount in question had a minimal budget impact. 

At the June 24th, 2025, meeting, Supervisor Janet Nguyen proposed a one-time budget 
increase of approximately $143,000 to each Supervisor’s departmental budget. This 
adjustment effectively offset the financial impact of the recently approved 25% salary 
hike, ensuring that the raises did not reduce available funds within their individual office 
budgets. In addition to covering the cost of the salary increase, the expanded budgets 
provided each Supervisor with additional discretionary funds—raising further concerns 
about fiscal priorities and transparency during a period of countywide budget 
constraints. 

In Fiscal Year (FY) 2025-2026, The Board of Supervisors’ personal office budget total 
was increased to $10.5 million, which is divided equally among each Board member to 
handle office expenses, salaries and community outreach. 

Each Supervisor is authorized up to twelve staff members, up to a potential sixty staff 
members in total, in support of their official duties and engagement with community 
outreach in their respective districts. 

➢ FY 2024-25 Office Budget of each Supervisor was $1,958,971. 
➢ FY 2025–26 Office Budget of each Supervisor was increased to $2,101,971 

(meeting on June 24th, 2025). 

The figure below is the Orange County Supervisor’s “Total Compensation Package” that 
was approved on June 24th, 2025. 

 
7 Citizen's Guide to FY 2025-26 Budget-FINAL.pdf 
8 Public Budget Workshop - Recommended Budget FY 2025-26) 
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Current Board of Supervisor Base Pay   $244,000 (effective October 3rd, 2025) 

Additional cost of Benefits Package  $53,680 

Annual Car Allowance     $7,200   

TOTAL COMPENSATION   $304,880 

Benefits Package includes – health plan options, retirement plan contribution to a defined benefit 
plan, family leave plan, paid time off, employee assistance program, wellness program, disability 
insurance, and free parking. 

Their base salary above does not include payments from appointments to other governmental 
boards and commissions. 

For comparison purposes, the current Governor of California base pay is $242,295. The 
Board of Supervisors’ salary increase places their salaries higher than the Governor of 
California.  For additional reference purpose, a US Senator and a member of the US 
House of Representative base pay is $174,000. 

The Board of Supervisors’ action on June 24th, 2025, changed the historical formula of 
how the Board of Supervisor’s compensation was determined. In 2005, the Board of 
Supervisors adopted an ordinance binding their compensation to 80% of the regular 
annual salary of California Superior Court Judges. Thus, as Judges' salaries increased 
annually so did the Board of Supervisors’ salary increase. For over 24 years, the Board 
of Supervisors’ salaries was a settled matter.  

The below figure demonstrates the salary increase of the Orange County Board of 
Supervisors and the Superior Court Judges from 2010 to the present. 

 

The Orange County Grand Jury sought to determine what prompted the 
recommendation for a salary increase at this particular time. The rationale or reasons 
provided by the Orange County executive team were basically, (1) a new Board 
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member joined the Board in November of 2024, and raised the subject of the Orange 
County Board of Supervisors’ compensation, and whether it was competitive; (2) the 
amount of the salary increase was immaterial to the overall budget (a rounding error in 
the $10.8 billion budget). 

Litigation is currently underway in the State of California that could lead to even more 
compensation and even retroactive pay for the Board of Supervisors. This litigation is 
based upon the premise that the Superior Court Judges’ salaries have been under-
calculated in recent years. Their salaries are based upon the average State of California 
employees’ cost of living increases, which the litigants claim, was not computed 
correctly. If the judges’ litigation is successful, the 100% formula will automatically 
increase the Board of Supervisors’ salaries beyond the current projected salary of 
$244,000, and plus any additional back pay awarded. Information on the litigation may 
have been available to the Board of Supervisors because a current Supervisor’s spouse 
is a Superior Court Judge.  This fact may have possibly influenced the timing of the 
Board of Supervisors’ salary increase vote. 

“California judges make a good living. They earn at least $240,000 and can count on a raise just 
about every year, a requirement that’s written into state law. 

So why do they feel shortchanged by the state? 

A coalition of them argues the state has been stiffing them for years by mishandling the formula it 
uses to calculate their wage increases. In a new lawsuit, one such judge is demanding that the 
state redo the math going back almost a decade to include information that likely would have 
resulted in bigger raises. 

“There’s a reason why our latest pay increases have been so puny and falling far short of the rate 
of inflation. The state didn’t tinker with the statutory formula, but it seems to have played with the 
inputs,” said a statement announcing the lawsuit by a group called the Alliance of California 
Judges. 

A lot of money is on the line. An appeals court justice filed a similar lawsuit a decade ago, and the 
state had to cough up $40 million after losing the case. 

The formula at the heart of the lawsuit sounds simple. State law requires that judges receive 
annual raises based on the “average percentage salary increase” given to other California state 
employees. This year, judges received a 2.6% wage increase, down from 3.2% in the previous 
year.” 
    Author Adam Ashton is a deputy editor supervising CalMatters 

Some Orange County executive management team members clearly indicated they 
were aware of the Judges’ litigation, and some were not. Another concern to the Grand 
Jury is the fact that the executive management team voiced reservations regarding the 
salary increase to the Grand Jury but did not voice these same reservations to the 
Board of Supervisors. The executive management team could not explain the reason 
that they did not attempt to influence the Board of Supervisors on this matter. 
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If a culture exists within the County of Orange in which the executive management team 
feel unable to offer their best professional judgment, then the system of checks and 
balances essential to good governance is at serious risk. 

As part of the Orange County Grand Jury investigation, the Grand Jury queried as to 
whether staff were asked to provide any competitive compensation salary data to the 
Orange County Board of Supervisors prior to their deliberations. Staff indicated that 
there was no formal request by the Board to initiate a salary study. However, the 
Orange County Finance Department was asked to provide data on San Diego County 
Supervisors’ salaries —rather than requesting this information from the Orange County 
Human Resources Department, which, according to policy, is responsible for advising 
on county compensation practices. Per the County of Orange Personnel and Salary 
Resolution (PSR), the Chief Human Resource Officer is authorized to conduct 
compensation studies to maintain competitive pay practices for all county jobs. During 
our investigation, we found that the Orange County Human Resource Department was 
not requested to perform a study for the Board of Supervisors.  The Grand Jury was 
unable to determine why the Finance Office was tasked with completing a limited salary 
study while the Human Resources Department was excluded from the process. 

The Grand Jury decided as part of their investigation to conduct a salary analysis for the 
Board of Supervisors’ position.  The comparisons of other Southern California Board of 
Supervisors’ salaries were completed. The challenge with this type of analysis is that it 
is a snapshot in time with different counties having different responsibilities and 
challenges. Also, these types of salary comparisons can lead to spiral increases. As one 
jurisdiction increases, so do all the others over time as the benchmark data increases. 

For comparison purposes, it was found that the Orange County Board of Supervisors 
are now the second highest salary paid in Southern California. This does not take into 
consideration the potential increase of the Superior Court Judges’ salaries due to 
current litigation, if it is successful. 

Board of Supervisor Base Pay in Southern California Counties: 
Los Angeles     $301,725 
Orange    $244,000 
San Bernardino   $236,265 
San Diego    $233,698 
Riverside    $214,410 
Imperial County   $194,325 
Ventura    $172,115 
Santa Barbara   $119,480 
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In 2024 the average Board of Supervisor pay in California was $131,367 
with a typical range of $84,869 - $173,290. 

As part of its due diligence, below are all other Orange County elected officials’ base 
salaries. 

County Auditor and Controller  $236,960 
County Clerk Recorder   $236,960 
County Treasurer – Tax Collector  $236,960 
County Assessor    $236,960 
District Attorney    $373,945 
Sheriff Coroner    $354,640 
 

While the Board of Supervisors followed appropriate legal procedures to amend the 
ordinance governing their salary increases, the increase was not specifically called out 
in the June 10th, 2025, meeting agenda. It required a reading of the ordinance change in 
a first public hearing on June 10th, 2025, and a second reading and adoption at the 
meeting on June 24th, 2025. The published agenda and the readings during the meeting 
made it difficult for the public to fully understand the Board of Supervisors’ actions. In 
essence, the Board orchestrated a substantial salary increase for themselves in a 
manner that left most observers unaware of what had truly occurred. 
 
Here is an excerpt of the Board of Supervisors Agenda for June 10th, 2025.  The exact 
verbiage of the Supervisors’ salary increase is buried in the last 4 lines of the Agenda 
Item 3. 
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The below is the Agenda Staff Report of the June 10th, 2025, Agenda Item 3 that shows 
the salary increase is going to be 100% of the Superior Court Judges’ salaries. 
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The following is the Agenda Notice of the June 24th agenda item 76 that approves the 
Board of Supervisors’ salary going to 100% of the Superior Court Judges’ salary (last 2 
lines of the agenda item). 

 
As previously stated, the Board’s agenda item for June 24th, 2025, was published 
without clearly conveying the Board’s intention. During the Board’s meeting, Vice Chair 
Supervisor Foley asked for the salary increase item to be pulled for discussion so she 
could vote “no”. Supervisor Wagner made a brief remark that the Board of Supervisors’ 
salary increase was justified. No other board members spoke.  In addition, there was no 
public comment - perhaps the public was not aware of what the agenda item meant in 
increasing the compensation of the Board of Supervisors. 

The below is an excerpt of the June 24th, 2025, Board of Supervisors Meeting Minutes 
which is a voting record on Item 76 taken during the meeting. 
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Please see Appendix C or the latest updated Orange County Ordinance Section 1-2-7 
which details the new salary methodology for the Board of Supervisors. 

Following the actions of the June 10th and 24th Board of Supervisors meetings, the 
media reported on the salary vote and numerous editorials were written. After public 
outcry, Supervisor Sarmiento and Chairman Chaffee stated that they would donate their 
salary increase to charity.   

An important question now is why the matter has not been revisited since one 
supervisor voted “no” and two supervisors publicly stated they would donate their 
raises. It appears that most of the Orange County Board of Supervisors have 
reconsidered their decisions that the salary increase was appropriate. 

The Board of Supervisors’ decision to approve their own salary increase, and the 
process by which it was implemented, has sparked significant concerns regarding 
transparency and public accountability. Given the politically sensitive nature of such a 
move, it is unlikely that the item would have been placed on the agenda without prior 
confidence they would be securing at least three affirmative votes. This raises the 
possibility that informal communications—potentially non-verbal or conveyed through 
staff briefings—may have signaled consensus among most of the Supervisors, in 
potential violation of the Brown Act. This Act prohibits the Supervisors or their 
intermediaries from engaging in a series of communications outside a public meeting 
that leads to coordination or agreement on matters within their jurisdiction. 
Although the Grand Jury did a very deliberative and thorough investigation, it found 
executive management team members were not forthcoming in answering our key 
questions: 

➢ Why did they disguise the salary increase in the agenda? 
➢ Why was a salary increase warranted at this time? 
➢ Who initiated the salary increase? 

Despite repeated efforts, the Grand Jury was unable to determine who orchestrated the 
Board of Supervisors’ salary increase in June 2025, who directed the obfuscation of the 
agenda item to conceal the raise, or whether any violations of the Brown Act occurred in 
the process. This stemmed from misdirection and incomplete responses from County 
executive management team members, which impeded the Grand Jury’s ability to 
uncover the truth. Confronted with the choice between continuing to pursue meetings 
that were repeatedly postponed, the invocation of attorney-client privilege, and a lack of 
cooperation from executive and support staff, who were unable or unwilling to recall key 
events or issuing a timely report while the matter remained both relevant and potentially 
reversible, the Grand Jury opted for the latter. The Grand Jury’s findings and 
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recommendations aim to bring transparency to the matter and prompt corrective actions 
before public trust is further eroded. 

If the salary increase had been introduced as a standalone item and subjected to a 
more vigorous and transparent debate, the measure might still have passed, but with far 
less public backlash. A clear and open discussion would have demonstrated respect for 
the electorate and helped restore trust in the Orange County Board of Supervisors’ 
decision-making process. Instead, the timing and manner of this approval—coming just 
ahead of sensitive county labor negotiations—has only deepened public skepticism. 
The perception that controversial decisions are being made out of view, not only erodes 
trust but also risks undermining the legitimacy of future negotiations and governance. 

Per legal professionals in service to the County of Orange – they were not asked for 
input on the salary increase by the Board of Supervisors.  They have stated to the 
Grand Jury, the Board of Supervisors’ salary increase was ill-timed and may have been 
better considered in the County 2025 – 2026 Budget Cycle. 

In Simon Sinek’s book, “Leaders Eat Last” he wrote, 

“The true price of leadership is the willingness to place the 
needs of others above your own. Great leaders truly care about 
those they are privileged to lead and understand that the true 
cost of the leadership privilege comes at the expense of self-
interest.” 
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FINDINGS 
In accordance with California Penal Code §933 and §933.05, the 2025-2026 Orange 
County Grand Jury requires (or, as noted, requests) responses from each agency 
affected the Findings presented in this section.  Responses are to be submitted to the 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court. 

Based on its investigation “A Breach of Public Trust in Orange County” the 2025-2026 
Orange County Grand Jury has arrived at five findings, as follows: 

F1 On June 24th, 2025, the Orange County Board of Supervisors (“Board”) approved 
an ordinance authorizing salary increases for themselves with minimal public 
notice, limited discussion, and no meaningful opportunity for community input 
without explicitly listing the item as “salary increase” on the meeting agenda. 

F2 The County of Orange lacks a formal established, independent review process 
for evaluating or recommending changes to the Board of Supervisors’ 
compensation. 

F3 Although one Supervisor voted “no” and two others pledged to donate their 
salary increases to charity in response to public outcry, the Board has not 
reversed or reconsidered the decision to increase their salaries. 

F4 The ongoing lack of transparency and apparent self-enrichment among Board 
members have deeply disappointed many Orange County residents and county 
employees.  

F5 The Grand Jury’s investigation was impeded by repeated meeting 
postponements, the invocation of attorney-client privilege, and a lack of 
cooperation from executive and support staff, who were unable or unwilling to 
recall key events. As a result, the Grand Jury was prevented from obtaining 
answers to critical questions. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
In accordance with California Penal Code Sections 933 and 933.05 the 2025-2026 
Orange County Grand Jury requires (or, as noted, requests) Responses from each 
agency affected the Findings presented in this section.  Responses are to be submitted 
to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Couty. 

Based on its investigation described herein, the 2025-2026 Orange County Grand Jury 
makes the following recommendations: 
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R1 By March 31, 2026, the Board of Supervisors should implement one of the 
following accountability measures: 

• Request an Independent Compensation Review in accordance with California 
Penal Code §927, immediately petitioning the Orange County Grand Jury to 
conduct an impartial review of Board compensation. This would provide a 
credible, third-party assessment and help restore public confidence. 

• Schedule a Voter Oversight Referendum consistent with Proposition 12 
(California, 1970), California Constitution Article XI, Section 1(b), and Orange 
County Charter Section 201 for public review and approval. [F3] 

 OR 

R2 By March 31, 2026, the Board should rescind the ordinance No. 25-012 or parts 
thereof, which authorized the most recent salary increase, or take other 
appropriate steps to rescind the salary increase with the intent to restore 
institutional trust and demonstrate a genuine commitment to transparency and 
accountability. [F3] 

R3 By March 31, 2026, the Board should establish a new County ordinance that 
clearly defines the procedures for proposing, reviewing, and approving future 
salary adjustments for Board members. This framework should include public 
hearings and documentation requirements to ensure accountability. [F1, F2] 

R4 By March 31, 2026, the Board should align its salary deliberations with the 
County’s annual budget process, including a public review period. This timeline 
allows for early and sustained community engagement, ensuring that 
compensation decisions are made in full view of the public. [F4] 

R5 By March 31, 2025, The Board should require by ordinance that any future salary 
adjustments for Board members be accompanied by a clear and accessible 
public notice which outlines the referendum process and provides a minimum 90-
day window for public challenge, in accordance Orange County Charter Section 
20. [F1, F2] 

REQUIRED RESPONSES 
California Penal Code (§933; 933.05) regarding required and requested responses. 

Orange County Board of Supervisors  90-day Response Required 

Findings:      F1, F2, F3, F4, F5 

Recommendations:     R1, R2, R3, R4, R5 
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GLOSSARY AND ACRONYMS  
 

Elected Officials Elected officials are individuals who hold public office as a result of 
being chosen by voters in an election. They are entrusted with the 
responsibility to represent the interests of their constituents and to 
make decisions on public policy, laws, and governance. Examples 
include mayors, city council members, governors, legislators, and 
members of boards such as county supervisors or school boards. 

Grand Jury A grand jury is a legal body empowered to conduct official 
proceedings to investigate potential criminal conduct and determine 
whether criminal charges should be brought. 

Indictment  An indictment is a formal written accusation that a person has 
committed a crime. It is issued by a grand jury after reviewing 
evidence presented by a prosecutor and determining that there is 
probable cause to believe the individual committed the offense. 

Obfuscation The act of making something unclear, confusing, or difficult to 
understand, often deliberately. It can involve using vague language, 
complex jargon, or indirect communication to hide the true meaning, 
intent, or facts. 

OC Orange County 
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APPENDIX B 
The 1999 Orange County Grand Jury Report regarding Board of Supervisors’ 
SALARY METHODOLOGY 
 
“SUMMARY 
During the current fiscal year, the Board has presented two ordinances for increase 
in Board salaries without notifying the public that these increases were subject 
to referendum. 
Prior to the passage of State of California Proposition 12 in 1970, the State 
Legislature set the salary of the Board of Supervisors. The ballot language of Proposition 
12 amended Article XI, §1, subdivision (b) of the California Constitution. Proposition 12 
reads as follows: “COMPENSATION OF COUNTY SUPERVISORS. Legislative 
Constitutional Amendment. Provides that county governing body, rather than Legislature, 
shall prescribe compensation of its members by an ordinance that is subject to 
referendum.” (Emphasis added.) 
Proposition 12 was approved by the voters. Orange County methodology for meeting 
the requirements of Proposition 12 are to present an ordinance providing for an increase in 
salary for the Board of Supervisors on the Agenda for the meeting of the Board. The 
ordinance is held for at least 5 days for a required second reading. During 1998–99, the 
first ordinance increased salaries to be received, and the second ordinance recommended 
deferred salary benefit. The first reading of the second increase, deferred salary, occurred 
on December 15, 1998, as Item 79. The second reading when the ordinance was 
“APPROVED AS RECOMMENDED” occurred on January 12, 1999. 
The Grand Jury questions the current methodology for increasing Board of Supervisors’ 
salaries. 
 
FINDING: 
Under California Penal Code Sections 933 and 933.05, responses are required to all 
findings. The 1998–99 Orange County Grand Jury has arrived at one major finding. 
The Board of Supervisors is required to respond to the finding. 

1. The system in current use does not give taxpayers a realistic opportunity to voice their 
opinions about salary policy. Voters do not receive Board of Supervisors Meeting 
Agenda. Even if the average citizen became aware of the ordinance proposing a 
salary increase for supervisors, appearance before the Board to voice objection 

2. provides no timely or affordable method to ensure that the ordinance would then be 
decided by referendum. Therefore, the present method of granting salary increases 
nullifies the intent of Proposition 12, which is to give voters veto power over 
proposed salary increases for members of the Board of Supervisors. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
In accordance with California Penal Code Sections 933 and 933.05, each 
recommendation must be responded to by the government entity to which it is addressed. 
These responses are submitted to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court. The Board 
of Supervisors is required to respond to the recommendation. Based on the finding, the 
1998–99 Orange County Grand Jury recommends that: 
1. The Orange County Board of Supervisors should place the matter of all future Board 

salary increases on the ballot of the next regularly scheduled Orange County election 
after adoption of the ordinance by the Board.” 
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SSUUMMMMAARRYY  
The Orange County Grand Jury (Grand Jury) conducted a study to assess current travel 
options between Orange County and Los Angeles International Airport (LAX). The study 
evaluated available services, travel times, costs, and service gaps through interviews, 
document reviews, field research, and evaluation of public complaints. The Grand Jury 
determined that although a reasonably affordable and reliable public transportation 
option to LAX already exists, significant opportunities remain to improve travel efficiency 
for Orange County residents. The Grand Jury identified five Orange County locations for 
potential direct-to-LAX transportation services that could reduce trip times to LAX by 30 
minutes or more, reduce traffic congestion and vehicle emissions, and potentially 
reduce transportation costs to LAX. 

A substantial share of Orange County travelers continues to rely on LAX despite the 
proximity of John Wayne Airport (SNA). While SNA serves roughly 11.8 million 
passengers annually, an estimated 9.9 million Orange County travelers choose LAX 
each year for generally lower airfares, more international destinations, and greater 
availability of nonstop domestic routes. Orange County travelers use both SNA and 
LAX, but use of public transportation to both SNA and LAX is extremely low. Most 
passengers still depend on private vehicles and ride hailing services, which worsen 
roadway congestion and increase emissions. 

The Grand Jury analyzed ten different transportation options, ranging from personal 
vehicles and ride-hailing services to combinations of Metrolink, Amtrak, LA Metro rail, 
and shuttle buses. Costs and travel times varied widely: the least expensive options, 
such as Metrolink combined with LA Metro light rail, generally involved the longest travel 
times, while premium private car services offered the fastest and most convenient—but 
highest cost—experience. Each option presented distinct advantages and  
disadvantages. Among the public transit options evaluated, the Metrolink or Amtrak 
connection to the FlyAway® bus proved the most reliable, with typical travel times under 
two hours. 

Although federal regulations prohibit the Orange County Transportation Authority 
(OCTA) from operating a direct bus route to a single destination, OCTA plays a critical 
role in shaping regional transit. As the operator of transit centers and a member agency 
of Metrolink, OCTA has substantial influence over potential improvements to LAX -
bound transportation for Orange County residents. 

The FlyAway® bus service, operated by Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA), already 
provides direct, frequent, and efficient service from Union Station and Van Nuys to LAX. 
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Large-scale LAX improvement projects, including the Automated People Mover (APM), 
Intermodal Transportation Facilities, and roadway upgrades, are expected to further 
enhance airport access, ease congestion, and reduce emissions. 

The Grand Jury identified five viable Orange County candidate sites for future 
FlyAway® or similar direct-to-LAX transportation services:  

• Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC) 
• Irvine Transportation Center 
• Fullerton Park & Ride and Orangethorpe Transit Village Conceptual Study 
• The Village at Buena Park Mall (transit-oriented development) 
• Bolsa Pacific at Westminster (transit-oriented development at the former 

Westminster Mall) 

Establishing service from these locations could reduce trip times to LAX by 30 minutes 
or more, reduce traffic congestion and vehicle emissions, and potentially reduce overall 
transportation costs to LAX. 

BBAACCKKGGRROOUUNNDD  

Orange County Residents Use SNA and LAX 
John Wayne Airport offers limited international service and fewer direct domestic routes 
compared to other major southern California airports. For many airline destinations, LAX 
remains the primary gateway to domestic and international travel for Orange County 
residents. Historically, travel from Orange County to Los Angeles for work or to reach 
LAX for travel has relied heavily on personal vehicles that cause traffic congestion and 
increase vehicle emissions, and public transportation options remain limited. Since 
2014, traveler behavior and transportation patterns in Orange County have shifted as 
indicated by the following summary statistics:1 

• Orange County is the sixth most populous county in the United States with 3.175 
million inhabitants, and its population has fluctuated by less than 44,000 people 
over the past 10 years. 

• Households without cars increased from <2% in 2014 to 5% in 2023. 
• Solo car commuters decreased from 79% to 69% from 2014 to 2023. 
• John Wayne Airport reported that a survey found that 55% of travelers fly for 

pleasure/leisure, 31% for business, and 14% for personal/other reasons. 

 
1 Orange County Transportation Authority, 2024 OCTA Transit Vision: Appendix A – State of OC Transit, May 
2025, https://www.octa.net/pdf/OCTV_AppendixA.pdf. 
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• SNA welcomed eleven million annual passengers in 2024. 
• SNA operates under a legal cap of 11.8 million annual passengers through 2025, 

set by a 1985 noise abatement settlement. The cap increases to 12.5 million 
from 2026 through 2030.2 

• Orange County is origin/destination for 13% of LAX passengers or 9.9 million 
travelers in 2024. 

• Anaheim (zip code 92802) is the top Orange County origin/destination for LAX 
passengers, many staying in hotels near Disneyland. 

• LAX ground transportation statistics for September 2025 show only 0.2% of 
vehicle traffic to LAX were FlyAway® buses. 

Each day, an average of 90,000 vehicles enter or exit LAX, including those used for 
passenger drop-offs and pickups, rental cars, taxis, rideshares, and airport staff 
transportation.3 LAX ground transportation statistics are available on the Los Angeles 
World Airports website. From January 2025 to September 2025, LAX has recorded 
passenger traffic totaling 55,451,401 passengers, which is an average daily visitation 
rate of 203,119 passengers.4 Monthly statistics for LAX air traffic and ground 
transportation in September 2025 are provided in Appendix AError! Reference source 
not found..5 

• Personal private vehicles and transportation network companies (TNCs) 
comprised approximately 85 percent of LAX’s pickups and drop-offs. TNCs are 
businesses that provide on-demand ride services through digital platforms. 

• Approximately one percent of LAX passengers use public transit. 

Southern California Association of Governments 
The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) plays a key role in 
regional transportation planning. SCAG serves as the Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) for six counties, including Orange and Los Angeles. Its core 
planning document in transportation planning is the Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), which provides a 20-year 
multimodal vision updated every four years. SCAG’s Aviation Program focuses on:  

 
2 Still Protecting Our Newport (SPON), John Wayne Airport, Accessed November 1, 2025, https://spon-
newportbeach.org/John-Wayne-Airport.html. 
3 Los Angeles World Airports, Monthly Ground Transportation Traffic Statistics, Accessed November 1, 2025, 
https://www.lawa.org/lawa-investor-relations/statistics-for-lax/ground-transportation-traffic-statistics. 
4 Los Angeles World Airports, Volume of Air Traffic, Accessed November 1, 2025, https://www.lawa.org/lawa-
investor-relations/statistics-for-lax/volume-of-air-traffic. 
5 See Appendix A, Tables 3 and 4. 
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rate of 203,119 passengers.4 Monthly statistics for LAX air traffic and ground 
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planning document in transportation planning is the Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), which provides a 20-year 
multimodal vision updated every four years. SCAG’s Aviation Program focuses on:  

 
2 Still Protecting Our Newport (SPON), John Wayne Airport, Accessed November 1, 2025, https://spon-
newportbeach.org/John-Wayne-Airport.html. 
3 Los Angeles World Airports, Monthly Ground Transportation Traffic Statistics, Accessed November 1, 2025, 
https://www.lawa.org/lawa-investor-relations/statistics-for-lax/ground-transportation-traffic-statistics. 
4 Los Angeles World Airports, Volume of Air Traffic, Accessed November 1, 2025, https://www.lawa.org/lawa-
investor-relations/statistics-for-lax/volume-of-air-traffic. 
5 See Appendix A, Tables 3 and 4. 
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• Airport ground access planning 
• Collaboration with LAX, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), and Caltrans 

Division of Aeronautics  
• Data collection and forecasting for airport-related travel demand  

SCAG works with key transit authorities and agencies like the OCTA, Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LA Metro), and others across its six-
county region to improve regional connectivity. SCAG’s Corridor Planning Program 
identifies and enhances key transportation corridors, including those that could link 
Orange County transit centers to LAX. Projects from OCTA must be included in SCAG’s 
RTP/SCS to qualify for state and federal funding. This includes potential FlyAway®-style 
services that would not be precluded from consideration pursuant to the federal charter 
prohibition, Metrolink enhancements, or express bus pilots. Many of SCAG’s reports 
provide historical context, including SCAG President’s Report (2025),6 SCAG Connect 
SoCal Final Report (2024),7 SCAG Aviation & Ground Access Technical Report (2024),8 
SCAG Demographics & Growth Forecast Technical Report (2024),9 2024 OC Transit 
Vision Full Report (2025)10 and Appendix A (2025).11 SCAG has recently launched the 
SoCal Airport Access and Mobility Study,12 a regional airport passenger and employee 
survey to better understand how people travel to and from southern California’s airports. 
The study will analyze ground access patterns, preferences, and challenges for the 
purpose of informing planning for congestion relief, safety, and multimodal connectivity. 
The SoCal Airport Access and Mobility Study is scheduled to conclude by June 2027. 

  

 
6 Southern California Association of Governments, 2024–25 President’s Report, May 2025, 
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2025-05/24-0022-2025GA-PresidentsReport_Final.pdf. 
7 Southern California Association of Governments, Connect SoCal 2024: A Plan for Navigating to a Brighter 
Future, Adopted April 4, 2024, https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05/23-2987-connect-socal-2024-
final-complete-040424.pdf. 
8 Southern California Association of Governments, Connect SoCal 2024: Aviation & Airport Ground Access 
Technical Report, Adopted April 4, 2024, https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05/23-2987-tr-aviation-
airport-ground-access-final-040424.pdf. 
9 Southern California Association of Governments, Connect SoCal 2024: Demographics & Growth Forecast 
Technical Report, Adopted April 4, 2024, https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05/23-2987-tr-
demographics-growth-forecast-final-040424.pdf. 
10 Orange County Transportation Authority, 2024 OC Transit Vision, May 2025, 
https://www.octa.net/pdf/OCTV_FullReport.pdf. 
11 Orange County Transportation Authority, 2024 OC Transit Vision: Appendix A – State of OC Transit, May 
2025, https://www.octa.net/pdf/OCTV_AppendixA.pdf. 
12 Southern California Association of Governments, Aviation, SoCal Airport Access and Mobility Study, 
Accessed November 20, 2025, https://scag.ca.gov/aviation-program. 
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Orange County Transportation Authority 
OCTA, established by county referendum in 1972, evolved from Santa Ana Transit, and 
began with five bus routes. Over time, OCTA consolidated smaller transit agencies 
across the County. 

As Orange County’s transportation planning commission, OCTA funds and implements 
transit and capital projects to support a balanced, sustainable transportation system. It 
oversees services and programs that impact the daily lives of 3.2 million residents 
across thirty-four cities, as well as commuters and visitors. 

OCTA manages bus and rail transit, rideshare programs, environmental initiatives, 
active transportation, express lanes, and freeway improvements. Its mission is to deliver 
transportation solutions that enhance quality of life and keep Orange County moving.13 

OCTA works with SCAG to ensure that Orange County's transportation priorities align 
with the larger regional plan. OCTA focuses on operating transit services, managing 
highways, and oversight of Metrolink. OCTA prioritizes local transportation projects and 
submits them to SCAG for inclusion in the overall regional plan. Memorandums of 
Understanding (MOUs) exist between the two agencies to define their respective roles 
and responsibilities and ensure coordination. 

LA Metro 
The Los Angeles Metro Rail system began operations on July 14, 1990, with the 
opening of the Blue Line which connected downtown Los Angeles to Long Beach. Since 
that time, LA Metro has steadily expanded the network into a comprehensive rail system 
that includes six lines serving over one hundred stations across Los Angeles County. LA 
Metro planners and engineers have strategically extended service into key regions, 
including the San Fernando Valley, the Westside, and the South Bay, with the objective 
of alleviating traffic congestion and promoting a sustainable alternative to automobile 
travel. The system’s network of light rail and busway routes, illustrated in Figure 1, 
reflects LA Metro’s commitment to enhancing regional mobility. 

 
13 Orange County Transportation Authority, Connecting Orange County, Accessed January 18, 2026, 
https://www.octa.net/about/about-octa/overview. 
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6 Southern California Association of Governments, 2024–25 President’s Report, May 2025, 
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2025-05/24-0022-2025GA-PresidentsReport_Final.pdf. 
7 Southern California Association of Governments, Connect SoCal 2024: A Plan for Navigating to a Brighter 
Future, Adopted April 4, 2024, https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05/23-2987-connect-socal-2024-
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Technical Report, Adopted April 4, 2024, https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05/23-2987-tr-aviation-
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9 Southern California Association of Governments, Connect SoCal 2024: Demographics & Growth Forecast 
Technical Report, Adopted April 4, 2024, https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05/23-2987-tr-
demographics-growth-forecast-final-040424.pdf. 
10 Orange County Transportation Authority, 2024 OC Transit Vision, May 2025, 
https://www.octa.net/pdf/OCTV_FullReport.pdf. 
11 Orange County Transportation Authority, 2024 OC Transit Vision: Appendix A – State of OC Transit, May 
2025, https://www.octa.net/pdf/OCTV_AppendixA.pdf. 
12 Southern California Association of Governments, Aviation, SoCal Airport Access and Mobility Study, 
Accessed November 20, 2025, https://scag.ca.gov/aviation-program. 
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13 Orange County Transportation Authority, Connecting Orange County, Accessed January 18, 2026, 
https://www.octa.net/about/about-octa/overview. 
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Source: metro.net 

Figure 1  LA Metro Rail and Busway Network 
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Metrolink 
Metrolink, launched in 1992, is the third-largest commuter rail network in the U.S., 
serving 67 stations across six counties. Operated by the Southern California Regional 
Rail Authority, a joint powers authority with leadership from Los Angeles, Orange, San 
Bernardino, Riverside and Ventura counties, Metrolink primarily connects regional 
commuters to downtown Los Angeles.14 

 
Source: Metrolink 

Figure 2  Metrolink Regional Rail System Map 

Metrolink reported that recent ridership growth has been driven by off-peak travel, with 
over 140,000 boardings on the OC Line in April 2025 (see Appendix B). Since January 
2025, off-peak ridership is increased 46% year-over-year, as shown in Appendix C. 
Metrolink is expanding its appeal to leisure travelers attending events, like a baseball 
game, or visiting attractions like Disneyland without the hassle of traffic and parking.15 

  

 
14 Liz Ohanesian, “Day Trip on a Budget Throughout Southern California with Metrolink,” Orange County 
Register, September 9, 2025. https://www.ocregister.com/2025/09/09/day-trip-on-a-budget-throughout-
southern-california-with-metrolink/. 
15 Liz Ohanesian, “Day Trip on a Budget,” Orange County Register 
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14 Liz Ohanesian, “Day Trip on a Budget Throughout Southern California with Metrolink,” Orange County 
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Pacific Surfliner 
Amtrak’s Pacific Surfliner train runs along the 351-mile Los Angeles – San Diego – San 
Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) rail corridor, as shown in Figure 3. In Fiscal Year 2024-25 2.03 
million passengers traveled the Pacific Surfliner. The LOSSAN Rail Corridor Agency, a 
joint powers authority composed of rail owners, operators, and planning agencies along 
the corridor, oversees service coordination and planning. Since July 2015, the agency 
has managed the Pacific Surfliner service under an interagency transfer agreement with 
the State of California. OCTA serves as the managing agency for the LOSSAN Agency. 

 
Source: octa.net 

Figure 3  LOSSAN Corridor Map 

FlyAway® Bus 
FlyAway® is an airport shuttle service providing non-stop connections to and from LAX 
and bus terminals near Van Nuys Airport and Los Angeles Union Station. Managed by 
LAWA and operated by Bus.com (9139249 Canada Inc.), a contracted bus provider, 
FlyAway® supports LAWA’s initiative to reduce traffic congestion and emissions through 
high-occupancy transit. In 2024, LAWA reported over 1.9 million FlyAway® passengers 
with 1.1 million from Van Nuys and 0.8 million from Union Station. 
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Individuals traveling from Orange County to LAX must first either take Metrolink or 
Amtrak to Union Station, or drive there by car, where they transfer to a FlyAway® bus 
providing direct service to the airport. Unlike local transit services like OCTA, which 
operate fixed-route buses with multiple stops, FlyAway® buses provide nonstop service 
to LAX. LAWA operates FlyAway® under FAA guidelines, which restrict service to airport 
passengers and employees. Approximately 10% of FlyAway® riders are LAX workers. 
This restriction to airport passengers and employees ensures compliance with FAA 
regulations and maintains service efficiency.  

FlyAway® routes cover twenty-two miles from Van Nuys and fourteen miles from Union 
Station to LAX. Despite the difference in distance, both routes offer similar travel times, 
typically 30 to 60 minutes, and maintain a bus frequency of every 30 minutes. The 
$12.75 fare closely aligns with the breakeven point for operating costs, in contrast to 
OCTA’s farebox recovery rate of between 10% and 20% of operating expenses. 

Between 2009 and 2012, FlyAway® operated a direct route from the Irvine 
Transportation Center to LAX, covering approximately fifty miles. Service commenced 
on November 16, 2009, providing for a 60-minute or more journey between LAX and the 
Irvine Transportation Center. Despite its convenience, the service faced several 
challenges, including a limited schedule of just six trips per day, a relatively high fare of 
$25, and low ridership. During Fiscal Years 2011–2012, the route averaged only forty-
eight passengers per day and generated an annual operating loss of $382,337, 
equating to roughly $21.89 per passenger. These factors contributed to the route’s 
discontinuation. Following the Chapter 11 bankruptcy filing of Coach America, the 
operator of the service, FlyAway® officially terminated the route on August 31, 2012. 

Transit to John Wayne Airport and Other Airports 
John Wayne Airport has approximately 32,000 visitors per day16 and 174 airport 
employees arriving each day.17 Most travelers at John Wayne Airport rely on personal 
vehicles and TNCs for their journeys. Those travelers heading to the Disneyland Resort 
area also use commercial shuttles and the Anaheim Transportation Network’s (ATN) 
Everyone Ventures Everywhere (EVE) bus service to complete their trip. OCTA does not 
operate a direct transit link connecting John Wayne Airport to Metrolink. OC Bus 76, the 
only fixed-route service serving the airport, caters to airport staff and employees of 
nearby businesses. Between August 15 and September 15, 2025, OC Bus 76 averaged 

 
16 John Wayne Airport, “John Wayne Airport Posts September 2025 Statistics,” News Releases, Accessed 
November 1, 2025, https://www.ocair.com/news/2025/10/22/statistics-september-2025/. 
17 John Wayne Airport, “Statistics,” News & Info, Accessed November 1, 2025, 
https://www.ocair.com/about/news-info/statistics/. 
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16 John Wayne Airport, “John Wayne Airport Posts September 2025 Statistics,” News Releases, Accessed 
November 1, 2025, https://www.ocair.com/news/2025/10/22/statistics-september-2025/. 
17 John Wayne Airport, “Statistics,” News & Info, Accessed November 1, 2025, 
https://www.ocair.com/about/news-info/statistics/. 
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just twenty daily riders, underscoring the difficulty of generating transit demand for 
airport-related trips. 

The iShuttle 400A previously connected the Tustin Metrolink Station, John Wayne 
Airport, and the Irvine Business Complex (IBC). Operated jointly by the City of Irvine 
and OCTA, the shuttle aimed to reduce congestion and improve access to employment 
centers. It ran on weekdays during peak hours from October 13, 2019, until its 
cancellation on June 28, 2025, due to low ridership. 

OCTA continues to assess its transit network through regular system studies, including 
OC Bus 360 (2016–2020), Making Better Connections (2022), and the OC Transit 
Vision (2024). An important focus of the 2024 OC Transit Vision is to identify potential 
high-capacity and rapid transit corridors. The OC Transit Vision report identified a 
potential long-term opportunity to explore an airport connection along the Bristol/State 
College corridor. 

LAWA officials cited Boston and Minneapolis as having similar express bus and light rail 
services from metropolitan areas to major international airport terminals. These 
metropolitan areas are somewhat comparable to the multi-county metropolitan region 
served by LAX. In Boston, the Logan Express bus service operates from five locations 
in the Boston area to Logan International Airport with daily ridership of 6,850 
passengers, system wide. Covering 23-miles, the Framingham, MA to Boston Logan 
route costs $9 per trip, operates every 30 minutes, and completes the journey in 35 to 
45 minutes. The Minneapolis Metro Blue Line, a light rail service, connects Minneapolis 
International Airport to downtown Minneapolis and other locations like the Mall of 
America. The route is nine miles from the airport to downtown. The Blue Line light rail 
operates are every 12 minutes from Minneapolis International Airport with a fare of $2 to 
downtown. In 2025 Blue Line daily ridership averaged 15,300 passengers. 

RREEAASSOONN  FFOORR  SSTTUUDDYY  
The overall purpose of this study was to evaluate current and future in-progress travel 
options between Orange County and LAX. John Wayne Airport accommodates 
approximately 11.8 million passengers annually, while an estimated 9.9 million Orange 
County residents travel through LAX. The grand jury report will serve several purposes 
including informing Orange County residents of available service options and 
associated time requirements as well as costs of the distinct options. In addition, the 
report will highlight service gaps and inefficiencies. Route and/or schedule 
enhancements or expansion opportunities will also be addressed. Finally, by promoting 
the use of public transportation, reduction of traffic congestion and vehicle emissions 
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will be realized. The goal of this report will be to identify specific public transportation 
options and identify and prioritize implementation of those options by evaluation of time 
requirements, costs, and schedule options.  

MMEETTHHOODD  OOFF  SSTTUUDDYY  
The Orange County Grand Jury investigated the transportation challenges that Orange 
County residents face when traveling to LAX to provide a clear and accurate 
assessment. The Grand Jury based its study on a comprehensive review of multiple 
sources, including interviews, public records, complaint letters submitted to the Grand 
Jury, and relevant news articles. Multiple independent sources corroborated and 
validated all facts, findings, and recommendations presented in the report. 

• Interviewed several Orange County executives and senior staff directly involved 
in managing transportation systems connecting Orange County to LAX. 

• Reviewed and analyzed key documents related to the investigation, including:  
o Metrolink operational overviews 
o Records from OCTA, Metrolink, LA World Airports, LA Metro, and the 

Norwalk Transportation System 
• Examined news articles and publications relevant to the topic. 
• Investigated the transportation concerns outlined in public complaint letters 

submitted to the Grand Jury. 
• Conducted extensive internet research. 
• Performed field investigations in which Grand Jury members rode Metrolink, 

Norwalk Transportation System Bus 4, and four LA Metro lines, and engaged 
with security personnel and staff at FlyAway® Bus, Union Station, Norwalk, and 
LAX Metro stations to directly observe and assess transportation conditions. 

IINNVVEESSTTIIGGAATTIIOONN  AANNDD  AANNAALLYYSSIISS  

LAX Passenger Growth and Forecast 
In 2024, LAX welcomed over 76.58 million travelers.18 Although LAX dropped to the 5th 
busiest airport in the United States, partly due to ongoing construction and relatively 
high landing fees,19 LAWA consultants conservatively project a compound annual 

 
18 Los Angeles World Airports, 10-Year Summary, Accessed November 1, 2025, https://www.lawa.org/lawa-
investor-relations/statistics-for-lax/10-year-summary/passengers. 
19 Howard Fine, “LAX Slips to 5th Busiest in the Nation,” Los Angeles Business Journal, February 10, 2025, 
https://labusinessjournal.com/featured/lax-slips-to-5th-busiest-in-the-nation/. 
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passengers, system wide. Covering 23-miles, the Framingham, MA to Boston Logan 
route costs $9 per trip, operates every 30 minutes, and completes the journey in 35 to 
45 minutes. The Minneapolis Metro Blue Line, a light rail service, connects Minneapolis 
International Airport to downtown Minneapolis and other locations like the Mall of 
America. The route is nine miles from the airport to downtown. The Blue Line light rail 
operates are every 12 minutes from Minneapolis International Airport with a fare of $2 to 
downtown. In 2025 Blue Line daily ridership averaged 15,300 passengers. 

RREEAASSOONN  FFOORR  SSTTUUDDYY  
The overall purpose of this study was to evaluate current and future in-progress travel 
options between Orange County and LAX. John Wayne Airport accommodates 
approximately 11.8 million passengers annually, while an estimated 9.9 million Orange 
County residents travel through LAX. The grand jury report will serve several purposes 
including informing Orange County residents of available service options and 
associated time requirements as well as costs of the distinct options. In addition, the 
report will highlight service gaps and inefficiencies. Route and/or schedule 
enhancements or expansion opportunities will also be addressed. Finally, by promoting 
the use of public transportation, reduction of traffic congestion and vehicle emissions 
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will be realized. The goal of this report will be to identify specific public transportation 
options and identify and prioritize implementation of those options by evaluation of time 
requirements, costs, and schedule options.  

MMEETTHHOODD  OOFF  SSTTUUDDYY  
The Orange County Grand Jury investigated the transportation challenges that Orange 
County residents face when traveling to LAX to provide a clear and accurate 
assessment. The Grand Jury based its study on a comprehensive review of multiple 
sources, including interviews, public records, complaint letters submitted to the Grand 
Jury, and relevant news articles. Multiple independent sources corroborated and 
validated all facts, findings, and recommendations presented in the report. 

• Interviewed several Orange County executives and senior staff directly involved 
in managing transportation systems connecting Orange County to LAX. 

• Reviewed and analyzed key documents related to the investigation, including:  
o Metrolink operational overviews 
o Records from OCTA, Metrolink, LA World Airports, LA Metro, and the 

Norwalk Transportation System 
• Examined news articles and publications relevant to the topic. 
• Investigated the transportation concerns outlined in public complaint letters 

submitted to the Grand Jury. 
• Conducted extensive internet research. 
• Performed field investigations in which Grand Jury members rode Metrolink, 

Norwalk Transportation System Bus 4, and four LA Metro lines, and engaged 
with security personnel and staff at FlyAway® Bus, Union Station, Norwalk, and 
LAX Metro stations to directly observe and assess transportation conditions. 

IINNVVEESSTTIIGGAATTIIOONN  AANNDD  AANNAALLYYSSIISS  

LAX Passenger Growth and Forecast 
In 2024, LAX welcomed over 76.58 million travelers.18 Although LAX dropped to the 5th 
busiest airport in the United States, partly due to ongoing construction and relatively 
high landing fees,19 LAWA consultants conservatively project a compound annual 

 
18 Los Angeles World Airports, 10-Year Summary, Accessed November 1, 2025, https://www.lawa.org/lawa-
investor-relations/statistics-for-lax/10-year-summary/passengers. 
19 Howard Fine, “LAX Slips to 5th Busiest in the Nation,” Los Angeles Business Journal, February 10, 2025, 
https://labusinessjournal.com/featured/lax-slips-to-5th-busiest-in-the-nation/. 
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growth rate (CAGR) of 2.7% in passenger traffic through Fiscal Year 2034.20 At this 
pace, LAX could serve over 100 million travelers annually by 2034, representing a 30% 
increase from current levels and an additional 23.4 million travelers per year.  

Figure 4 illustrates historical data for LAX passenger traffic between 2015 and 2024 and 
forecast estimates beyond 2024. 

 

Figure 4  LAX Annual Passenger Traffic – Historical Data and Forecast 

LAX Capital Improvement Projects 
To accommodate this growth, LAWA has completed or is nearing completion of several 
capital improvement projects as part of its Landside Access Modernization Program 
(LAMP) and Airfield & Terminal Modernization Project (ATMP).  

• Automated People Mover (APM): A 2.25-mile elevated train connecting 
terminals, parking areas, the Consolidated Rent-A-Car (ConRAC) facility, and 
LAX/Metro Transit Center. It is expected to transport up to eighty-five million 
passengers annually.21 APM is aimed at (1) reducing vehicle congestion near 
LAX, (2) providing efficient ground transportation, and (3) improving airport 
accessibility. 

 
20 Los Angeles World Airports, “LAX Capital Program Plan of Finance and Key Metrics,” LAWA Legislative 
Update, March 13, 2025, https://www.lawa.org/sites/lawa/files/2025-
03/3.%20Management%20Report%20C%20-%20Capital%20Finance%20Plan.pdf. 
21 M. Kubwa, “$2 Billion LAX’s People Mover Completion Set for Late 2025,” Construction Review, April 5, 
2024, https://constructionreviewonline.com/construction-news/usa/2-billion-laxs-people-mover-
completion-set-for-late-2025/. 
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• ConRAC Facility: A 6.3-million-square-foot facility housing over 18,000 rental 
vehicles. Its integration with APM will eliminate over 3,200 daily rental car shuttle 
trips from the LAX Central Terminal Area (CTA).22 

• Intermodal Transportation Facilities (ITF): Two facilities (ITF East and ITF 
West) offering parking, ground transportation services, and meet-and-greet 
areas. 

• ATMP Roadway Improvements Project: Reconfigured roadways, including 4.4 
miles of new infrastructure, are being constructed to reduce congestion on 
Sepulveda Boulevard and create dedicated airport access routes. Construction 
near Sepulveda Boulevard, 96th Street, and Century Avenue will continue 
through 2030. 

Completion of LAMP and ATMP projects will significantly alleviate traffic congestion and 
reduce long lines that plague LAX’s current CTA. An aerial view in Figure 5 illustrates 
the scale of the APM.  

 Source: Gateway Los Angeles Airport Business District Official Website 

Figure 5  Automated People Mover Map from LAX Central Terminals to Rental Car Facility  

 
22 Los Angeles World Airports, “Consolidated Rent-A-Car Facility,” Connecting LAX, Accessed November 1, 
2025, https://www.lawa.org/connectinglax/consolidated-rent-a-car-facility. 
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vehicles. Its integration with APM will eliminate over 3,200 daily rental car shuttle 
trips from the LAX Central Terminal Area (CTA).22 
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Sepulveda Boulevard and create dedicated airport access routes. Construction 
near Sepulveda Boulevard, 96th Street, and Century Avenue will continue 
through 2030. 
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22 Los Angeles World Airports, “Consolidated Rent-A-Car Facility,” Connecting LAX, Accessed November 1, 
2025, https://www.lawa.org/connectinglax/consolidated-rent-a-car-facility. 
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Figure 6 details vehicle access policy and categories of how shuttle and commercial bus 
pick-ups and drop-offs will occur at the Intermodal Transportation Facilities. 

 
Source: LAWA Board of Airport Commissioners Management Report, August 3, 2023 

Figure 6  LAX Vehicle Access Policy Post-Automated People Mover 

LAWA officials consider the Union Station and Van Nuys routes ideal for FlyAway® 
service. Union Station offers convenient access to parking and multiple transit modes, 
enhancing connectivity for airport-bound travelers. With ongoing improvements under 
LAMP and ATMP, LAWA anticipates expanding service while reducing operational costs. 

Transportation Options Between Orange County and 
LAX 
The Grand Jury identified multiple transportation options between Orange County and 
LAX. Table 1 summarizes these options, including cost, travel time, and number of 
transfers. Estimated costs and travel time in Table 1 are based on a weekday one-way 
trip from Irvine, CA to LAX at 10:00 AM. Personal vehicle cost assumes a 50-mile 
distance between Irvine, CA and LAX, twenty-five miles per gallon, and $4.50 per 
gallon. 
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Table 1  Airport Transportation Options to/from Irvine and LAX 

Option Cost Estimate Travel 
Time 

Transfers Pros Cons 

Get Dropped Off $18 1:00 0 Simple, low cost, no parking 
hassle 

Requires family/friend’s time 
and availability 

Drive Yourself $9 + $30/day for 
economy parking 1:00 0 

Full control over timing; easy 
access to car; predictable 
cost with reservation 

Parking fees can be high; risk 
of car damage; traffic stress 

Drive Yourself → 
LA Metro C Line 
(Norwalk Station) 
→ APM 

$7.15 + $3/day for 
parking 1:15 2 

Full control over timing; 
predictable cost; low parking 
fees at Norwalk Station 

Risk of car damage; traffic 
stress; addition planning for 
long-term parking 

Transport 
Network 
Companies 
(Uber, Lyft, Opoli) 
→ APM 

$80–$150 1:00 0-1 
Door-to-door convenience; 
no parking needed; 
customizable vehicle options 

Surge pricing; availability 
varies; unpredictable costs 

Metrolink → 
FlyAway® → APM $23.75 1:44 2 Affordable; Amtrak ticket 

adds $8;  

Longer travel time; limited 
schedule; variable fees for 
long-term parking 

Metrolink → LA 
Metro → APM $12.75 1:43 3–4 Cheapest option; Amtrak 

ticket adds $8; eco-friendly 

Multiple transfers; long travel 
time; limited-service hours; 
variable fees for long-term 
parking 

One-Way Car 
Rental → APM $60 1:00 1 

Flexible for visitors; option for 
SNA flights redirected to LAX; 
no return trip needed 

Cost includes gas, rental, 
and drop-off fees; logistics of 
pickup/drop-off 

Taxi → APM $95–$200 1:00 1 Reliable; direct service Expensive; metered fare can 
vary with traffic 

Black 
Car/Executive 
Car 

$160–$330 1:00 0 Luxury experience; flight 
tracking; stress-free Expensive 

Shuttle Bus → 
APM $80-150 1:10 1 Cost-effective for groups; 

door-to-door; flight tracking 
Longer travel time due to 
multiple stops; less privacy 

Note: During peak commute times, travel time estimates for car and bus options could be an additional 30 minutes or more. 

Public Transportation Options 
Highlights of selected public transportation options from Orange County to LAX 
available after the opening of the APM are given in Table 2 with routes departing from 
the Irvine Metrolink Station to LAX and other public transit modes as noted. Currently, 
FlyAway® buses drop passengers off directly at the LAX Central Terminal Area (CTA), 
while LA Metro riders arriving at ITF East transfer to a LAX Shuttle bus to reach the 
CTA.  
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Figure 6 details vehicle access policy and categories of how shuttle and commercial bus 
pick-ups and drop-offs will occur at the Intermodal Transportation Facilities. 

 
Source: LAWA Board of Airport Commissioners Management Report, August 3, 2023 
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Table 1  Airport Transportation Options to/from Irvine and LAX 
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Transfers Pros Cons 

Get Dropped Off $18 1:00 0 Simple, low cost, no parking 
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Requires family/friend’s time 
and availability 

Drive Yourself $9 + $30/day for 
economy parking 1:00 0 

Full control over timing; easy 
access to car; predictable 
cost with reservation 

Parking fees can be high; risk 
of car damage; traffic stress 

Drive Yourself → 
LA Metro C Line 
(Norwalk Station) 
→ APM 

$7.15 + $3/day for 
parking 1:15 2 

Full control over timing; 
predictable cost; low parking 
fees at Norwalk Station 

Risk of car damage; traffic 
stress; addition planning for 
long-term parking 

Transport 
Network 
Companies 
(Uber, Lyft, Opoli) 
→ APM 

$80–$150 1:00 0-1 
Door-to-door convenience; 
no parking needed; 
customizable vehicle options 

Surge pricing; availability 
varies; unpredictable costs 

Metrolink → 
FlyAway® → APM $23.75 1:44 2 Affordable; Amtrak ticket 

adds $8;  

Longer travel time; limited 
schedule; variable fees for 
long-term parking 

Metrolink → LA 
Metro → APM $12.75 1:43 3–4 Cheapest option; Amtrak 

ticket adds $8; eco-friendly 

Multiple transfers; long travel 
time; limited-service hours; 
variable fees for long-term 
parking 

One-Way Car 
Rental → APM $60 1:00 1 

Flexible for visitors; option for 
SNA flights redirected to LAX; 
no return trip needed 

Cost includes gas, rental, 
and drop-off fees; logistics of 
pickup/drop-off 
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vary with traffic 
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Car/Executive 
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$160–$330 1:00 0 Luxury experience; flight 
tracking; stress-free Expensive 

Shuttle Bus → 
APM $80-150 1:10 1 Cost-effective for groups; 

door-to-door; flight tracking 
Longer travel time due to 
multiple stops; less privacy 

Note: During peak commute times, travel time estimates for car and bus options could be an additional 30 minutes or more. 

Public Transportation Options 
Highlights of selected public transportation options from Orange County to LAX 
available after the opening of the APM are given in Table 2 with routes departing from 
the Irvine Metrolink Station to LAX and other public transit modes as noted. Currently, 
FlyAway® buses drop passengers off directly at the LAX Central Terminal Area (CTA), 
while LA Metro riders arriving at ITF East transfer to a LAX Shuttle bus to reach the 
CTA.  
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Table 2  Public Transportation Routes from Irvine* to LAX 

Route Travel Time Transfers Transfer Locations 

Metrolink/Amtrak → FlyAway® Bus → APM ~1.9 hours 2 
1. Union Station 
2. ITF East 

Metrolink → Norwalk Transit → Metro C Line → APM ~1.9 hours 3 

1. Norwalk/Santa Fe 
Springs Station 

2. Norwalk Station 
3. ITF East 

Metrolink/Amtrak → Metro Bus J Line → Metro C Line → 
APM ~2.2 hours 3 

1. Union Station 
2. Harbor Freeway Station 
3. ITF East 

Metrolink/Amtrak → Metro A → E → K Lines → APM ~2.1 hours 4 

1. Union Station 
2. Little Tokyo Station 
3. Expo/Crenshaw Station 
4. ITF East 

OC Bus 83 → Metro Bus 460 → Metro C Line → APM 

~3.2 hours 
From Laguna Hills 
Transportation 
Center 

3 

1. Disneyland East Shuttle 
Station 

2. Norwalk Station 
3. ITF East 

OC Bus 70 → OC Bus 543 or 43 → Metro Bus 460 → 
Metro C Line → APM 

~3.3 hours 
From Tustin 
Metrolink Station 

4 

1. Edinger Avenue & Harbor 
Blvd. 

2. Disneyland East Shuttle 
Station 

3. Norwalk Station 
4. ITF East 

OC Bus 529 → Metro Bus 460 → Metro C Line → APM 

~2.4 hours 
From Goldenwest 
Transportation 
Center 

3 

1. Fullerton Park & Ride 
2. Norwalk Station 
3. ITF East 

*Note: Starting locations other than Irvine Metrolink Station are identified. 

Safety 
The Grand Jury received letters from the public expressing concern about safety on 
public transportation. While LA Metro carries nearly one million passengers daily, the 
Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Transit Services Bureau recorded 537 crimes 
for the year on LA Metro buses and trains as of October 9, 2025, with battery, theft, 
aggravated assault, and robbery among the most frequent offenses.23 In 2024, OCTA 
reported bus ridership at 34.8 million boardings and 314 Group A offenses, which are 
serious crimes such as assault, theft, and drug violations, reflecting a 15% decrease 
from 2023. 

LA Metro continues to enhance its customer experience, with a February 2025 rider 
survey indicating that 87% of passengers are satisfied or very satisfied with the service. 
In the same survey, 53% of respondents reported noticeable improvements in the transit 

 
23 Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department, Transit Services Bureau Weekly Report, October 14, 2025, 
https://lasd.org/transit-services-bureau-weekly-report-68/. 
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system over the past year, primarily citing better service quality and increased safety.24 
Meanwhile, customer feedback consistently rates Metrolink, Amtrak, and FlyAway® 
services as reliable and safe.  

LA Metro responded to safety concerns by implementing a layered security strategy that 
includes uniformed law enforcement officers, Metro Transit Security Officers, and Metro 
Ambassadors throughout the system. The agency upgraded station infrastructure with 
brighter lighting, expanded surveillance coverage, and taller fare gates to deter fare 
evasion and unauthorized access. LA Metro partners with county, city, and regional 
agencies to implement a care-based approach that delivers support and resources to 
individuals experiencing homelessness and those with untreated mental illness. After 
crime increased following the suspension of the Tap-to-Exit program, LA Metro 
reinstated the initiative and expanded weapons detection technology at key stations.25 
These measures reflect LA Metro’s commitment to maintaining a secure and accessible 
transit environment. 

Travelers who use the LA Metro C Line to reach LAX benefit from recent infrastructure 
upgrades and a continuous security presence at the LAX/Metro Transit Center. This 
facility connects the C and K Lines to the airport via a free shuttle service and, 
beginning in mid-2026, will offer direct access through the APM. Enhanced lighting, 
surveillance systems, and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessible facilities 
contribute to a safer experience for airport-bound passengers, especially during daytime 
and peak travel hours (6:00 AM–9:00 AM and 3:00 PM–7:00 PM). 

Cost Analysis 
Public transportation total fares from Orange County to LAX range from $9.50 to $35.75 
depending on origin and route. Fare programs offer discounts for students, seniors, and 
disabled persons. For example, Metrolink Monthly Pass holders can ride the FlyAway® 
bus at no additional cost. Published regular fares that are shown below are from official 
websites as of September 12, 2025. 

• FlyAway®: $12.75 (Union Station to LAX) 
• Metrolink: $7.75–$13.50 (between Buena Park and San Clemente to Union 

Station) 
 

24 LA Metro, LAX Metro Transit Center Opening Drives Dramatic Increase in Ridership on K Line, Accessed 
November 2, 2025, https://www.metro.net/about/lax-metro-transit-center-opening-drives-dramatic-
increase-in-ridership-on-k-
line/#:~:text=Overall%20System%20Ridership%20and%20Experience,reasons%20cited%20for%20the%20i
mprovement. 
25 Travis Schlepp, “What Happened After LA Metro Paused Its Tap-to-Exit Program,” KTLA, September 15, 
2025, https://ktla.com/news/travel/what-happened-after-la-metro-paused-its-tap-to-exit-program/. 
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Table 2  Public Transportation Routes from Irvine* to LAX 

Route Travel Time Transfers Transfer Locations 
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1. Union Station 
2. ITF East 

Metrolink → Norwalk Transit → Metro C Line → APM ~1.9 hours 3 
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APM ~2.2 hours 3 
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3. ITF East 

Metrolink/Amtrak → Metro A → E → K Lines → APM ~2.1 hours 4 

1. Union Station 
2. Little Tokyo Station 
3. Expo/Crenshaw Station 
4. ITF East 

OC Bus 83 → Metro Bus 460 → Metro C Line → APM 

~3.2 hours 
From Laguna Hills 
Transportation 
Center 

3 
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3. ITF East 
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~3.3 hours 
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2. Norwalk Station 
3. ITF East 

*Note: Starting locations other than Irvine Metrolink Station are identified. 
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for the year on LA Metro buses and trains as of October 9, 2025, with battery, theft, 
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serious crimes such as assault, theft, and drug violations, reflecting a 15% decrease 
from 2023. 

LA Metro continues to enhance its customer experience, with a February 2025 rider 
survey indicating that 87% of passengers are satisfied or very satisfied with the service. 
In the same survey, 53% of respondents reported noticeable improvements in the transit 

 
23 Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department, Transit Services Bureau Weekly Report, October 14, 2025, 
https://lasd.org/transit-services-bureau-weekly-report-68/. 
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system over the past year, primarily citing better service quality and increased safety.24 
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agencies to implement a care-based approach that delivers support and resources to 
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crime increased following the suspension of the Tap-to-Exit program, LA Metro 
reinstated the initiative and expanded weapons detection technology at key stations.25 
These measures reflect LA Metro’s commitment to maintaining a secure and accessible 
transit environment. 

Travelers who use the LA Metro C Line to reach LAX benefit from recent infrastructure 
upgrades and a continuous security presence at the LAX/Metro Transit Center. This 
facility connects the C and K Lines to the airport via a free shuttle service and, 
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24 LA Metro, LAX Metro Transit Center Opening Drives Dramatic Increase in Ridership on K Line, Accessed 
November 2, 2025, https://www.metro.net/about/lax-metro-transit-center-opening-drives-dramatic-
increase-in-ridership-on-k-
line/#:~:text=Overall%20System%20Ridership%20and%20Experience,reasons%20cited%20for%20the%20i
mprovement. 
25 Travis Schlepp, “What Happened After LA Metro Paused Its Tap-to-Exit Program,” KTLA, September 15, 
2025, https://ktla.com/news/travel/what-happened-after-la-metro-paused-its-tap-to-exit-program/. 
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• Amtrak: $14–$23 (between Buena Park and San Clemente to Union Station) 
• OC Bus: $2 per boarding or $5/day 
• LA Metro: $1.75 per trip with free transfers for two hours, $5 fare cap/day 
• Norwalk Transit: $1.25 per boarding (Norwalk Metrolink to Norwalk C Line 

Station) 

Parking fees vary at Metrolink/Amtrak stations across Orange County. Most stations 
provide free daily parking for up to 72 hours. Some stations located in high-demand 
urban areas require paid parking permits. At ARTIC, vehicles must be registered for 
overnight or Lot C parking at least 24 hours prior to parking. An overnight parking 
authorization form can be found on the Visit Anaheim website. Current parking 
guidelines and fees can be found on the Metrolink “Parking at Stations” website. 
FlyAway® bus patrons can use parking lots at Union Station and Vay Nuys, which have 
daily parking fees of $8/day and $6/day with a 30-day limit, respectively. Parking is 
$3/day and permitted overnight for seventy-two consecutive hours at the LA Metro C 
Line Norwalk Station. For longer stays, an Extended Permit Authorization Form must be 
submitted in advance to metroparking@joesautoparks.com. Parking at the Norwalk 
Station parking lot is free on weekends and holidays. 

LA Metro commuters use a pre-paid TAP fare card for transportation fares and OC Bus 
commuters began using a pre-paid WAVE card in October 2025. 

Schedule and Reliability 
The Grand Jury examined published schedules (Appendix C) and route maps. Transit 
app, Apple Maps, and Google Maps confirmed real-time routes and travel times.  

• FlyAway®: Runs every 30 minutes; 30-to-60-minute travel time varies day-to-
day 

• LA Metro Rail: Lines A, C, E, and K typically run every ~10 minutes; travel time 
depends on route 

• APM: Runs every two minutes at peak usage; ~10-minute end-to-end travel 
time26 

• Metrolink/Amtrak: Hourly weekday coverage; limited weekend Metrolink service 
• Norwalk Transit Buses 4 & 7: ~30-minute weekday frequency; ~50-minute 

weekend frequency; Travel time is between 15 and 25 minutes, depending upon 
day, time of day, and direction of route  

 
26 Los Angeles World Airports, “Automated People Mover (APM) Train System,” The Development Group, 
Accessed November 1, 2025, https://www.lawa.org/transforminglax/projects/automated-people-mover-
train-system. 
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Based on published schedules, the Grand Jury found that the FlyAway® bus service 
from Union Station to LAX typically takes approximately 34 minutes under normal traffic 
conditions and is 10 to 20 minutes faster than LA Metro’s light rail alternatives. However, 
during peak commuting times—such as 8:00 AM and 5:30 PM—the FlyAway® bus can 
take 60 minutes or more. Starting in early 2026, FlyAway® passengers will transfer at 
ITF East and use the Automated People Mover, rather than being dropped off or picked 
up at LAX’s Central Terminal Area. According to LAWA officials, this change will improve 
the customer experience, improve bus queues, and reduce trip times. 

FlyAway® buses operate every 30 minutes, while LA Metro light rail trains on the A, C, 
E, and K Lines typically run every 10 minutes. If a passenger misses a FlyAway® bus 
and opts for LA Metro instead, they may arrive at LAX’s Central Terminal Area at the 
same time or up to 10 minutes earlier than the next FlyAway® bus. 

The Grand Jury found that the Metrolink and Amtrak Pacific Surfliner schedules 
separately have gaps at the time of this report. However, together they provided hourly 
weekday service to and from Union Station. On weekdays, train service from Irvine, CA 
runs from 5:12 AM to 10:49 PM, with thirteen northbound Metrolink trips and twelve 
northbound Amtrak trips. A similar number of southbound trips depart Union Station 
daily. Amtrak Pacific Surfliner maintains the same schedule on weekends, while 
Metrolink reduces service to four northbound and four southbound trips each day. 
Starting in early 2026, Amtrak will be increase Pacific Surfliner service to thirteen daily 
trips. 

Norwalk Transit System (NTS) Buses 4 and 7 connect the Metrolink Norwalk/Santa Fe 
Springs Station to the LA Metro C Line Norwalk Station, located 3.1 miles apart. 
Although weekend service is less frequent, both weekday and weekend schedules for 
Buses 4 and 7 align with the first and last Metrolink trains at Norwalk/Santa Fe Springs 
Station. 

The Grand Jury learned that travelers can connect from the LA Metro C Line at its 
Norwalk Station to LA Metro Bus 460 to reach Disneyland. A trip from LAX to 
Disneyland takes approximately two hours. Passengers may transfer from Bus 460 to 
Orange County buses at Knott’s Berry Farm, Fullerton Park & Ride, or Disneyland. This 
route offers a lower-cost alternative to Metrolink/Amtrak, though it requires more travel 
time.  

The investigation identified the fastest public transit route from Irvine to LAX as the 
Metrolink or Amtrak connection to the FlyAway® bus at Union Station (see Appendix D). 
This route averages one hour and 48 minutes on weekdays, with the quickest 
connection taking one hour and 41 minutes in the afternoon. The return trip from LAX to 
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26 Los Angeles World Airports, “Automated People Mover (APM) Train System,” The Development Group, 
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ITF East and use the Automated People Mover, rather than being dropped off or picked 
up at LAX’s Central Terminal Area. According to LAWA officials, this change will improve 
the customer experience, improve bus queues, and reduce trip times. 

FlyAway® buses operate every 30 minutes, while LA Metro light rail trains on the A, C, 
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and opts for LA Metro instead, they may arrive at LAX’s Central Terminal Area at the 
same time or up to 10 minutes earlier than the next FlyAway® bus. 
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separately have gaps at the time of this report. However, together they provided hourly 
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runs from 5:12 AM to 10:49 PM, with thirteen northbound Metrolink trips and twelve 
northbound Amtrak trips. A similar number of southbound trips depart Union Station 
daily. Amtrak Pacific Surfliner maintains the same schedule on weekends, while 
Metrolink reduces service to four northbound and four southbound trips each day. 
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Norwalk Transit System (NTS) Buses 4 and 7 connect the Metrolink Norwalk/Santa Fe 
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Buses 4 and 7 align with the first and last Metrolink trains at Norwalk/Santa Fe Springs 
Station. 

The Grand Jury learned that travelers can connect from the LA Metro C Line at its 
Norwalk Station to LA Metro Bus 460 to reach Disneyland. A trip from LAX to 
Disneyland takes approximately two hours. Passengers may transfer from Bus 460 to 
Orange County buses at Knott’s Berry Farm, Fullerton Park & Ride, or Disneyland. This 
route offers a lower-cost alternative to Metrolink/Amtrak, though it requires more travel 
time.  

The investigation identified the fastest public transit route from Irvine to LAX as the 
Metrolink or Amtrak connection to the FlyAway® bus at Union Station (see Appendix D). 
This route averages one hour and 48 minutes on weekdays, with the quickest 
connection taking one hour and 41 minutes in the afternoon. The return trip from LAX to 
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Irvine averages two hours and 15 minutes. Travel times for the FlyAway® bus can vary 
due to traffic congestion. The Grand Jury found that if FlyAway® buses arrived five 
minutes earlier at Union Station, travelers could catch the next Metrolink or Amtrak train 
departing at 10 and 40 minutes past the hour, reducing average travel time by 23 
minutes. 

An alternate route to LAX via Metrolink requires a transfer at the Norwalk/Santa Fe 
Springs Station to NTS Bus 4 or 7, followed by a connection to the Metro C Line. On 
weekdays, this trip averages approximately one hour and 47 minutes. On weekends, 
travel time exceeds two hours and eight minutes due to limited Metrolink service and 
the absence of Amtrak stops at the Norwalk/Santa Fe Springs Station. The return trip 
from LAX to Irvine via this route averages 2 hours and 30 minutes on weekdays and 
over 3 hours on weekends, primarily due to extended wait times for Metrolink trains. 
Weekend travelers face additional constraints, with the earliest possible arrival at LAX 
after 11:45 AM and final departure from LAX using this route at 3:40 PM. 

Transit-Supportive Developments 
There are transit-supportive and transit-oriented developments in Orange County that 
are approximately 25-miles from LAX and near a freeway include Fullerton Park and 
Ride, Buena Park Mall, and former Westminster Mall. 

The Fullerton Park & Ride facility is the focus of a major planning initiative called the 
Orangethorpe Transit Village Conceptual Study, led by the Orange County 
Transportation Authority (OCTA) in partnership with the City of Fullerton. The study is 
exploring the potential for transit-supportive mixed-use development at the 9-acre 
Fullerton Park & Ride site, which is currently underutilized. 

The Buena Park Downtown Mall is undergoing a major transit-oriented design 
transformation centered around the redevelopment of the former Sears property. 
Approved by the Buena Park City Council in June 2023, the Village at Buena Park is a 
$650 million mixed-use project led by Merlone Geier Partners. It will replace the old 
Sears building and adjacent parking lot with 1,302 apartments and townhomes, public 
space with walking paths, electric vehicle (EV) charging stations, bike racks, and 3,000 
parking spaces. 

The City of Westminster has approved the Westminster Mall Specific Plan (WMSP), 
which outlines a plan for converting the mall into a mixed-use development with 1,167 
housing units, retail, hospitality, and public spaces with walking paths. Shopoff Realty 
Investments is leading this 26-acre redevelopment project, called Bolsa Pacific at 
Westminster. The project’s design and goals reflect principles of Transit-Oriented 
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Development (TOD), such as walkable streets, mixed-use buildings, higher residential 
density, and proximity to public transit. As for transit services, OC Bus 64 currently stops 
at bus only lane near the former Westminster Mall on Edwards Street near Bolsa 
Avenue. 

ARTIC is co-located at the OC Vibe development, which has elements of transit-
oriented design. While ARTIC is forty miles from LAX, ARTIC provides connectivity to 
Anaheim Resort Transportation (ART), Metrolink, Amtrak, OCTA buses, and Greyhound 
buses. 

Barriers to Airport Transit Success 
The Grand Jury identified several key barriers that hinder the success of airport transit 
services: 

• Time-sensitivity: Air travelers are highly time-conscious. The risk of missing a 
flight makes reliability paramount, and many passengers prefer to maintain 
control over their schedule, often distrusting public transit reliability. 

• Convenience: Public buses are frequently perceived as slow, infrequent, and 
indirect compared to driving or using transportation network companies (TNCs). 
Transfers and wait times at bus stops add stress and reduce appeal. 

• Luggage Limitations: Transit vehicles are typically not designed to 
accommodate large or heavy luggage, making them less suitable for airport-
bound passengers. 

• Travel Habits: Historically, airport trips have been dominated by private vehicles 
and shuttle services. Public transit has not been the preferred mode for most 
travelers. 

The Grand Jury concluded that the Metrolink or Amtrak connection to the FlyAway® bus 
from Union Station currently offers the most reliable public transit option between 
Orange County and LAX, with average travel times under two hours. Return trips from 
LAX to Irvine average two hours and 15 minutes. The Grand Jury found that adjusting 
FlyAway® bus arrival times at Union Station by five minutes would enable passengers 
to board earlier Metrolink or Amtrak trains, thereby reducing travel time from LAX to 
Orange County by 23 minutes. LAWA has an opportunity to revise FlyAway® bus 
departure schedules with the opening of ITF East in mid-2026. 

Using LA Metro light rail instead of the FlyAway® bus adds 10 to 20 minutes to the 
journey from Union Station to LAX. Although the Norwalk/Santa Fe Springs shortcut 
may offer faster travel to LAX at certain times, limited Metrolink service results in return 
trips that are over 30 minutes longer than the FlyAway® route via Union Station. 
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Irvine averages two hours and 15 minutes. Travel times for the FlyAway® bus can vary 
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Development (TOD), such as walkable streets, mixed-use buildings, higher residential 
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at bus only lane near the former Westminster Mall on Edwards Street near Bolsa 
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Anaheim Resort Transportation (ART), Metrolink, Amtrak, OCTA buses, and Greyhound 
buses. 
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• Time-sensitivity: Air travelers are highly time-conscious. The risk of missing a 
flight makes reliability paramount, and many passengers prefer to maintain 
control over their schedule, often distrusting public transit reliability. 

• Convenience: Public buses are frequently perceived as slow, infrequent, and 
indirect compared to driving or using transportation network companies (TNCs). 
Transfers and wait times at bus stops add stress and reduce appeal. 

• Luggage Limitations: Transit vehicles are typically not designed to 
accommodate large or heavy luggage, making them less suitable for airport-
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• Travel Habits: Historically, airport trips have been dominated by private vehicles 
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from Union Station currently offers the most reliable public transit option between 
Orange County and LAX, with average travel times under two hours. Return trips from 
LAX to Irvine average two hours and 15 minutes. The Grand Jury found that adjusting 
FlyAway® bus arrival times at Union Station by five minutes would enable passengers 
to board earlier Metrolink or Amtrak trains, thereby reducing travel time from LAX to 
Orange County by 23 minutes. LAWA has an opportunity to revise FlyAway® bus 
departure schedules with the opening of ITF East in mid-2026. 

Using LA Metro light rail instead of the FlyAway® bus adds 10 to 20 minutes to the 
journey from Union Station to LAX. Although the Norwalk/Santa Fe Springs shortcut 
may offer faster travel to LAX at certain times, limited Metrolink service results in return 
trips that are over 30 minutes longer than the FlyAway® route via Union Station. 
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Implementing direct FlyAway®-style bus service between LAX and Orange County 
would ease traffic congestion, lower greenhouse gas emissions, and significantly 
improve regional transit efficiency, cutting public transit travel times by 30 minutes or 
more. The Grand Jury identified several viable locations within Orange County for such 
a service. A comparative analysis of travel durations (see Table 1) underscores the time-
saving potential of enhanced regional transit connectivity. LAWA’s proven success with 
the FlyAway® program demonstrates that direct bus service can operate near the 
breakeven point, offering a practical and efficient solution for airport access.  

Better Understanding Orange County’s Needs 
The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) has launched its SoCal 
Airport Access and Mobility Study, a regional airport passenger and employee survey to 
better understand how people travel to and from Southern California’s airports.27 The 
first stage of the study is analysis of existing conditions to document the region’s 
airports, access facilities, and connecting transportation networks. This is the ideal 
opportunity for SCAG to engage with all Orange County cities to understand each city’s 
transportation need for enhanced regional intermodal transit connectivity across various 
transit authorities and agencies and across county lines. 

FFIINNDDIINNGGSS 
In accordance with California Penal Code Sections 933 and 933.05, the 2025-2026 
Orange County Grand Jury requires (or, as noted, requests) responses from each 
agency affected by the findings presented in this section. The responses are to be 
submitted to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court. 

Based on its investigation described herein, the 2025-2026 Orange County Grand Jury 
has arrived at the following six principal findings: 

F1  Several Orange County locations meet the criteria for express bus pick-up 
sites, being approximately twenty-five miles from LAX and near major 
freeways. These locations are Fullerton Park & Ride, Buena Park Mall, 
and former Westminster Mall. 

F2  The Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center presents a viable 
option for express bus service to LAX due to its location near Orange 

 
27 Southern California Association of Governments. SoCal Airport Access and Mobility Study. 
https://scag.ca.gov/aviation-program 
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County attractions and multimodal connectivity, despite being forty miles 
from LAX. 

F3 The Irvine Transportation Center is a viable potential location for direct bus 
service to LAX due to its location near South Orange County, freeway 
access, and multimodal connectivity, despite being fifty miles from LAX. 

F4 Public transit options to LAX that offer travel times comparable to private 
automobiles have several limitations.  

• The Orange County Transportation Authority has never operated direct 
transit service to LAX due to federal regulations prohibiting transit bus 
service to a single destination such as LAX.  

• Metrolink OC Line lacks direct connections to LAX, as stations such as 
Norwalk/Santa Fe Springs do not provide a seamless link to the 
airport. 

• Southern California Association of Governments planning documents 
that discuss regional airport ground access neglect cross-county 
mobility challenges.  

F5 Metrolink provides less frequent service on weekends. Weekend travel 
times often exceed three hours due to reduced train schedules and longer 
transfer wait times. 

F6 Metrolink offers the most dependable connection at Union Station, linking 
travelers to bus and light rail services to LAX. These routes require 
transfers, and variable freeway conditions can affect overall travel times. 

RREECCOOMMMMEENNDDAATTIIOONNSS 
In accordance with California Penal Code Sections 933 and 933.05, the 2025-2026 
Orange County Grand Jury requires (or, as noted, requests) responses from each 
agency affected by the recommendations presented in this section. The responses are 
to be submitted to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court. 

Based on its investigation described herein, the 2025-2026 Orange County Grand Jury 
makes the following eight recommendations: 

R1 By September 30, 2026, the City of Fullerton should direct its Planning 
Department to collaborate with Orange County Transportation Authority 
(OCTA) and Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) on a business case study 
for FlyAway® or similar services from Fullerton Park & Ride 
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27 Southern California Association of Governments. SoCal Airport Access and Mobility Study. 
https://scag.ca.gov/aviation-program 
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County attractions and multimodal connectivity, despite being forty miles 
from LAX. 

F3 The Irvine Transportation Center is a viable potential location for direct bus 
service to LAX due to its location near South Orange County, freeway 
access, and multimodal connectivity, despite being fifty miles from LAX. 

F4 Public transit options to LAX that offer travel times comparable to private 
automobiles have several limitations.  

• The Orange County Transportation Authority has never operated direct 
transit service to LAX due to federal regulations prohibiting transit bus 
service to a single destination such as LAX.  

• Metrolink OC Line lacks direct connections to LAX, as stations such as 
Norwalk/Santa Fe Springs do not provide a seamless link to the 
airport. 

• Southern California Association of Governments planning documents 
that discuss regional airport ground access neglect cross-county 
mobility challenges.  

F5 Metrolink provides less frequent service on weekends. Weekend travel 
times often exceed three hours due to reduced train schedules and longer 
transfer wait times. 

F6 Metrolink offers the most dependable connection at Union Station, linking 
travelers to bus and light rail services to LAX. These routes require 
transfers, and variable freeway conditions can affect overall travel times. 

RREECCOOMMMMEENNDDAATTIIOONNSS 
In accordance with California Penal Code Sections 933 and 933.05, the 2025-2026 
Orange County Grand Jury requires (or, as noted, requests) responses from each 
agency affected by the recommendations presented in this section. The responses are 
to be submitted to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court. 

Based on its investigation described herein, the 2025-2026 Orange County Grand Jury 
makes the following eight recommendations: 

R1 By September 30, 2026, the City of Fullerton should direct its Planning 
Department to collaborate with Orange County Transportation Authority 
(OCTA) and Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) on a business case study 
for FlyAway® or similar services from Fullerton Park & Ride 
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(Orangethorpe Transit Village) to LAX, with a case study submitted to 
LAWA. This study should include projected ridership, financial 
sustainability, infrastructure readiness, and community benefits to support 
funding of the proposed service. [F1] 

R2 By September 30, 2026, the Buena Park City Council should direct its 
Planning Department to collaborate with Los Angeles World Airports 
(LAWA) on a business case study for FlyAway® or similar services from 
the Buena Park Mall site (Village at Buena Park) to LAX, with a case study 
submitted to LAWA. This study should include projected ridership, financial 
sustainability, infrastructure readiness, and community benefits to support 
funding of the proposed service. [F1] 

R3 By September 30, 2026, the Westminster City Council should direct its 
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the former Westminster Mall site (Bolsa Pacific at Westminster) to LAX, 
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This study should include projected ridership, financial sustainability, 
infrastructure readiness, and community benefits to support funding of the 
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R5 By September 30, 2026, the Irvine City Council should direct its 
Transportation Department to review the previous FlyAway® service that 
ended in 2012, engage the LAWA Mobility Unit or any other express bus 
service of their choice, and, upon receiving City Council approval, submit 
a business case study to LAWA or other express bus service(s). This 
study should include projected ridership, financial sustainability, 
infrastructure readiness, and community benefits to support funding of the 
proposed service. [F3] 

R6 By September 30, 2026, Southern California Association of Governments 
should reach out to all Orange County cities to engage and understand 
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each city’s transportation need for enhancing regional intermodal transit 
connectivity across various transit authorities and agencies and across 
county lines. [F4] 

R7 By March 31, 2026, Metrolink should increase Metrolink OC Line weekend 
train service to support public transportation trips from Orange County 
through Union Station to LAX. [F5] 

R8 By June 30, 2026, OCTA and Metrolink should promote the appropriate 
services that offer convenient connections to LAX, aiming to inform and 
guide travelers who are ready to choose public transit for their airport 
commute. [F6] 

CCOOMMMMEENNDDAATTIIOONNSS  
Southern California cities have made commendable strides in addressing transportation 
challenges through innovative, community-responsive programs which exemplify 
proactive governance and sustainable urban planning. 

One standout initiative is Irvine CONNECT, a free neighborhood shuttle service 
launched by the City of Irvine in response to resident concerns about traffic congestion 
and limited transit options. This program reflects a thoughtful and inclusive approach to 
mobility, connecting key destinations such as parks, schools, hospitals, and shopping 
centers with Irvine Station. Since its inception, Irvine CONNECT has expanded 
significantly—most notably in July 2025, when the city extended the Yale-Barranca 
route and introduced new routes like the Jamboree-UCI and Barranca Link. These 
expansions were based on data from the city’s Transit Vision Study and community 
feedback, demonstrating Irvine’s commitment to evidence-based planning and public 
engagement. 

The program’s success is evident in its ridership growth, with the original route serving 
nearly 150,000 rides in its first year. The city’s decision to sunset the older iShuttle 
program and consolidate services under Irvine CONNECT further highlights its 
dedication to streamlining operations and improving service quality. With seventy-seven 
stops and shuttles running every 20 minutes, Irvine CONNECT offers an eco-friendly, 
accessible alternative to car travel, helping reduce emissions and traffic while 
enhancing connectivity across the city. 

These efforts deserve recognition not only for their operational success but also for their 
responsiveness to community needs. Mayor Larry Agran praised the effort saying, “The 
No.1 complaint I hear from our city residents is about Irvine’s traffic congestion. The 
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Irvine CONNECT shuttle is one way we are addressing that issue.”28 Irvine’s leadership 
in expanding transit infrastructure, investing in capital improvements like new bus stops, 
and leveraging technology for real-time shuttle tracking sets a high standard for 
municipal transit innovation. Programs like Irvine CONNECT are a model for other cities 
seeking to build sustainable, resident-centered transportation networks. Orange County 
has launched several other commendable transportation programs that prioritize safety, 
sustainability, and regional connectivity. These initiatives reflect strong leadership and a 
commitment to improving mobility for residents and visitors alike. 

RREEQQUUIIRREEDD  RREESSPPOONNSSEESS  
California Penal Code Section 933 requires the governing body of any public agency 
which the Grand Jury has reviewed, and about which it has issued a final report, to 
comment to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court on the findings and 
recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of the governing body. Such 
comment shall be made no later than 90 days after the Grand Jury publishes its report 
(filed with the Clerk of the Court). Additionally, in the case of a report containing findings 
and recommendations pertaining to a department or agency headed by an elected 
County official (e.g., District Attorney, Sheriff, etc.), such elected County official shall 
comment on the findings and recommendations pertaining to the matters under that 
elected official’s control within 60 days to the Presiding Judge with an information copy 
sent to the Board of Supervisors.  

The following excerpts from the California Penal Code provide the requirements for 
public agencies to respond to the Findings and Recommendations of this Grand Jury 
report: 

§933 

(c) No later than 90 days after the grand jury submits a final report on the operations of 
any public agency subject to its reviewing authority, the governing body of the public 
agency shall comment to the presiding judge of the superior court on the findings and 
recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of the governing body, and 
every elected county officer or agency head for which the grand jury has responsibility 
pursuant to Section 914.1 shall comment within 60 days to the presiding judge of the 
superior court, with an information copy sent to the board of supervisors, on the findings 
and recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of that county officer or 
agency head and any agency or agencies which that officer or agency head supervises 

 
28 Irvine Community News & Views iMessage, (Free Irvine CONNECT Shuttle Bus Has Expanded Routes, 
10/2/2025). 
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or controls. In any city and county, the mayor shall also comment on the findings and 
recommendations. All of these comments and reports shall forthwith be submitted to the 
presiding judge of the superior court who impaneled the grand jury. A copy of all 
responses to grand jury reports shall be placed on file with the clerk of the public 
agency and the office of the county clerk, or the mayor when applicable, and shall 
remain on file in those offices. One copy shall be placed on file with the applicable 
grand jury final report by, and in the control of the currently impaneled grand jury, where 
it shall be maintained for a minimum of five years. 

§933.05. 

(a) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury finding, the 
responding person or entity shall indicate one of the following: 

(1) The respondent agrees with the finding. 

(2) The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding, in which case the 
response shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include an 
explanation of the reasons therefor. 

(b) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury 
recommendation, the responding person or entity shall report one of the following 
actions: 

(1) The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the 
implemented action. 

(2) The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the 
future, with a timeframe for implementation. 

(3) The recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and the scope 
and parameters of an analysis or study, and a timeframe for the matter to be prepared 
for discussion by the officer or head of the agency or department being investigated or 
reviewed, including the governing body of the public agency when applicable. This 
timeframe shall not exceed six months from the date of publication of the grand jury 
report. 

(4) The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not 
reasonable, with an explanation therefor. 

(c) However, if a finding or recommendation of the grand jury addresses budgetary or 
personnel matters of a county agency or department headed by an elected officer, both 
the agency or department head and the board of supervisors shall respond if requested 
by the grand jury, but the response of the board of supervisors shall address only those 
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grand jury final report by, and in the control of the currently impaneled grand jury, where 
it shall be maintained for a minimum of five years. 
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(a) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury finding, the 
responding person or entity shall indicate one of the following: 

(1) The respondent agrees with the finding. 

(2) The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding, in which case the 
response shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include an 
explanation of the reasons therefor. 

(b) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury 
recommendation, the responding person or entity shall report one of the following 
actions: 

(1) The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the 
implemented action. 

(2) The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the 
future, with a timeframe for implementation. 
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and parameters of an analysis or study, and a timeframe for the matter to be prepared 
for discussion by the officer or head of the agency or department being investigated or 
reviewed, including the governing body of the public agency when applicable. This 
timeframe shall not exceed six months from the date of publication of the grand jury 
report. 

(4) The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not 
reasonable, with an explanation therefor. 

(c) However, if a finding or recommendation of the grand jury addresses budgetary or 
personnel matters of a county agency or department headed by an elected officer, both 
the agency or department head and the board of supervisors shall respond if requested 
by the grand jury, but the response of the board of supervisors shall address only those 
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budgetary or personnel matters over which it has some decision-making authority. The 
response of the elected agency or department head shall address all aspects of the 
findings or recommendations affecting his or her agency or department. 

The Orange County Grand Jury requires the following responses: 
 

City of Fullerton       90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1 

Recommendations:     R1 

 

City of Buena Park      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1 

Recommendations:     R2 

 

City of Westminster     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1 

Recommendations:     R3 

 

City of Anaheim       90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2 

Recommendations:     R4 

 

City of Irvine      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F3 

Recommendations:     R5 

 

Orange County Transportation Authority   90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F4 

Recommendations:     R1, R4, R8 
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Southern California Association of Governments 90 Day Response Required  

Findings:       F4 

Recommendations:     R6 

 

Southern California Regional Rail Authority  90 Day Response Required  

(as governing Board of Metrolink)  

Findings:       F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R7, R8 

GGlloossssaarryy  aanndd  AAccrroonnyymmss    
Amtrak    American Track  

ADA    Americans with Disabilities Act 

APM    Automated People Mover 

ART    Anaheim Resort Transportation 

ATMP    Airfield & Terminal Modernization Project 

ATN    Anaheim Transportation Network 

CAGR    Compound Annual Growth Rate 

Caltrans    California Department of Transportation  

ConRAC   Consolidated Rent-A-Car 

CTA    Central Terminal Area 

EV    Electric Vehicle 

EVE    Everyone Ventures Everywhere 

FAA    Federal Aviation Administration 

IBC    Irvine Business Complex 

ITF    Intermodal Transportation Facility 

JPA     Joint Powers Authority  

LACMTA or LA Metro Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority  

LAMP    Landside Access Modernization Program 

2

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026Page 32



Connecting Orange County to LAX 

Page 32 of 54 Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 

budgetary or personnel matters over which it has some decision-making authority. The 
response of the elected agency or department head shall address all aspects of the 
findings or recommendations affecting his or her agency or department. 

The Orange County Grand Jury requires the following responses: 
 

City of Fullerton       90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1 

Recommendations:     R1 

 

City of Buena Park      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1 

Recommendations:     R2 

 

City of Westminster     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1 

Recommendations:     R3 

 

City of Anaheim       90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2 

Recommendations:     R4 

 

City of Irvine      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F3 

Recommendations:     R5 

 

Orange County Transportation Authority   90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F4 

Recommendations:     R1, R4, R8 

  

      Connecting Orange County to LAX 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026   Page 33 of 54 

Southern California Association of Governments 90 Day Response Required  

Findings:       F4 

Recommendations:     R6 

 

Southern California Regional Rail Authority  90 Day Response Required  

(as governing Board of Metrolink)  

Findings:       F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R7, R8 

GGlloossssaarryy  aanndd  AAccrroonnyymmss    
Amtrak    American Track  

ADA    Americans with Disabilities Act 

APM    Automated People Mover 

ART    Anaheim Resort Transportation 

ATMP    Airfield & Terminal Modernization Project 

ATN    Anaheim Transportation Network 

CAGR    Compound Annual Growth Rate 

Caltrans    California Department of Transportation  

ConRAC   Consolidated Rent-A-Car 

CTA    Central Terminal Area 

EV    Electric Vehicle 

EVE    Everyone Ventures Everywhere 

FAA    Federal Aviation Administration 

IBC    Irvine Business Complex 

ITF    Intermodal Transportation Facility 

JPA     Joint Powers Authority  

LACMTA or LA Metro Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority  

LAMP    Landside Access Modernization Program 

2

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 Page 33



Connecting Orange County to LAX 

Page 34 of 54 Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 

LAWA     Los Angeles World Airports 

LAX    Los Angeles International Airport 

LOSSAN   Los Angeles – San Diego – San Luis Obispo 

MOU     Memorandum of Understanding  

MPO    Metropolitan Planning Organization 

NTS    Norwalk Transit System 

OC    Orange County 

OCTA     Orange County Transportation Authority 

RTP/SCS Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Community 
Strategy 

SCAG    Southern California Association of Governments 

SNA    John Wayne Airport 

TNC    Transportation Network Company 

TOD    Transportation Oriented Development 

WMSP   Westminster Mall Specific Plan 
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Los Angeles World Airports Traffic and Vehicle Data 
Table 3  LAX Traffic Comparison for September 2025 

 
Source: lawa.org 
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Metrolink Ridership Data 

 Source: Metrolink 

Figure 7  Metrolink Systemwide Ridership  
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Figure 8  Peak/Off-Peak Ridership Analysis 
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Public Transportation References 

• FlyAway® Bus 
• https://www.flylax.com/flyaway-bus 

o Schedule: Union Station - LAX 
o https://www.flylax.com/flyaway-bus/union-station 

• LA Metro 
• https://www.metro.net/ 

o Schedule: A, C, E, J, and K Lines 
o https://www.metro.net/riding/schedules-2/ 

• Norwalk Transportation System 
• https://www.norwalk.org/departments_services/norwalk_transit_system_nts/index

.php 
o Schedule: Buses 4 and 7 
o https://www.norwalk.org/departments_services/norwalk_transit_system_nt

s/fares.php 

• Metrolink 
• https://metrolinktrains.com/ 

o Schedule 
o https://metrolinktrains.com/ 

• Amtrak Pacific Surfliner 
• https://www.pacificsurfliner.com/ 

o Schedule 
o https://www.pacificsurfliner.com/plan-your-trip/schedules/ 

• Orange County Transportation Authority 
• https://octa.net/ 

o Schedule: Buses 76, 83, and 460 
o https://octa.net/getting-around/bus/oc-bus/routes-and-schedules/routes-

and-schedules 
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Route Data 
Table 5  Weekday FlyAway®-to-Metrolink/Amtrak Route with Average Travel Time of Two Hours and 15 

Minutes and Average Wait Time of 38 Minutes 

FlyAway® Wait 
Time 

Metrolink / Amtrak Transit 
Time 

Total 
Wait 

Total 
Time LAX  Union Station Union Station Irvine 

5:40 AM 6:12 AM 0:28 6:40 AM 7:48 AM 1:40 0:28 2:08 
6:10 AM 6:42 AM 0:28 7:10 AM 8:12 AM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
6:40 AM 7:12 AM 0:28 7:40 AM 8:48 AM 1:40 0:28 2:08 
7:10 AM 7:42 AM 0:28 8:10 AM 9:12 AM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
7:40 AM 8:12 AM 0:28 8:40 AM 9:48 AM 1:40 0:28 2:08 
8:10 AM 8:42 AM 1:28 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 1:28 3:02 
8:40 AM 9:12 AM 0:58 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
9:10 AM 9:42 AM 0:28 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
9:40 AM 10:12 AM 0:28 10:40 AM 11:48 AM 1:40 0:28 2:08 

10:10 AM 10:42 AM 0:28 11:10 AM 12:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
10:40 AM 11:12 AM 0:58 12:10 PM 1:12 PM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
11:10 AM 11:42 AM 0:28 12:10 PM 1:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
11:40 AM 12:12 PM 0:28 12:40 PM 1:48 PM 1:40 0:28 2:08 
12:10 PM 12:42 PM 0:42 1:24 PM 2:32 PM 1:40 0:42 2:22 
12:40 PM 1:12 PM 0:12 1:24 PM 2:32 PM 1:40 0:12 1:52 

1:10 PM 1:42 PM 0:58 2:40 PM 3:48 PM 1:40 0:58 2:38 
1:40 PM 2:12 PM 0:28 2:40 PM 3:48 PM 1:40 0:28 2:08 
2:10 PM 2:42 PM 0:28 3:10 PM 4:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
2:40 PM 3:12 PM 0:28 3:40 PM 4:48 PM 1:40 0:28 2:08 
3:10 PM 3:42 PM 0:28 4:10 PM 5:09 PM 1:31 0:28 1:59 
3:40 PM 4:12 PM 0:28 4:40 PM 5:48 PM 1:40 0:28 2:08 
4:10 PM 4:42 PM 0:28 5:10 PM 6:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
4:40 PM 5:12 PM 0:28 5:40 PM 6:48 PM 1:40 0:28 2:08 
5:10 PM 5:42 PM 0:28 6:10 PM 7:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
5:40 PM 6:12 PM 0:28 6:40 PM 7:48 PM 1:40 0:28 2:08 
6:10 PM 6:42 PM 1:28 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 1:28 3:02 
6:40 PM 7:12 PM 0:58 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
7:10 PM 7:42 PM 0:28 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
7:40 PM 8:12 PM 1:28 9:40 PM 10:48 PM 1:40 1:28 3:08 
8:10 PM 8:42 PM 0:58 9:40 PM 10:48 PM 1:40 0:58 2:38 
8:40 PM 9:12 PM 0:28 9:40 PM 10:48 PM 1:40 0:28 2:08 
9:10 PM 9:42 PM 0:28 10:10 PM 11:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 

    Average 1:36 0:38 2:15 
Blue = Metrolink        
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• Metrolink 
• https://metrolinktrains.com/ 

o Schedule 
o https://metrolinktrains.com/ 

• Amtrak Pacific Surfliner 
• https://www.pacificsurfliner.com/ 

o Schedule 
o https://www.pacificsurfliner.com/plan-your-trip/schedules/ 

• Orange County Transportation Authority 
• https://octa.net/ 

o Schedule: Buses 76, 83, and 460 
o https://octa.net/getting-around/bus/oc-bus/routes-and-schedules/routes-

and-schedules 
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AAppppeennddiixx  DD  

Route Data 
Table 5  Weekday FlyAway®-to-Metrolink/Amtrak Route with Average Travel Time of Two Hours and 15 

Minutes and Average Wait Time of 38 Minutes 

FlyAway® Wait 
Time 

Metrolink / Amtrak Transit 
Time 

Total 
Wait 

Total 
Time LAX  Union Station Union Station Irvine 

5:40 AM 6:12 AM 0:28 6:40 AM 7:48 AM 1:40 0:28 2:08 
6:10 AM 6:42 AM 0:28 7:10 AM 8:12 AM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
6:40 AM 7:12 AM 0:28 7:40 AM 8:48 AM 1:40 0:28 2:08 
7:10 AM 7:42 AM 0:28 8:10 AM 9:12 AM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
7:40 AM 8:12 AM 0:28 8:40 AM 9:48 AM 1:40 0:28 2:08 
8:10 AM 8:42 AM 1:28 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 1:28 3:02 
8:40 AM 9:12 AM 0:58 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
9:10 AM 9:42 AM 0:28 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
9:40 AM 10:12 AM 0:28 10:40 AM 11:48 AM 1:40 0:28 2:08 

10:10 AM 10:42 AM 0:28 11:10 AM 12:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
10:40 AM 11:12 AM 0:58 12:10 PM 1:12 PM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
11:10 AM 11:42 AM 0:28 12:10 PM 1:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
11:40 AM 12:12 PM 0:28 12:40 PM 1:48 PM 1:40 0:28 2:08 
12:10 PM 12:42 PM 0:42 1:24 PM 2:32 PM 1:40 0:42 2:22 
12:40 PM 1:12 PM 0:12 1:24 PM 2:32 PM 1:40 0:12 1:52 

1:10 PM 1:42 PM 0:58 2:40 PM 3:48 PM 1:40 0:58 2:38 
1:40 PM 2:12 PM 0:28 2:40 PM 3:48 PM 1:40 0:28 2:08 
2:10 PM 2:42 PM 0:28 3:10 PM 4:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
2:40 PM 3:12 PM 0:28 3:40 PM 4:48 PM 1:40 0:28 2:08 
3:10 PM 3:42 PM 0:28 4:10 PM 5:09 PM 1:31 0:28 1:59 
3:40 PM 4:12 PM 0:28 4:40 PM 5:48 PM 1:40 0:28 2:08 
4:10 PM 4:42 PM 0:28 5:10 PM 6:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
4:40 PM 5:12 PM 0:28 5:40 PM 6:48 PM 1:40 0:28 2:08 
5:10 PM 5:42 PM 0:28 6:10 PM 7:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
5:40 PM 6:12 PM 0:28 6:40 PM 7:48 PM 1:40 0:28 2:08 
6:10 PM 6:42 PM 1:28 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 1:28 3:02 
6:40 PM 7:12 PM 0:58 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
7:10 PM 7:42 PM 0:28 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
7:40 PM 8:12 PM 1:28 9:40 PM 10:48 PM 1:40 1:28 3:08 
8:10 PM 8:42 PM 0:58 9:40 PM 10:48 PM 1:40 0:58 2:38 
8:40 PM 9:12 PM 0:28 9:40 PM 10:48 PM 1:40 0:28 2:08 
9:10 PM 9:42 PM 0:28 10:10 PM 11:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 

    Average 1:36 0:38 2:15 
Blue = Metrolink        
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Table 6  Weekday FlyAway®-to-Metrolink/Amtrak Route with FlyAway® Bus Arriving Five Minutes Early 
Reduces Average Travel Time by 23 Minutes 

FlyAway® Wait 
Time 

Metrolink / Amtrak Transit 
Time 

Total 
Wait 

Total 
Time LAX  Union Station Union Station Irvine 

5:35 AM 6:07 AM 0:03 6:10 AM 7:12 AM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
6:05 AM 6:37 AM 0:03 6:40 AM 7:48 AM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
6:35 AM 7:07 AM 0:03 7:10 AM 8:12 AM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
7:05 AM 7:37 AM 0:03 7:40 AM 8:48 AM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
7:35 AM 8:07 AM 0:03 8:10 AM 9:12 AM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
8:05 AM 8:37 AM 0:03 8:40 AM 9:48 AM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
8:35 AM 9:07 AM 1:03 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 1:03 2:37 
9:05 AM 9:37 AM 0:33 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
9:35 AM 10:07 AM 0:03 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 0:03 1:37 

10:05 AM 10:37 AM 0:03 10:40 AM 11:48 AM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
10:35 AM 11:07 AM 0:03 11:10 AM 12:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
11:05 AM 11:37 AM 0:33 12:10 PM 1:12 PM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
11:35 AM 12:07 PM 0:03 12:10 PM 1:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
12:05 PM 12:37 PM 0:03 12:40 PM 1:48 PM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
12:35 PM 1:07 PM 0:17 1:24 PM 2:32 PM 1:40 0:17 1:57 

1:05 PM 1:37 PM 1:03 2:40 PM 3:48 PM 1:40 1:03 2:43 
1:35 PM 2:07 PM 0:33 2:40 PM 3:48 PM 1:40 0:33 2:13 
2:05 PM 2:37 PM 0:03 2:40 PM 3:48 PM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
2:35 PM 3:07 PM 0:03 3:10 PM 4:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
3:05 PM 3:37 PM 0:03 3:40 PM 4:48 PM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
3:35 PM 4:07 PM 0:03 4:10 PM 5:09 PM 1:31 0:03 1:34 
4:05 PM 4:37 PM 0:03 4:40 PM 5:48 PM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
4:35 PM 5:07 PM 0:03 5:10 PM 6:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
5:05 PM 5:37 PM 0:03 5:40 PM 6:48 PM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
5:35 PM 6:07 PM 0:03 6:10 PM 7:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
6:05 PM 6:37 PM 0:03 6:40 PM 7:48 PM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
6:35 PM 7:07 PM 1:03 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 1:03 2:37 
7:05 PM 7:37 PM 0:33 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
7:35 PM 8:07 PM 0:03 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
8:05 PM 8:37 PM 1:03 9:40 PM 10:48 PM 1:40 1:03 2:43 
8:35 PM 9:07 PM 0:33 9:40 PM 10:48 PM 1:40 0:33 2:13 
9:05 PM 9:37 PM 0:03 9:40 PM 10:48 PM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
9:35 PM 10:07 PM 0:03 10:10 PM 11:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 

    Average 1:36 0:15 1:52 
Blue = Metrolink        
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Table 7  Weekend FlyAway®-to-Metrolink/Amtrak Route with Average Travel Time of Two Hours and 15 
Minutes and Average Wait Time of 38 Minutes 

FlyAway® Wait 
Time 

Metrolink / Amtrak Transit 
Time 

Total 
Wait 

Total 
Time LAX  Union Station Union Station Irvine 

5:40 AM 6:12 AM 0:58 7:10 AM 8:12 AM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
6:10 AM 6:42 AM 0:28 7:10 AM 8:12 AM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
6:40 AM 7:12 AM 0:58 8:10 AM 9:12 AM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
7:10 AM 7:42 AM 0:28 8:10 AM 9:12 AM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
7:40 AM 8:12 AM 0:28 8:40 AM 9:49 AM 1:41 0:28 2:09 
8:10 AM 8:42 AM 1:28 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 1:28 3:02 
8:40 AM 9:12 AM 0:58 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
9:10 AM 9:42 AM 0:28 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
9:40 AM 10:12 AM 0:38 10:50 AM 11:59 AM 1:41 0:38 2:19 

10:10 AM 10:42 AM 0:08 10:50 AM 11:59 AM 1:41 0:08 1:49 
10:10 AM 10:42 AM 0:28 11:10 AM 12:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
10:40 AM 11:12 AM 0:58 12:10 PM 1:12 PM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
11:10 AM 11:42 AM 0:28 12:10 PM 1:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
11:40 AM 12:12 PM 1:48 2:00 PM 3:09 PM 1:41 1:48 3:29 
12:10 PM 12:42 PM 1:18 2:00 PM 3:09 PM 1:41 1:18 2:59 
12:40 PM 1:12 PM 0:48 2:00 PM 3:09 PM 1:41 0:48 2:29 

1:10 PM 1:42 PM 0:18 2:00 PM 3:09 PM 1:41 0:18 1:59 
1:40 PM 2:12 PM 0:58 3:10 PM 4:12 PM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
2:10 PM 2:42 PM 0:28 3:10 PM 4:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
2:40 PM 3:12 PM 0:58 4:10 PM 5:09 PM 1:31 0:58 2:29 
3:10 PM 3:42 PM 0:28 4:10 PM 5:09 PM 1:31 0:28 1:59 
3:40 PM 4:12 PM 0:15 4:27 PM 5:36 PM 1:41 0:15 1:56 
4:10 PM 4:42 PM 0:28 5:10 PM 6:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
4:40 PM 5:12 PM 0:58 6:10 PM 7:12 PM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
5:10 PM 5:42 PM 0:28 6:10 PM 7:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
5:40 PM 6:12 PM 1:58 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 1:58 3:32 
6:10 PM 6:42 PM 1:28 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 1:28 3:02 
6:40 PM 7:12 PM 0:58 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
7:10 PM 7:42 PM 0:28 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
7:40 PM 8:12 PM 1:58 10:10 PM 11:12 PM 1:34 1:58 3:32 
8:10 PM 8:42 PM 1:28 10:10 PM 11:12 PM 1:34 1:28 3:02 
8:40 PM 9:12 PM 0:58 10:10 PM 11:12 PM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
9:10 PM 9:42 PM 0:28 10:10 PM 11:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 

    Average 1:35 0:50 2:26 
Blue = Metrolink        
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Table 6  Weekday FlyAway®-to-Metrolink/Amtrak Route with FlyAway® Bus Arriving Five Minutes Early 
Reduces Average Travel Time by 23 Minutes 

FlyAway® Wait 
Time 

Metrolink / Amtrak Transit 
Time 

Total 
Wait 

Total 
Time LAX  Union Station Union Station Irvine 

5:35 AM 6:07 AM 0:03 6:10 AM 7:12 AM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
6:05 AM 6:37 AM 0:03 6:40 AM 7:48 AM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
6:35 AM 7:07 AM 0:03 7:10 AM 8:12 AM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
7:05 AM 7:37 AM 0:03 7:40 AM 8:48 AM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
7:35 AM 8:07 AM 0:03 8:10 AM 9:12 AM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
8:05 AM 8:37 AM 0:03 8:40 AM 9:48 AM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
8:35 AM 9:07 AM 1:03 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 1:03 2:37 
9:05 AM 9:37 AM 0:33 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
9:35 AM 10:07 AM 0:03 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 0:03 1:37 

10:05 AM 10:37 AM 0:03 10:40 AM 11:48 AM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
10:35 AM 11:07 AM 0:03 11:10 AM 12:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
11:05 AM 11:37 AM 0:33 12:10 PM 1:12 PM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
11:35 AM 12:07 PM 0:03 12:10 PM 1:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
12:05 PM 12:37 PM 0:03 12:40 PM 1:48 PM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
12:35 PM 1:07 PM 0:17 1:24 PM 2:32 PM 1:40 0:17 1:57 

1:05 PM 1:37 PM 1:03 2:40 PM 3:48 PM 1:40 1:03 2:43 
1:35 PM 2:07 PM 0:33 2:40 PM 3:48 PM 1:40 0:33 2:13 
2:05 PM 2:37 PM 0:03 2:40 PM 3:48 PM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
2:35 PM 3:07 PM 0:03 3:10 PM 4:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
3:05 PM 3:37 PM 0:03 3:40 PM 4:48 PM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
3:35 PM 4:07 PM 0:03 4:10 PM 5:09 PM 1:31 0:03 1:34 
4:05 PM 4:37 PM 0:03 4:40 PM 5:48 PM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
4:35 PM 5:07 PM 0:03 5:10 PM 6:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
5:05 PM 5:37 PM 0:03 5:40 PM 6:48 PM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
5:35 PM 6:07 PM 0:03 6:10 PM 7:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
6:05 PM 6:37 PM 0:03 6:40 PM 7:48 PM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
6:35 PM 7:07 PM 1:03 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 1:03 2:37 
7:05 PM 7:37 PM 0:33 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
7:35 PM 8:07 PM 0:03 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
8:05 PM 8:37 PM 1:03 9:40 PM 10:48 PM 1:40 1:03 2:43 
8:35 PM 9:07 PM 0:33 9:40 PM 10:48 PM 1:40 0:33 2:13 
9:05 PM 9:37 PM 0:03 9:40 PM 10:48 PM 1:40 0:03 1:43 
9:35 PM 10:07 PM 0:03 10:10 PM 11:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 

    Average 1:36 0:15 1:52 
Blue = Metrolink        
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Table 7  Weekend FlyAway®-to-Metrolink/Amtrak Route with Average Travel Time of Two Hours and 15 
Minutes and Average Wait Time of 38 Minutes 

FlyAway® Wait 
Time 

Metrolink / Amtrak Transit 
Time 

Total 
Wait 

Total 
Time LAX  Union Station Union Station Irvine 

5:40 AM 6:12 AM 0:58 7:10 AM 8:12 AM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
6:10 AM 6:42 AM 0:28 7:10 AM 8:12 AM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
6:40 AM 7:12 AM 0:58 8:10 AM 9:12 AM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
7:10 AM 7:42 AM 0:28 8:10 AM 9:12 AM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
7:40 AM 8:12 AM 0:28 8:40 AM 9:49 AM 1:41 0:28 2:09 
8:10 AM 8:42 AM 1:28 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 1:28 3:02 
8:40 AM 9:12 AM 0:58 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
9:10 AM 9:42 AM 0:28 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
9:40 AM 10:12 AM 0:38 10:50 AM 11:59 AM 1:41 0:38 2:19 

10:10 AM 10:42 AM 0:08 10:50 AM 11:59 AM 1:41 0:08 1:49 
10:10 AM 10:42 AM 0:28 11:10 AM 12:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
10:40 AM 11:12 AM 0:58 12:10 PM 1:12 PM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
11:10 AM 11:42 AM 0:28 12:10 PM 1:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
11:40 AM 12:12 PM 1:48 2:00 PM 3:09 PM 1:41 1:48 3:29 
12:10 PM 12:42 PM 1:18 2:00 PM 3:09 PM 1:41 1:18 2:59 
12:40 PM 1:12 PM 0:48 2:00 PM 3:09 PM 1:41 0:48 2:29 

1:10 PM 1:42 PM 0:18 2:00 PM 3:09 PM 1:41 0:18 1:59 
1:40 PM 2:12 PM 0:58 3:10 PM 4:12 PM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
2:10 PM 2:42 PM 0:28 3:10 PM 4:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
2:40 PM 3:12 PM 0:58 4:10 PM 5:09 PM 1:31 0:58 2:29 
3:10 PM 3:42 PM 0:28 4:10 PM 5:09 PM 1:31 0:28 1:59 
3:40 PM 4:12 PM 0:15 4:27 PM 5:36 PM 1:41 0:15 1:56 
4:10 PM 4:42 PM 0:28 5:10 PM 6:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
4:40 PM 5:12 PM 0:58 6:10 PM 7:12 PM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
5:10 PM 5:42 PM 0:28 6:10 PM 7:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
5:40 PM 6:12 PM 1:58 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 1:58 3:32 
6:10 PM 6:42 PM 1:28 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 1:28 3:02 
6:40 PM 7:12 PM 0:58 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
7:10 PM 7:42 PM 0:28 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 
7:40 PM 8:12 PM 1:58 10:10 PM 11:12 PM 1:34 1:58 3:32 
8:10 PM 8:42 PM 1:28 10:10 PM 11:12 PM 1:34 1:28 3:02 
8:40 PM 9:12 PM 0:58 10:10 PM 11:12 PM 1:34 0:58 2:32 
9:10 PM 9:42 PM 0:28 10:10 PM 11:12 PM 1:34 0:28 2:02 

    Average 1:35 0:50 2:26 
Blue = Metrolink        
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Table 8  Weekend FlyAway®-to-Metrolink/Amtrak Route with FlyAway® Bus Arriving Five Minutes Early 
Reduces Average Travel Time by 21 Minutes 

FlyAway® Wait 
Time 

Metrolink / Amtrak Transit 
Time 

Total 
Wait 

Total 
Time LAX  Union Station Union Station Irvine 

5:35 AM 6:07 AM 0:03 6:10 AM 7:12 AM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
6:05 AM 6:37 AM 0:33 7:10 AM 8:12 AM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
6:35 AM 7:07 AM 0:03 7:10 AM 8:12 AM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
7:05 AM 7:37 AM 0:33 8:10 AM 9:12 AM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
7:35 AM 8:07 AM 0:03 8:10 AM 9:12 AM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
8:05 AM 8:37 AM 0:03 8:40 AM 9:49 AM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
8:35 AM 9:07 AM 1:03 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 1:03 2:37 
9:05 AM 9:37 AM 0:33 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
9:35 AM 10:07 AM 0:03 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 0:03 1:37 

10:05 AM 10:37 AM 0:13 10:50 AM 11:59 AM 1:41 0:13 1:54 
10:35 AM 11:07 AM 0:03 11:10 AM 12:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
11:05 AM 11:37 AM 0:33 12:10 PM 1:12 PM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
11:35 AM 12:07 PM 0:03 12:10 PM 1:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
12:05 PM 12:37 PM 1:23 2:00 PM 3:09 PM 1:41 1:23 3:04 
12:35 PM 1:07 PM 0:53 2:00 PM 3:09 PM 1:41 0:53 2:34 

1:05 PM 1:37 PM 0:23 2:00 PM 3:09 PM 1:41 0:23 2:04 
1:35 PM 2:07 PM 1:03 3:10 PM 4:12 PM 1:34 1:03 2:37 
2:05 PM 2:37 PM 0:33 3:10 PM 4:12 PM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
2:35 PM 3:07 PM 0:03 3:10 PM 4:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
3:05 PM 3:37 PM 0:33 4:10 PM 5:09 PM 1:31 0:33 2:04 
3:35 PM 4:07 PM 0:03 4:10 PM 5:09 PM 1:31 0:03 1:34 
3:35 PM 4:07 PM 0:20 4:27 PM 5:36 PM 1:41 0:20 2:01 
4:05 PM 4:37 PM 0:33 5:10 PM 6:12 PM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
4:35 PM 5:07 PM 0:03 5:10 PM 6:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
5:05 PM 5:37 PM 0:33 6:10 PM 7:12 PM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
5:35 PM 6:07 PM 0:03 6:10 PM 7:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
6:05 PM 6:37 PM 1:33 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 1:33 3:07 
6:35 PM 7:07 PM 1:03 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 1:03 2:37 
7:05 PM 7:37 PM 0:33 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
7:35 PM 8:07 PM 0:03 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
8:05 PM 8:37 PM 1:33 10:10 PM 11:12 PM 1:34 1:33 3:07 
8:35 PM 9:07 PM 1:03 10:10 PM 11:12 PM 1:34 1:03 2:37 
9:05 PM 9:37 PM 0:33 10:10 PM 11:12 PM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
9:35 PM 10:07 PM 0:03 10:10 PM 11:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 

    Average 1:35 0:30 2:05 
Blue = Metrolink        
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Table 9  Weekday LA Metro C Line-to-Metrolink/Amtrak Route with Average Travel Time of Two and a 
Half Hours and Average Wait Time of 54 Minutes 

LA Metro C Line Wait 
Time 

Norwalk Bus 4 Wait 
Time 

Metrolink / Amtrak Transit 
Time 

Total 
Wait 

Total 
Time LAX Norwalk 

Station 
Norwalk 
Station 

Santa Fe 
Springs 

Santa Fe 
Springs Irvine 

4:40 AM 5:11 AM 0:05 5:16 AM 5:35 AM 0:30 6:05 AM 6:48 AM 1:33 0:35 2:08 
5:10 AM 5:41 AM 0:05 5:46 AM 6:08 AM 0:57 7:05 AM 7:48 AM 1:36 1:02 2:38 
5:40 AM 6:11 AM 0:05 6:16 AM 6:35 AM 0:30 7:05 AM 7:48 AM 1:33 0:35 2:08 
6:10 AM 6:41 AM 0:04 6:45 AM 7:08 AM 0:57 8:05 AM 8:48 AM 1:37 1:01 2:38 
6:40 AM 7:11 AM 0:08 7:19 AM 7:40 AM 0:25 8:05 AM 8:48 AM 1:35 0:33 2:08 
7:10 AM 7:41 AM 0:05 7:46 AM 8:09 AM 0:56 9:05 AM 9:48 AM 1:37 1:01 2:38 
7:40 AM 8:11 AM 0:05 8:16 AM 8:39 AM 0:26 9:05 AM 9:48 AM 1:37 0:31 2:08 
8:00 AM 8:31 AM 0:10 8:41 AM 9:05 AM 0:00 9:05 AM 9:48 AM 1:38 0:10 1:48 
8:40 AM 9:11 AM 0:25 9:36 AM 10:01 AM 1:04 11:05 AM 11:48 AM 1:39 1:29 3:08 
9:10 AM 9:41 AM 0:21 10:02 AM 10:23 AM 0:42 11:05 AM 11:48 AM 1:35 1:03 2:38 
9:40 AM 10:11 AM 0:26 10:37 AM 10:59 AM 0:06 11:05 AM 11:48 AM 1:36 0:32 2:08 

10:00 AM 10:31 AM 0:06 10:37 AM 10:59 AM 0:06 11:05 AM 11:48 AM 1:36 0:12 1:48 
10:40 AM 11:11 AM 0:08 11:19 AM 11:40 AM 1:25 1:05 PM 1:48 PM 1:35 1:33 3:08 
11:10 AM 11:41 AM 0:02 11:43 AM 12:07 PM 0:58 1:05 PM 1:48 PM 1:38 1:00 2:38 
11:40 AM 12:11 PM 0:25 12:36 PM 12:59 PM 0:06 1:05 PM 1:48 PM 1:37 0:31 2:08 
11:59 AM 12:31 PM 0:05 12:36 PM 12:59 PM 0:06 1:05 PM 1:48 PM 1:38 0:11 1:49 
12:30 PM 1:01 PM 0:08 1:09 PM 1:32 PM 0:17 1:49 PM 2:32 PM 1:37 0:25 2:02 

1:10 PM 1:41 PM 0:29 2:10 PM 2:34 PM 0:31 3:05 PM 3:48 PM 1:38 1:00 2:38 
1:30 PM 2:01 PM 0:09 2:10 PM 2:34 PM 0:31 3:05 PM 3:48 PM 1:38 0:40 2:18 
2:10 PM 2:41 PM 0:28 3:09 PM 3:33 PM 0:32 4:05 PM 4:48 PM 1:38 1:00 2:38 
2:30 PM 3:01 PM 0:08 3:09 PM 3:33 PM 0:32 4:05 PM 4:48 PM 1:38 0:40 2:18 
3:10 PM 3:41 PM 0:28 4:09 PM 4:34 PM 0:31 5:05 PM 5:48 PM 1:39 0:59 2:38 
3:40 PM 4:11 PM 0:27 4:38 PM 5:03 PM 0:02 5:05 PM 5:48 PM 1:39 0:29 2:08 
4:00 PM 4:31 PM 0:07 4:38 PM 5:03 PM 0:02 5:05 PM 5:48 PM 1:39 0:09 1:48 
4:30 PM 5:01 PM 0:01 5:02 PM 5:27 PM 0:38 6:05 PM 6:48 PM 1:39 0:39 2:18 
5:10 PM 5:41 PM 0:01 5:42 PM 6:07 PM 0:58 7:05 PM 7:47 PM 1:38 0:59 2:37 
5:40 PM 6:11 PM 0:05 6:16 PM 6:39 PM 0:26 7:05 PM 7:47 PM 1:36 0:31 2:07 
6:10 PM 6:41 PM 0:04 6:45 PM 7:07 PM 2:58 10:05 PM 10:48 PM 1:36 3:02 4:38 
6:40 PM 7:11 PM 0:24 7:35 PM 7:55 PM 2:10 10:05 PM 10:48 PM 1:34 2:34 4:08 
7:10 PM 7:41 PM 0:51 8:32 PM 8:47 PM 1:18 10:05 PM 10:48 PM 1:29 2:09 3:38 
7:40 PM 8:11 PM 0:21 8:32 PM 8:47 PM 1:18 10:05 PM 10:48 PM 1:29 1:39 3:08 
8:10 PM 8:41 PM 0:28 9:09 PM 9:22 PM 0:43 10:05 PM 10:48 PM 1:27 1:11 2:38 
8:40 PM 9:11 PM 0:38 9:49 PM 10:02 PM 0:03 10:05 PM 10:48 PM 1:27 0:41 2:08 
9:00 PM 9:31 PM 0:18 9:49 PM 10:02 PM 0:03 10:05 PM 10:48 PM 1:27 0:21 1:48 

 Average 0:14   0:40   1:35 0:54 2:30 
Blue = Metrolink           
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Table 8  Weekend FlyAway®-to-Metrolink/Amtrak Route with FlyAway® Bus Arriving Five Minutes Early 
Reduces Average Travel Time by 21 Minutes 

FlyAway® Wait 
Time 

Metrolink / Amtrak Transit 
Time 

Total 
Wait 

Total 
Time LAX  Union Station Union Station Irvine 

5:35 AM 6:07 AM 0:03 6:10 AM 7:12 AM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
6:05 AM 6:37 AM 0:33 7:10 AM 8:12 AM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
6:35 AM 7:07 AM 0:03 7:10 AM 8:12 AM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
7:05 AM 7:37 AM 0:33 8:10 AM 9:12 AM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
7:35 AM 8:07 AM 0:03 8:10 AM 9:12 AM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
8:05 AM 8:37 AM 0:03 8:40 AM 9:49 AM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
8:35 AM 9:07 AM 1:03 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 1:03 2:37 
9:05 AM 9:37 AM 0:33 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
9:35 AM 10:07 AM 0:03 10:10 AM 11:12 AM 1:34 0:03 1:37 

10:05 AM 10:37 AM 0:13 10:50 AM 11:59 AM 1:41 0:13 1:54 
10:35 AM 11:07 AM 0:03 11:10 AM 12:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
11:05 AM 11:37 AM 0:33 12:10 PM 1:12 PM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
11:35 AM 12:07 PM 0:03 12:10 PM 1:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
12:05 PM 12:37 PM 1:23 2:00 PM 3:09 PM 1:41 1:23 3:04 
12:35 PM 1:07 PM 0:53 2:00 PM 3:09 PM 1:41 0:53 2:34 

1:05 PM 1:37 PM 0:23 2:00 PM 3:09 PM 1:41 0:23 2:04 
1:35 PM 2:07 PM 1:03 3:10 PM 4:12 PM 1:34 1:03 2:37 
2:05 PM 2:37 PM 0:33 3:10 PM 4:12 PM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
2:35 PM 3:07 PM 0:03 3:10 PM 4:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
3:05 PM 3:37 PM 0:33 4:10 PM 5:09 PM 1:31 0:33 2:04 
3:35 PM 4:07 PM 0:03 4:10 PM 5:09 PM 1:31 0:03 1:34 
3:35 PM 4:07 PM 0:20 4:27 PM 5:36 PM 1:41 0:20 2:01 
4:05 PM 4:37 PM 0:33 5:10 PM 6:12 PM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
4:35 PM 5:07 PM 0:03 5:10 PM 6:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
5:05 PM 5:37 PM 0:33 6:10 PM 7:12 PM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
5:35 PM 6:07 PM 0:03 6:10 PM 7:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
6:05 PM 6:37 PM 1:33 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 1:33 3:07 
6:35 PM 7:07 PM 1:03 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 1:03 2:37 
7:05 PM 7:37 PM 0:33 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
7:35 PM 8:07 PM 0:03 8:10 PM 9:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 
8:05 PM 8:37 PM 1:33 10:10 PM 11:12 PM 1:34 1:33 3:07 
8:35 PM 9:07 PM 1:03 10:10 PM 11:12 PM 1:34 1:03 2:37 
9:05 PM 9:37 PM 0:33 10:10 PM 11:12 PM 1:34 0:33 2:07 
9:35 PM 10:07 PM 0:03 10:10 PM 11:12 PM 1:34 0:03 1:37 

    Average 1:35 0:30 2:05 
Blue = Metrolink        
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Table 9  Weekday LA Metro C Line-to-Metrolink/Amtrak Route with Average Travel Time of Two and a 
Half Hours and Average Wait Time of 54 Minutes 

LA Metro C Line Wait 
Time 

Norwalk Bus 4 Wait 
Time 

Metrolink / Amtrak Transit 
Time 

Total 
Wait 

Total 
Time LAX Norwalk 

Station 
Norwalk 
Station 

Santa Fe 
Springs 

Santa Fe 
Springs Irvine 

4:40 AM 5:11 AM 0:05 5:16 AM 5:35 AM 0:30 6:05 AM 6:48 AM 1:33 0:35 2:08 
5:10 AM 5:41 AM 0:05 5:46 AM 6:08 AM 0:57 7:05 AM 7:48 AM 1:36 1:02 2:38 
5:40 AM 6:11 AM 0:05 6:16 AM 6:35 AM 0:30 7:05 AM 7:48 AM 1:33 0:35 2:08 
6:10 AM 6:41 AM 0:04 6:45 AM 7:08 AM 0:57 8:05 AM 8:48 AM 1:37 1:01 2:38 
6:40 AM 7:11 AM 0:08 7:19 AM 7:40 AM 0:25 8:05 AM 8:48 AM 1:35 0:33 2:08 
7:10 AM 7:41 AM 0:05 7:46 AM 8:09 AM 0:56 9:05 AM 9:48 AM 1:37 1:01 2:38 
7:40 AM 8:11 AM 0:05 8:16 AM 8:39 AM 0:26 9:05 AM 9:48 AM 1:37 0:31 2:08 
8:00 AM 8:31 AM 0:10 8:41 AM 9:05 AM 0:00 9:05 AM 9:48 AM 1:38 0:10 1:48 
8:40 AM 9:11 AM 0:25 9:36 AM 10:01 AM 1:04 11:05 AM 11:48 AM 1:39 1:29 3:08 
9:10 AM 9:41 AM 0:21 10:02 AM 10:23 AM 0:42 11:05 AM 11:48 AM 1:35 1:03 2:38 
9:40 AM 10:11 AM 0:26 10:37 AM 10:59 AM 0:06 11:05 AM 11:48 AM 1:36 0:32 2:08 

10:00 AM 10:31 AM 0:06 10:37 AM 10:59 AM 0:06 11:05 AM 11:48 AM 1:36 0:12 1:48 
10:40 AM 11:11 AM 0:08 11:19 AM 11:40 AM 1:25 1:05 PM 1:48 PM 1:35 1:33 3:08 
11:10 AM 11:41 AM 0:02 11:43 AM 12:07 PM 0:58 1:05 PM 1:48 PM 1:38 1:00 2:38 
11:40 AM 12:11 PM 0:25 12:36 PM 12:59 PM 0:06 1:05 PM 1:48 PM 1:37 0:31 2:08 
11:59 AM 12:31 PM 0:05 12:36 PM 12:59 PM 0:06 1:05 PM 1:48 PM 1:38 0:11 1:49 
12:30 PM 1:01 PM 0:08 1:09 PM 1:32 PM 0:17 1:49 PM 2:32 PM 1:37 0:25 2:02 

1:10 PM 1:41 PM 0:29 2:10 PM 2:34 PM 0:31 3:05 PM 3:48 PM 1:38 1:00 2:38 
1:30 PM 2:01 PM 0:09 2:10 PM 2:34 PM 0:31 3:05 PM 3:48 PM 1:38 0:40 2:18 
2:10 PM 2:41 PM 0:28 3:09 PM 3:33 PM 0:32 4:05 PM 4:48 PM 1:38 1:00 2:38 
2:30 PM 3:01 PM 0:08 3:09 PM 3:33 PM 0:32 4:05 PM 4:48 PM 1:38 0:40 2:18 
3:10 PM 3:41 PM 0:28 4:09 PM 4:34 PM 0:31 5:05 PM 5:48 PM 1:39 0:59 2:38 
3:40 PM 4:11 PM 0:27 4:38 PM 5:03 PM 0:02 5:05 PM 5:48 PM 1:39 0:29 2:08 
4:00 PM 4:31 PM 0:07 4:38 PM 5:03 PM 0:02 5:05 PM 5:48 PM 1:39 0:09 1:48 
4:30 PM 5:01 PM 0:01 5:02 PM 5:27 PM 0:38 6:05 PM 6:48 PM 1:39 0:39 2:18 
5:10 PM 5:41 PM 0:01 5:42 PM 6:07 PM 0:58 7:05 PM 7:47 PM 1:38 0:59 2:37 
5:40 PM 6:11 PM 0:05 6:16 PM 6:39 PM 0:26 7:05 PM 7:47 PM 1:36 0:31 2:07 
6:10 PM 6:41 PM 0:04 6:45 PM 7:07 PM 2:58 10:05 PM 10:48 PM 1:36 3:02 4:38 
6:40 PM 7:11 PM 0:24 7:35 PM 7:55 PM 2:10 10:05 PM 10:48 PM 1:34 2:34 4:08 
7:10 PM 7:41 PM 0:51 8:32 PM 8:47 PM 1:18 10:05 PM 10:48 PM 1:29 2:09 3:38 
7:40 PM 8:11 PM 0:21 8:32 PM 8:47 PM 1:18 10:05 PM 10:48 PM 1:29 1:39 3:08 
8:10 PM 8:41 PM 0:28 9:09 PM 9:22 PM 0:43 10:05 PM 10:48 PM 1:27 1:11 2:38 
8:40 PM 9:11 PM 0:38 9:49 PM 10:02 PM 0:03 10:05 PM 10:48 PM 1:27 0:41 2:08 
9:00 PM 9:31 PM 0:18 9:49 PM 10:02 PM 0:03 10:05 PM 10:48 PM 1:27 0:21 1:48 

 Average 0:14   0:40   1:35 0:54 2:30 
Blue = Metrolink           
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Table 10  Weekend LA Metro C Line-to-Metrolink/Amtrak Route with Last Departure from LAX at 3:40 PM 
and Average Travel Time in Excess of Three Hours 

LA Metro C Line Wait 
Time 

Norwalk Bus 4 and 7 Wait 
Time 

Metrolink / Amtrak Transit 
Time 

Total 
Wait 

Total 
Time LAX Norwalk 

Station 
Norwalk 
Station 

Santa Fe 
Springs 

Santa Fe 
Springs Irvine 

7:10 AM 7:41 AM 0:19 8:00 AM 8:18 AM 0:45 9:03 AM 9:49 AM 1:35 1:04 2:39 

7:50 AM 8:21 AM 0:04 8:25 AM 8:39 AM 0:24 9:03 AM 9:49 AM 1:31 0:28 1:59 

8:10 AM 8:41 AM 0:09 8:50 AM 9:08 AM 2:05 11:13 AM 11:59 AM 1:35 2:14 3:49 

8:40 AM 9:11 AM 0:29 9:40 AM 9:58 AM 1:15 11:13 AM 11:59 AM 1:35 1:44 3:19 

9:10 AM 9:41 AM 0:49 10:30 AM 10:50 AM 0:23 11:13 AM 11:59 AM 1:37 1:12 2:49 

9:50 AM 10:21 AM 0:09 10:30 AM 10:50 AM 0:23 11:13 AM 11:59 AM 1:37 0:32 2:09 

10:10 AM 10:41 AM 0:39 11:20 AM 11:40 AM 2:44 2:24 PM 3:09 PM 1:36 3:23 4:59 

10:40 AM 11:11 AM 0:09 11:20 AM 11:40 AM 2:44 2:24 PM 3:09 PM 1:36 2:53 4:29 

11:10 AM 11:41 AM 0:29 12:10 PM 12:30 PM 1:54 2:24 PM 3:09 PM 1:36 2:23 3:59 

11:40 AM 12:11 PM 0:49 1:00 PM 1:20 PM 1:04 2:24 PM 3:09 PM 1:36 1:53 3:29 

12:10 PM 12:41 PM 0:19 1:00 PM 1:20 PM 1:04 2:24 PM 3:09 PM 1:36 1:23 2:59 

12:40 PM 1:11 PM 0:39 1:50 PM 2:10 PM 0:14 2:24 PM 3:09 PM 1:36 0:53 2:29 

1:10 PM 1:41 PM 0:09 1:50 PM 2:10 PM 0:14 2:24 PM 3:09 PM 1:36 0:23 1:59 

1:40 PM 2:11 PM 0:29 2:40 PM 3:00 PM 1:50 4:50 PM 5:36 PM 1:37 2:19 3:56 

2:10 PM 2:41 PM 0:49 3:30 PM 3:50 PM 1:00 4:50 PM 5:36 PM 1:37 1:49 3:26 

2:40 PM 3:11 PM 0:19 3:30 PM 3:50 PM 1:00 4:50 PM 5:36 PM 1:37 1:19 2:56 

3:10 PM 3:41 PM 0:39 4:20 PM 4:40 PM 0:10 4:50 PM 5:36 PM 1:37 0:49 2:26 

3:40 PM 4:11 PM 0:09 4:20 PM 4:40 PM 0:10 4:50 PM 5:36 PM 1:37 0:19 1:56 

 Average 0:25   1:04   1:35 1:30 3:05 

Blue = Metrolink           
Orange = Bus 7 (No Service on Sundays)        

  

      Connecting Orange County to LAX 
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Table 11  Weekday Metrolink/Amtrak-to-FlyAway® Route with Average Travel Time of One Hour and a 
48 Minutes and Average Wait Time of only Seven Minutes 

Metrolink / Amtrak Wait 
Time 

FlyAway® Transit 
Time 

Total 
Wait 

Total 
Time Irvine Union 

Station Union Station LAX 

5:12 AM 6:20 AM 0:10 6:30 AM 7:03 AM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
5:49 AM 6:57 AM 0:03 7:00 AM 7:33 AM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
6:12 AM 7:20 AM 0:10 7:30 AM 8:03 AM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
7:12 AM 8:20 AM 0:10 8:30 AM 9:03 AM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
7:49 AM 8:57 AM 0:03 9:00 AM 9:33 AM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
8:12 AM 9:20 AM 0:10 9:30 AM 10:03 AM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
9:12 AM 10:20 AM 0:10 10:30 AM 11:03 AM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
9:49 AM 10:52 AM 0:08 11:00 AM 11:33 AM 1:36 0:08 1:44 

10:12 AM 11:20 AM 0:10 11:30 AM 12:03 PM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
11:49 AM 12:57 PM 0:03 1:00 PM 1:33 PM 1:41 0:03 1:44 

1:12 PM 2:20 PM 0:10 2:30 PM 3:03 PM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
1:49 PM 2:57 PM 0:03 3:00 PM 3:33 PM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
2:49 PM 3:57 PM 0:03 4:00 PM 4:33 PM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
3:12 PM 4:20 PM 0:10 4:30 PM 5:03 PM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
3:52 PM 4:57 PM 0:03 5:00 PM 5:33 PM 1:38 0:03 1:41 
4:12 PM 5:20 PM 0:10 5:30 PM 6:03 PM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
5:12 PM 6:20 PM 0:10 6:30 PM 7:03 PM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
5:52 PM 6:57 PM 0:03 7:00 PM 7:33 PM 1:38 0:03 1:41 
6:12 PM 7:20 PM 0:10 7:30 PM 8:03 PM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
6:53 PM 8:04 PM 0:26 8:30 PM 9:03 PM 1:44 0:26 2:10 
7:12 PM 8:20 PM 0:10 8:30 PM 9:03 PM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
8:12 PM 9:20 PM 0:10 9:30 PM 10:03 PM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
8:49 PM 9:57 PM 0:03 10:00 PM 10:33 PM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
9:49 PM 10:57 PM 0:03 11:00 PM 11:33 PM 1:41 0:03 1:44 

    Average 1:40 0:07 1:48 
Blue = Metrolink        
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Table 10  Weekend LA Metro C Line-to-Metrolink/Amtrak Route with Last Departure from LAX at 3:40 PM 
and Average Travel Time in Excess of Three Hours 

LA Metro C Line Wait 
Time 

Norwalk Bus 4 and 7 Wait 
Time 

Metrolink / Amtrak Transit 
Time 

Total 
Wait 

Total 
Time LAX Norwalk 

Station 
Norwalk 
Station 

Santa Fe 
Springs 

Santa Fe 
Springs Irvine 

7:10 AM 7:41 AM 0:19 8:00 AM 8:18 AM 0:45 9:03 AM 9:49 AM 1:35 1:04 2:39 

7:50 AM 8:21 AM 0:04 8:25 AM 8:39 AM 0:24 9:03 AM 9:49 AM 1:31 0:28 1:59 

8:10 AM 8:41 AM 0:09 8:50 AM 9:08 AM 2:05 11:13 AM 11:59 AM 1:35 2:14 3:49 

8:40 AM 9:11 AM 0:29 9:40 AM 9:58 AM 1:15 11:13 AM 11:59 AM 1:35 1:44 3:19 

9:10 AM 9:41 AM 0:49 10:30 AM 10:50 AM 0:23 11:13 AM 11:59 AM 1:37 1:12 2:49 

9:50 AM 10:21 AM 0:09 10:30 AM 10:50 AM 0:23 11:13 AM 11:59 AM 1:37 0:32 2:09 

10:10 AM 10:41 AM 0:39 11:20 AM 11:40 AM 2:44 2:24 PM 3:09 PM 1:36 3:23 4:59 

10:40 AM 11:11 AM 0:09 11:20 AM 11:40 AM 2:44 2:24 PM 3:09 PM 1:36 2:53 4:29 

11:10 AM 11:41 AM 0:29 12:10 PM 12:30 PM 1:54 2:24 PM 3:09 PM 1:36 2:23 3:59 

11:40 AM 12:11 PM 0:49 1:00 PM 1:20 PM 1:04 2:24 PM 3:09 PM 1:36 1:53 3:29 

12:10 PM 12:41 PM 0:19 1:00 PM 1:20 PM 1:04 2:24 PM 3:09 PM 1:36 1:23 2:59 

12:40 PM 1:11 PM 0:39 1:50 PM 2:10 PM 0:14 2:24 PM 3:09 PM 1:36 0:53 2:29 

1:10 PM 1:41 PM 0:09 1:50 PM 2:10 PM 0:14 2:24 PM 3:09 PM 1:36 0:23 1:59 

1:40 PM 2:11 PM 0:29 2:40 PM 3:00 PM 1:50 4:50 PM 5:36 PM 1:37 2:19 3:56 

2:10 PM 2:41 PM 0:49 3:30 PM 3:50 PM 1:00 4:50 PM 5:36 PM 1:37 1:49 3:26 

2:40 PM 3:11 PM 0:19 3:30 PM 3:50 PM 1:00 4:50 PM 5:36 PM 1:37 1:19 2:56 

3:10 PM 3:41 PM 0:39 4:20 PM 4:40 PM 0:10 4:50 PM 5:36 PM 1:37 0:49 2:26 

3:40 PM 4:11 PM 0:09 4:20 PM 4:40 PM 0:10 4:50 PM 5:36 PM 1:37 0:19 1:56 

 Average 0:25   1:04   1:35 1:30 3:05 

Blue = Metrolink           
Orange = Bus 7 (No Service on Sundays)        
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Table 11  Weekday Metrolink/Amtrak-to-FlyAway® Route with Average Travel Time of One Hour and a 
48 Minutes and Average Wait Time of only Seven Minutes 

Metrolink / Amtrak Wait 
Time 

FlyAway® Transit 
Time 

Total 
Wait 

Total 
Time Irvine Union 

Station Union Station LAX 

5:12 AM 6:20 AM 0:10 6:30 AM 7:03 AM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
5:49 AM 6:57 AM 0:03 7:00 AM 7:33 AM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
6:12 AM 7:20 AM 0:10 7:30 AM 8:03 AM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
7:12 AM 8:20 AM 0:10 8:30 AM 9:03 AM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
7:49 AM 8:57 AM 0:03 9:00 AM 9:33 AM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
8:12 AM 9:20 AM 0:10 9:30 AM 10:03 AM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
9:12 AM 10:20 AM 0:10 10:30 AM 11:03 AM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
9:49 AM 10:52 AM 0:08 11:00 AM 11:33 AM 1:36 0:08 1:44 

10:12 AM 11:20 AM 0:10 11:30 AM 12:03 PM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
11:49 AM 12:57 PM 0:03 1:00 PM 1:33 PM 1:41 0:03 1:44 

1:12 PM 2:20 PM 0:10 2:30 PM 3:03 PM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
1:49 PM 2:57 PM 0:03 3:00 PM 3:33 PM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
2:49 PM 3:57 PM 0:03 4:00 PM 4:33 PM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
3:12 PM 4:20 PM 0:10 4:30 PM 5:03 PM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
3:52 PM 4:57 PM 0:03 5:00 PM 5:33 PM 1:38 0:03 1:41 
4:12 PM 5:20 PM 0:10 5:30 PM 6:03 PM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
5:12 PM 6:20 PM 0:10 6:30 PM 7:03 PM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
5:52 PM 6:57 PM 0:03 7:00 PM 7:33 PM 1:38 0:03 1:41 
6:12 PM 7:20 PM 0:10 7:30 PM 8:03 PM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
6:53 PM 8:04 PM 0:26 8:30 PM 9:03 PM 1:44 0:26 2:10 
7:12 PM 8:20 PM 0:10 8:30 PM 9:03 PM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
8:12 PM 9:20 PM 0:10 9:30 PM 10:03 PM 1:41 0:10 1:51 
8:49 PM 9:57 PM 0:03 10:00 PM 10:33 PM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
9:49 PM 10:57 PM 0:03 11:00 PM 11:33 PM 1:41 0:03 1:44 

    Average 1:40 0:07 1:48 
Blue = Metrolink        
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Table 12  Weekend Metrolink/Amtrak-to-FlyAway® Route with Average Travel Time of One Hour and a 
52 Minutes and Average Wait Time of only Ten Minutes 

Metrolink / Amtrak Wait 
Time 

FlyAway® Transit 
Time 

Total 
Wait 

Total 
Time Irvine Union 

Station Union Station LAX 

5:49 AM 6:57 AM 0:03 7:00 AM 7:33 AM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
7:49 AM 8:57 AM 0:03 9:00 AM 9:33 AM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
9:21 AM 10:34 AM 0:26 11:00 AM 11:33 AM 1:46 0:26 2:12 
9:49 AM 10:52 AM 0:08 11:00 AM 11:33 AM 1:36 0:08 1:44 

11:49 AM 12:57 PM 0:03 1:00 PM 1:33 PM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
12:22 PM 1:34 PM 0:26 2:00 PM 2:33 PM 1:45 0:26 2:11 

1:49 PM 2:57 PM 0:03 3:00 PM 3:33 PM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
2:23 PM 3:39 PM 0:21 4:00 PM 4:33 PM 1:49 0:21 2:10 
2:49 PM 3:57 PM 0:03 4:00 PM 4:33 PM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
3:52 PM 4:57 PM 0:03 5:00 PM 5:33 PM 1:38 0:03 1:41 
5:52 PM 6:57 PM 0:03 7:00 PM 7:33 PM 1:38 0:03 1:41 
6:21 PM 7:38 PM 0:22 8:00 PM 8:33 PM 1:50 0:22 2:12 
6:53 PM 8:04 PM 0:26 8:30 PM 9:03 PM 1:44 0:26 2:10 
8:49 PM 9:57 PM 0:03 10:00 PM 10:33 PM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
9:49 PM 10:57 PM 0:03 11:00 PM 11:33 PM 1:41 0:03 1:44 

    Average 1:42 0:10 1:52 
Blue = Metrolink        
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Table 13  Weekday Metrolink/Amtrak-to-LA Metro C Line Route with Average Travel Time of One Hour 
and 47 Minutes but only One Train during Mid-Day 

Metrolink / Amtrak Wait 
Time 

Norwalk Bus 4 Wait 
Time 

LA Metro C Line Transit 
Time 

Total 
Wait 

Total 
Time Irvine Santa Fe 

Springs 
Santa Fe 
Springs 

Norwalk 
Station 

Norwalk 
Station LAX 

5:12 AM 5:57 AM 0:04 6:01 AM 6:16 AM 0:09 6:25 AM 6:55 AM 1:30 0:13 1:43 

6:12 AM 6:57 AM 0:03 7:00 AM 7:17 AM 0:08 7:25 AM 7:55 AM 1:32 0:11 1:43 

7:12 AM 7:57 AM 0:06 8:03 AM 8:21 AM 0:04 8:25 AM 8:55 AM 1:33 0:10 1:43 

8:12 AM 8:57 AM 0:12 9:09 AM 9:26 AM 0:09 9:35 AM 10:05 AM 1:32 0:21 1:53 

9:12 AM 9:57 AM 0:04 10:01 AM 10:18 AM 0:07 10:25 AM 10:55 AM 1:32 0:11 1:43 

10:12 AM 10:57 AM 0:03 11:00 AM 11:17 AM 0:08 11:25 AM 11:55 AM 1:32 0:11 1:43 

1:12 PM 1:57 PM 0:02 1:59 PM 2:17 PM 0:08 2:25 PM 2:55 PM 1:33 0:10 1:43 

3:12 PM 3:57 PM 0:00 3:57 PM 4:16 PM 0:09 4:25 PM 4:55 PM 1:34 0:09 1:43 

4:12 PM 4:57 PM 0:10 5:07 PM 5:27 PM 0:08 5:35 PM 6:05 PM 1:35 0:18 1:53 

5:12 PM 5:57 PM 0:04 6:01 PM 6:19 PM 0:06 6:25 PM 6:55 PM 1:33 0:10 1:43 

6:12 PM 6:57 PM 0:04 7:01 PM 7:18 PM 0:07 7:25 PM 7:55 PM 1:32 0:11 1:43 

7:12 PM 7:57 PM 0:17 8:14 PM 8:29 PM 0:16 8:45 PM 9:15 PM 1:30 0:33 2:03 

8:12 PM 8:57 PM 0:29 9:26 PM 9:40 PM 0:05 9:45 PM 10:15 PM 1:29 0:34 2:03 

 Average 0:07   0:08   1:32 0:15 1:47 

Blue = Metrolink           
 

Table 14  Weekend Metrolink/Amtrak-to-LA Metro C Line Route with Earliest Arrival to LAX at 11:45 AM 
and Average Travel Time of Two Hours and Eight Minutes 

Metrolink / Amtrak Wait 
Time 

Norwalk Bus 4 Wait 
Time 

LA Metro C Line Transit 
Time 

Total 
Wait 

Total 
Time Irvine Santa Fe 

Springs 
Santa Fe 
Springs 

Norwalk 
Station 

Norwalk 
Station LAX 

9:21 AM 10:05 AM 0:50 10:55 AM 11:10 AM 0:05 11:15 AM 11:45 AM 1:29 0:55 2:24 

12:22 PM 1:06 PM 0:22 1:28 PM 1:44 PM 0:11 1:55 PM 2:25 PM 1:30 0:33 2:03 

2:23 PM 3:10 PM 0:46 3:56 PM 4:12 PM 0:03 4:15 PM 4:45 PM 1:33 0:49 2:22 

6:21 PM 7:08 PM 0:07 7:15 PM 7:29 PM 0:06 7:35 PM 8:05 PM 1:31 0:13 1:44 

 Average 0:31   0:06   1:30 0:37 2:08 

Blue = Metrolink           
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Table 12  Weekend Metrolink/Amtrak-to-FlyAway® Route with Average Travel Time of One Hour and a 
52 Minutes and Average Wait Time of only Ten Minutes 

Metrolink / Amtrak Wait 
Time 

FlyAway® Transit 
Time 

Total 
Wait 

Total 
Time Irvine Union 

Station Union Station LAX 

5:49 AM 6:57 AM 0:03 7:00 AM 7:33 AM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
7:49 AM 8:57 AM 0:03 9:00 AM 9:33 AM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
9:21 AM 10:34 AM 0:26 11:00 AM 11:33 AM 1:46 0:26 2:12 
9:49 AM 10:52 AM 0:08 11:00 AM 11:33 AM 1:36 0:08 1:44 

11:49 AM 12:57 PM 0:03 1:00 PM 1:33 PM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
12:22 PM 1:34 PM 0:26 2:00 PM 2:33 PM 1:45 0:26 2:11 

1:49 PM 2:57 PM 0:03 3:00 PM 3:33 PM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
2:23 PM 3:39 PM 0:21 4:00 PM 4:33 PM 1:49 0:21 2:10 
2:49 PM 3:57 PM 0:03 4:00 PM 4:33 PM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
3:52 PM 4:57 PM 0:03 5:00 PM 5:33 PM 1:38 0:03 1:41 
5:52 PM 6:57 PM 0:03 7:00 PM 7:33 PM 1:38 0:03 1:41 
6:21 PM 7:38 PM 0:22 8:00 PM 8:33 PM 1:50 0:22 2:12 
6:53 PM 8:04 PM 0:26 8:30 PM 9:03 PM 1:44 0:26 2:10 
8:49 PM 9:57 PM 0:03 10:00 PM 10:33 PM 1:41 0:03 1:44 
9:49 PM 10:57 PM 0:03 11:00 PM 11:33 PM 1:41 0:03 1:44 

    Average 1:42 0:10 1:52 
Blue = Metrolink        
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Table 13  Weekday Metrolink/Amtrak-to-LA Metro C Line Route with Average Travel Time of One Hour 
and 47 Minutes but only One Train during Mid-Day 

Metrolink / Amtrak Wait 
Time 

Norwalk Bus 4 Wait 
Time 

LA Metro C Line Transit 
Time 

Total 
Wait 

Total 
Time Irvine Santa Fe 

Springs 
Santa Fe 
Springs 

Norwalk 
Station 

Norwalk 
Station LAX 

5:12 AM 5:57 AM 0:04 6:01 AM 6:16 AM 0:09 6:25 AM 6:55 AM 1:30 0:13 1:43 

6:12 AM 6:57 AM 0:03 7:00 AM 7:17 AM 0:08 7:25 AM 7:55 AM 1:32 0:11 1:43 

7:12 AM 7:57 AM 0:06 8:03 AM 8:21 AM 0:04 8:25 AM 8:55 AM 1:33 0:10 1:43 

8:12 AM 8:57 AM 0:12 9:09 AM 9:26 AM 0:09 9:35 AM 10:05 AM 1:32 0:21 1:53 

9:12 AM 9:57 AM 0:04 10:01 AM 10:18 AM 0:07 10:25 AM 10:55 AM 1:32 0:11 1:43 

10:12 AM 10:57 AM 0:03 11:00 AM 11:17 AM 0:08 11:25 AM 11:55 AM 1:32 0:11 1:43 

1:12 PM 1:57 PM 0:02 1:59 PM 2:17 PM 0:08 2:25 PM 2:55 PM 1:33 0:10 1:43 

3:12 PM 3:57 PM 0:00 3:57 PM 4:16 PM 0:09 4:25 PM 4:55 PM 1:34 0:09 1:43 

4:12 PM 4:57 PM 0:10 5:07 PM 5:27 PM 0:08 5:35 PM 6:05 PM 1:35 0:18 1:53 

5:12 PM 5:57 PM 0:04 6:01 PM 6:19 PM 0:06 6:25 PM 6:55 PM 1:33 0:10 1:43 

6:12 PM 6:57 PM 0:04 7:01 PM 7:18 PM 0:07 7:25 PM 7:55 PM 1:32 0:11 1:43 

7:12 PM 7:57 PM 0:17 8:14 PM 8:29 PM 0:16 8:45 PM 9:15 PM 1:30 0:33 2:03 

8:12 PM 8:57 PM 0:29 9:26 PM 9:40 PM 0:05 9:45 PM 10:15 PM 1:29 0:34 2:03 

 Average 0:07   0:08   1:32 0:15 1:47 

Blue = Metrolink           
 

Table 14  Weekend Metrolink/Amtrak-to-LA Metro C Line Route with Earliest Arrival to LAX at 11:45 AM 
and Average Travel Time of Two Hours and Eight Minutes 

Metrolink / Amtrak Wait 
Time 

Norwalk Bus 4 Wait 
Time 

LA Metro C Line Transit 
Time 

Total 
Wait 

Total 
Time Irvine Santa Fe 

Springs 
Santa Fe 
Springs 

Norwalk 
Station 

Norwalk 
Station LAX 

9:21 AM 10:05 AM 0:50 10:55 AM 11:10 AM 0:05 11:15 AM 11:45 AM 1:29 0:55 2:24 

12:22 PM 1:06 PM 0:22 1:28 PM 1:44 PM 0:11 1:55 PM 2:25 PM 1:30 0:33 2:03 

2:23 PM 3:10 PM 0:46 3:56 PM 4:12 PM 0:03 4:15 PM 4:45 PM 1:33 0:49 2:22 

6:21 PM 7:08 PM 0:07 7:15 PM 7:29 PM 0:06 7:35 PM 8:05 PM 1:31 0:13 1:44 

 Average 0:31   0:06   1:30 0:37 2:08 

Blue = Metrolink           
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Table 15  Comparison of Transit Routes from Irvine to LAX 

Item 
Metrolink/Amtrak -> 

FlyAway® -> APM 
Metrolink -> NTS -> C Line 

-> APM 
Weekday Weekend Weekday Weekend 

Average Trip Time (Hours: Minutes) 1:48 1:52 1:47 2:08 
Shortest Trip Time (Hours: Minutes) 1:41 1:41 1:43 1:44 
Longest Trip Time (Hours: Minutes) 2:10 2:12 2:03 2:24 
Number of Trains 24 15 13 4 
Average Frequency of Trains (Hours: Minutes) 0:43 1:08 1:15 3:00 
Percentage of Trips < 2:00 96% 67% 85% 25% 
Percentage of Trips < 2:00 and < 2:30 4% 33% 15% 75% 
Percentage of Trips > 2:30 and < 3:00 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Percentage of Trips > 3:00 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Earliest Departure from Irvine 5:12 AM 5:49 AM 5:12 AM 9:21 AM 
Earliest Arrival at LAX 7:03 AM 7:33 AM 6:55 AM 11:45 AM 
Latest Departure from Irvine 9:49 PM 9:49 PM 8:12 PM 6:21 PM 
Latest Arrival at LAX 11:33 PM 11:33 PM 10:15 PM 8:05 PM 

Note: APM replaces LAX Shuttle in mid-2026 
Source: Metrolink, Amtrak, LA Metro, Norwalk Transit System, and FlyAway® published schedules  

Table 16  Comparison of Transit Routes from LAX to Irvine 

Item 
APM -> FlyAway® -> 
Metrolink/Amtrak 

APM -> C Line -> NTS -> 
Metrolink  

Weekday Weekend Weekday Weekend 
Average Trip Time (Hours: Minutes) 2:15 2:26 2:30 3:05 
Shortest Trip Time (Hours: Minutes) 1:52 1:49 1:48 1:56 
Longest Trip Time (Hours: Minutes) 3:08 3:32 4:38 4:59 
Number of Trains 25 16 13 4 
Average Frequency of Trains (Hours: Minutes) 0:41 1:04 1:20 2:35 
Percentage of Trips < 2:00 6% 12% 15% 17% 
Percentage of Trips < 2:00 and < 2:30 69% 42% 68% 39% 
Percentage of Trips > 2:30 and < 3:00 16% 27% 12% 33% 
Percentage of Trips > 3:00 9% 18% 6% 11% 
Earliest Departure from LAX 5:40 AM 5:40 AM 4:40 AM 7:50 AM 
Earliest Arrival at Irvine 7:48 AM 8:12 AM 6:48 AM 9:49 AM 
Latest Departure from LAX 9:10 PM 9:10 PM 9:00 PM 3:40 PM 
Latest Arrival at Irvine 11:12 PM 11:12 PM 10:48 PM 5:36 PM 

Note: APM replaces LAX Shuttle in mid-2026 
Source: Metrolink, Amtrak, LA Metro, Norwalk Transit System, and FlyAway® published schedules 
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SSUUMMMMAARRYY  
Wildfires have become a fact of life in California. Persistent drought conditions and 
accelerated warming have led to an increase in wildfires throughout the state. Of the 
twenty most destructive wildfires in California history, fifteen have occurred in the last 
ten years (see Appendix A). From the Camp Fire, also referred to as the Paradise Fire, 
in Northern California to the Palisades and Eaton Fires in Los Angeles and the Airport 
Fire in Orange County, the tragic loss of life and the destruction of thousands of homes 
and structures have upended homeowners’ lives and rocked the insurance industry with 
billions of dollars in claims just in the last few years. These conditions have made home 
insurance unaffordable or unavailable for many Orange County residents. The State of 
California has attempted over recent years to mitigate the impact on ratepayers and 
insurers and has provided tougher regulations for hardening homes and property. Both 
the California legislature and the California Department of Insurance have issued recent 
laws and regulations to address these issues. Significant for this report are Safer from 
Wildfires (2022), California Fair Access to Insurance Requirements (FAIR) Plan (1968, 
revised 2025), Assembly Bill 888 (2025) and California Wildland-Urban Interface Code 
(2025). 

The California FAIR Plan was established in 1968 to provide basic insurance for 
property owners who could not obtain fire coverage through the traditional insurance 
market due to being in high-risk fire areas. The FAIR Plan is not a state agency, and it 
receives no taxpayer funding. It is a syndicated fire insurance pool made up of all 
insurers licensed to write property/casualty insurance in the state. The FAIR Plan is 
intended to be the insurer of last resort and is meant to be a temporary safety net 
helping property owners until they can transition back to the traditional insurance 
market. The numerous fires over the last few years coupled with private insurers leaving 
the California market or no longer insuring homes in high-risk areas, have resulted in 
the FAIR Plan being financially strained with the number of policies more than doubling 
since September 2023.1 The State Legislature and Department of Insurance both 
responded with strategies to rebalance this problem requiring insurers to increase the 
number of policies issued in high-risk areas and to change the way rates are 
established, however, insurance companies, using loopholes in the legislation, have so 
far largely avoided meeting the goals set for them.2  

The Safer from Wildfires regulation was issued by the Insurance Commissioner after 
development in partnership with California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
(CAL FIRE) and the Governor’s Office of Emergency Services. The regulation mandates 

 
1 Key Statistics & Data. The California FAIR Plan. https://www.cfpnet.com/key-statistics-data/ 
2 The New York Times, California Promised Insurance Relief, But Delivered Loopholes, Nov. 2, 2025. 
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SSUUMMMMAARRYY  
Wildfires have become a fact of life in California. Persistent drought conditions and 
accelerated warming have led to an increase in wildfires throughout the state. Of the 
twenty most destructive wildfires in California history, fifteen have occurred in the last 
ten years (see Appendix A). From the Camp Fire, also referred to as the Paradise Fire, 
in Northern California to the Palisades and Eaton Fires in Los Angeles and the Airport 
Fire in Orange County, the tragic loss of life and the destruction of thousands of homes 
and structures have upended homeowners’ lives and rocked the insurance industry with 
billions of dollars in claims just in the last few years. These conditions have made home 
insurance unaffordable or unavailable for many Orange County residents. The State of 
California has attempted over recent years to mitigate the impact on ratepayers and 
insurers and has provided tougher regulations for hardening homes and property. Both 
the California legislature and the California Department of Insurance have issued recent 
laws and regulations to address these issues. Significant for this report are Safer from 
Wildfires (2022), California Fair Access to Insurance Requirements (FAIR) Plan (1968, 
revised 2025), Assembly Bill 888 (2025) and California Wildland-Urban Interface Code 
(2025). 

The California FAIR Plan was established in 1968 to provide basic insurance for 
property owners who could not obtain fire coverage through the traditional insurance 
market due to being in high-risk fire areas. The FAIR Plan is not a state agency, and it 
receives no taxpayer funding. It is a syndicated fire insurance pool made up of all 
insurers licensed to write property/casualty insurance in the state. The FAIR Plan is 
intended to be the insurer of last resort and is meant to be a temporary safety net 
helping property owners until they can transition back to the traditional insurance 
market. The numerous fires over the last few years coupled with private insurers leaving 
the California market or no longer insuring homes in high-risk areas, have resulted in 
the FAIR Plan being financially strained with the number of policies more than doubling 
since September 2023.1 The State Legislature and Department of Insurance both 
responded with strategies to rebalance this problem requiring insurers to increase the 
number of policies issued in high-risk areas and to change the way rates are 
established, however, insurance companies, using loopholes in the legislation, have so 
far largely avoided meeting the goals set for them.2  

The Safer from Wildfires regulation was issued by the Insurance Commissioner after 
development in partnership with California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
(CAL FIRE) and the Governor’s Office of Emergency Services. The regulation mandates 

 
1 Key Statistics & Data. The California FAIR Plan. https://www.cfpnet.com/key-statistics-data/ 
2 The New York Times, California Promised Insurance Relief, But Delivered Loopholes, Nov. 2, 2025. 
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that insurance companies provide rate discounts for various actions that property 
owners take to create defensible space and harden their homes against wildfires (see 
Appendix B).  

AB888, the California Safe Homes Grant Program, aims to reduce wildfire losses, 
improve insurability and resilience of vulnerable communities, and support home 
hardening efforts to help residents qualify for insurance premium incentives. It provides 
grants to aid qualifying residents and communities to complete wildfire risk mitigation 
measures. 

The California Wildland-Urban Interface Code (CWUIC) refers to the California Building 
Standards Code, Title 24, Part 7. Effective in January 2026, the CWUIC requires fire-
resistant and ignition-resistant construction in Fire Hazard Severity Zones or the 
wildland-urban interface. Requirements were also established for vegetation and hazard 
mitigation in the same areas. Studies have definitively shown that implementing these 
home hardening and defensible space requirements, including retrofitting existing 
homes, will greatly reduce ignition and fire spread, thereby reducing damage and 
resulting claims. Compliance with the 2015 International Wildland-Urban Interface Code 
(IWUIC) could save $4 for every $1 invested and retrofitting structures to the IWUIC 
could provide from $2 to as much as $8 in benefits for each $1 invested.3 Home 
hardening and defensible space measures that align with wildland-urban interface 
codes and Safer from Wildfires regulations will help save homeowners and insurance 
companies from catastrophic loss. 

The 2025-2026 Orange County Grand Jury found evidence that clearly shows 
Safer from Wildfires home hardening and defensible space measures protect 
homes and communities, saving homeowners, local governments, and fire 
authorities as well as insurance companies from catastrophic loss while also 
providing discounts for homeowners’ insurance premiums. 

 

BBAACCKKGGRROOUUNNDD  

California’s Wildfire Crisis and Insurance Impact 
California faces an escalating wildfire crisis fueled by accelerated warming, prolonged 
droughts, increasingly windy conditions, and expanded development into fire-prone 
areas. Between 2015 and 2025, 15 of the 20 most destructive wildfires in state history 

 
3 National Institute of Building Science, Natural Hazard Mitigation Saves. 2019. https://nibs.org/wp-
content/uploads/2025/04/NIBS_MMC_MitigationSaves_2019-1.pdf. Accessed March 3, 2026. 
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occurred, including the Palisades and Eaton Fires in 2025. These events have caused 
loss of life, devastated communities, destroyed thousands of homes, and resulted in 
billions in insured losses (see Appendix A). 

The Eaton Fire in January 2025, spread through the suburbs of Pasadena destroying 
9,413 structures and burning 14,021 acres. It became Los Angeles County’s most 
destructive and second deadliest fire with 19 fatalities (see Appendix A). 

On the same day in January 2025, the Palisades Fires swept through Pacific Palisades, 
Topanga, and Malibu, consuming 6,833 homes and 23,707 acres. It became Los 
Angeles County’s third-most destructive fire and third deadliest with 12 fatalities (see 
Appendix A). Both fires were fueled by strong Santa Ana winds of between 80-100 mph, 
extremely dry conditions, and dense vegetation, creating what officials called a "perfect 
storm" for wildfire spread.4,5 

 
Figure 1  Map of Eaton and Palisades Fires in January 2025 

The most destructive California wildfire listed by CAL FIRE is the November 2018 Camp 
Fire in Butte County which burned 153,336 acres, destroyed 18,804 structures, and 
resulted in 85 deaths. The CAL FIRE list of the Top 20 Most Destructive California 
Wildfires can be viewed in detail in Appendix A. Data for Orange County wildfires for the 
period 2008 through 2024 can be viewed in Appendix A. 

Orange County’s 2024 Airport Fire that started in Trabuco Canyon burned 23,500 acres 
and destroyed 160 structures. The fire raged for nearly a month, prompting a state of 

 
4 Andrea Thompson, How the Ferocious Santa Ana Winds are Fueling the Palisades Fire, Scientific 
American, Accessed January,8, 2026, http://www.scientificamerican.com 
5 Julia Jacobo and Ginger Zee, A perfect storm of weather and climate conditions led to the severity of the 
California fires, ABC News, Accessed January 8, 2026, http://www.abcnews.com/US/perfect-storm-
weather-climate-conditions-severity-california-fires/story?id=117468072 
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that insurance companies provide rate discounts for various actions that property 
owners take to create defensible space and harden their homes against wildfires (see 
Appendix B).  
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BBAACCKKGGRROOUUNNDD  
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3 National Institute of Building Science, Natural Hazard Mitigation Saves. 2019. https://nibs.org/wp-
content/uploads/2025/04/NIBS_MMC_MitigationSaves_2019-1.pdf. Accessed March 3, 2026. 
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occurred, including the Palisades and Eaton Fires in 2025. These events have caused 
loss of life, devastated communities, destroyed thousands of homes, and resulted in 
billions in insured losses (see Appendix A). 
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Appendix A). Both fires were fueled by strong Santa Ana winds of between 80-100 mph, 
extremely dry conditions, and dense vegetation, creating what officials called a "perfect 
storm" for wildfire spread.4,5 
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emergency and millions of dollars in claims. This fire and others not only caused 
property loss, but also damaged ecosystems, water resources, and impacted air quality. 
Post-fire soil degradation and the expansion of invasive, non-native plants has further 
hindered recovery.6 

In California, wildfires have strained the private insurance market. Many insurers, facing 
frequent and unsustainable financial exposure and constraints on rate hikes caused by 
Proposition 103 have withdrawn from high-risk areas, or stopped issuing new policies 
altogether. Some insurers have even withdrawn from the state completely. 

California homeowners in high-risk wildfire areas report premiums ranging from $5,000 
to $12,000 annually.7 Orange County, California’s fifth most expensive housing market 
as of the 4th quarter 2025,8 faces challenges that are different than the statewide 
market. With an average home price of $1.2 million,9 rising insurance costs further 
threaten housing affordability. A recent survey found that 43% of Orange County seniors 
worry most about housing costs and financial security.10 Among the hardest hit by 
insurance premium increases and policy nonrenewal are retirees, renters, and owners 
of condominiums, townhomes, and mobile homes. 

The Safer from Wildfires regulation requires insurers to offer discounts to homeowners 
who take proactive steps to reduce wildfire risk. Discounts are based on both achieving 
community-level designations, which assess the collective mitigation efforts of 
neighborhoods, and property-level improvements such as installing fire-resistant 
roofing, ember-resistant vents, and clearing defensible space.11  

Reducing wildfire risk in the wildland-urban interface helps ensure that insurance 
coverage remains accessible. California’s wildfire and insurance crisis demands 
coordinated action from local governments and fire authorities, communities, and 
homeowners to reduce risk of wildfire.  

 
6 Mashall A. Hayrikian, Engineering and Environmental Implications of the LA wildfires: Eaton and 
Palisades Fire, Marshall Geoscience – Geotechnical Engineering, Laboratory Services, 
http://www.marshallgeo.com/geotechnical-engineering/engineering-and-environmental-implications-of-la-
wildfires-eaton-palisades-fires/ 
7 Merlin Law Group. Fire Insurance in California: A Complete Guide. https://www.merlinlawgroup.com/fire-
insurance-california-guide/. Accessed March 6, 2026. 
8 California Association of Realtors®, Median Prices of Existing Single Family Homes. Accessed March 8, 
2026. https://www.car.org/marketdata/data/housingdata 
9 O.C. CA Real Estate and Property Data, ATTOM, October 2025 
10 Gabriel San Roman, New report on aging in Orange County outlines key concerns among seniors, Los 
Angeles Times, June 21, 2024, https://www.latimes.com/socal/daily-pilot/entertainment/story/2024-06-
21/aging-in-orange-county-report 
11 California Code of Regulations, Title 10, Section 2644.9, Consideration of Mitigation Factors; Wildfire 
Risk Models. https://regulations.justia.com/states/california/title-10/chapter-5/subchapter-4-8/article-
4/section-2644-9/ 
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RREEAASSOONN  FFOORR  SSTTUUDDYY    
Wildfires have become an increasingly severe threat to residential communities in 
Orange County, particularly those in high-risk fire zones. The frequency and intensity of 
wildfires has escalated due to prolonged droughts, rising temperatures, and 
development encroachment into wildland-urban interface areas. Catastrophic losses 
from these wildfires have resulted in a continuing insurance crisis.  

This study aims to (1) identify the shared responsibilities of local governments and fire 
service agencies, communities and homeowners to reduce the risk of wildfire in the 
wildland-urban interface, (2) investigate the status of actions taken by the California 
legislature and Department of Insurance to provide relief to policyholders, and (3) inform 
communities and homeowners on home hardening, defensible space, insurance risk 
reduction, and wildfire safety awareness. 

 

MMEETTHHOODD  OOFF  SSTTUUDDYY  
The investigation reviewed the efforts of Orange County local governments, local fire 
departments, and homeowner associations to better understand and provide an 
independent look at the above concerns and possible solutions. To achieve a clear 
picture of the wildfire problem in the Orange County wildland-urban interface and its 
impact on insurance rates, the 2025-2026 Grand Jury has done the following:  

 Reviewed studies and academic papers 
 Issued a Fire Hazard Severity Zone survey to all Orange County cities 
 Examined the 2025 California Wildland-Urban Interface Code 
 Observed a demonstration at a Yorba Linda Water District Heli-Hydrant™ 
 Visited Firewise USA Site designated communities 
 Conducted literature review of previous statewide Grand Jury reports  
 Interviewed California Department of Insurance staff, reviewed Department 

website and pertinent regulations 
 Visited Orange County Fire Authority facilities to better understand their training, 

procedures, and preparedness  
 Conducted multiple interviews with city, county, and fire officials, as well as 

homeowners association staff and residents regarding wildland-urban interface 
wildfire risk reduction 
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6 Mashall A. Hayrikian, Engineering and Environmental Implications of the LA wildfires: Eaton and 
Palisades Fire, Marshall Geoscience – Geotechnical Engineering, Laboratory Services, 
http://www.marshallgeo.com/geotechnical-engineering/engineering-and-environmental-implications-of-la-
wildfires-eaton-palisades-fires/ 
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insurance-california-guide/. Accessed March 6, 2026. 
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9 O.C. CA Real Estate and Property Data, ATTOM, October 2025 
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11 California Code of Regulations, Title 10, Section 2644.9, Consideration of Mitigation Factors; Wildfire 
Risk Models. https://regulations.justia.com/states/california/title-10/chapter-5/subchapter-4-8/article-
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Orange County Fire Authority helicopter approaching Yorba Linda Water District Heli-HydrantTM 
Source: Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 

 

IINNVVEESSTTIIGGAATTIIOONN  AANNDD  AANNAALLYYSSIISS  
The 2025-2026 Grand Jury investigated the risk of wildfire in Orange County wildland-
urban interface areas, the insurance industry’s response to this risk, actions taken by 
fire prevention authorities to reduce the risk of damage and destruction of homes by 
wildfire, and the state legislature and California Department of Insurance (CDI) 
response to the insurance crisis. The Grand Jury also investigated actions homeowners 
should take to share the responsibility to reduce community wildfire risk, and by doing 
so, potentially reduce their insurance costs. 

The Grand Jury investigation included evaluation of CDI initiatives, the Safer from 
Wildfires insurance regulation,12 and other regulations related to wildfire and insurance 
risk reduction. The investigation also included examination of recent changes to Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone mapping, the 2025 CWUIC, and pending amendments to the 
ember-resistant Zone 0 regulations that comprise defensible space requirements. 

Shared Responsibility for Reduction of Wildfire and 
Insurance Risk 
There is a broad scope of shared responsibility for risk reduction in wildland-urban 
interface areas. State legislators, CDI, state and local fire prevention authorities, 
counties and cities, community-level organizations, and homeowners all share 
responsibility for taking actions necessary to prevent wildfires in wildland-urban 
interface areas and thereby reduce insurance risk and policy rates. Figure 2 below 
illustrates the shared responsibility. 

 
12 California Code of Regulations, Title 10, Section 2644.9 
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Figure 2  Shared responsibility for risk reduction in wildland-urban interface areas 

The conclusion of this report focuses on the responsibilities of local governments and 
fire prevention authorities to provide homeowners the information and guidance needed 
to reduce property-level wildfire and insurance risk and thereby reduce these risks 
across entire communities. 

Wildland-Urban Interface 
Wildland-urban interface (WUI) is where urban development meets or intermixes with 
undeveloped natural areas. The term 
“wildland-urban interface” refers most often 
to areas where houses are located within or 
adjacent to relatively larger areas of natural 
vegetation. The U.S. Forest Service refers to 
WUI simply as “areas where human 
development meets natural landscapes.13 
WUI is at greatest risk of wildfire in 

 
13 Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture. Wildland-Urban Interface. 
https://research.fs.usda.gov/nrs/fire/wui. Accessed January 12, 2026. 

Source: RanchoMissionViejo.com 
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California, where we have led the nation in both WUI growth and wildfires for 30 years.14 

The Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Problem 
The current National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) Firewise USA program was 
developed out of the 1986 Wildfire Strikes Home conference principally organized by 
the U.S. Forest Service and the NFPA. This initiative was the initial fire management 
response to the home destruction problem related to wildfires nationally recognized in 
1985 which has since become known as the WUI fire problem.15  

By the middle of this century, many Orange County residents may have a dramatic 
experience with wildfire due to increasingly drier, hotter conditions. Research that 
examined wildfires during the period from 1959 through 2009 predicts that in the next 25 
years Southern California will see increased wildfires during months when fall winds 
occur and also during the warmer, summer months. It is estimated that by the mid-21st 
century there will be a 64% increase in acreage burned during higher intensity fall 
winds, and a 77% increase during summer winds due to warmer and drier climate. A 
greater concern is the estimated 20% increase in structures destroyed due to fires 
during fall winds and estimated 74% increase in structures destroyed due to fires during 
summer winds in warmer, drier conditions.16  

Orange County development that continues into the WUI should expect to face these 
predictions. This Orange County Grand Jury report focuses on the implications for 
increased wildfire and insurance risk and our concern that most homes in WUI areas 
are not prepared to resist ignition and destruction by wildfire. 

Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Disaster and Suburban Conflagration 

WUI fire disasters and suburban conflagrations occur during extreme fire conditions 
when numerous houses ignite and burn simultaneously, overwhelming the capabilities 
of firefighting resources.17 If enough homes are ignition-resistant, many homes do not 
ignite during extreme fire conditions and fire protection is not overwhelmed by the 

 
14 Center for Critical Urban and Environmental Studies. University of California, Santa Cruz. Wildland 
Urban Interface (WUI) Research for Resilience: Addressing California’s Climate, Conservation & Housing 
Crises. https://criticalurbanenvironments.ucsc.edu/projects/wildland-urban-interface-wui-research-for-
resilience/ 
15 Jack Cohen. The Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Problem: A Consequence of the Fire Exclusion 
Paradigm. Forest History Today. Fall 2008: 20-26. 
https://www.fs.usda.gov/rm/pubs_other/rmrs_2008_cohen_j002.pdf. Accessed March 25, 2026. 
16 Yufang Jin, et al. Identification of two distinct fire regimes in Southern California; implications for 
economic impact and future change. Environmental Research Letters, Volume 1, Number 9. IOP 
Science, September 8, 2015. https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/10/9/094005. 
Accessed January 9, 2026. 
17 Cohen, The Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Problem, 22. 
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homes that do ignite; the ignition-resistant homes can survive without firefighter 
protection, and an extreme wildfire can occur without becoming a WUI fire disaster18 or 
suburban conflagration. 

Suburban conflagrations occur when fire spreads from the wildlands into the WUI and 
suburban environment. Suburban conflagration follows the conceptual WUI fire chain of 
events in Figure 3.19 Once a structure in a community ignites, the probability of its 
complete destruction is high and the risk to the rest of the community increases as the 
burning structure produces significant heat and embers.20 Effective prevention of 
structure ignitions through home hardening and defensible space measures can break 
the WUI fire chain of events. 

 
Figure 3  WUI and suburban conflagration fire disaster chain of events.21 

Home Ignition Zone and Home Ignition Potential 

The home ignition zone refers to a home and its immediate surroundings within 100 to 
200 feet. The home ignition zone principally determines the potential for WUI fire 
disasters. Research shows that a home’s ignition potential during extreme wildfires is 
determined by the characteristics of its exterior materials and design, their response to 

 
18 Cohen, The Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Problem, 23. 
19 Ian M. Gammanco, et al. The Return of Conflagration in Our Built Environment. Insurance Institute for 
Business and Home Safety. September 2023. https://ibhs.org/wp-
content/uploads/Suburban_Wildfire_Conflagration_WhitePaper.pdf. Accessed March 20, 2026. 
20 Gammanco, The Return of Conflagration, 22. 
21 Gammanco, The Return of Conflagration, 14. 
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burning objects within 100 feet, and their response to embers. Most destroyed homes in 
residential areas ignite from smaller flames and firebrands (lofted embers), not 
surrounding vegetation.22 Reducing home ignition potential is the key to preventing WUI 
fire disaster. 

Reducing Home Ignition Potential Can Prevent Wildland-Urban 
Interface Fire Disaster and Suburban Conflagration 

During extreme WUI fires, homes ignite and burn and sustain the requirements for 
combustion both indirectly and directly: Indirectly from radiation and convection heating 
from flames, and directly from ember spot ignitions on a house. Computational modeling 
and laboratory and field experiments show that large flames of burning shrubs and tree 
canopies must be within 100 feet to ignite a home’s wood exterior, while most destroyed 
homes ignite from smaller flames and directly from burning embers.23 These research 
results suggest that addressing the conditions in the home ignition zone to significantly 
reduce home ignition potential can prevent WUI fire disaster. Reducing home ignition 
potential means addressing the ignitability of the structure rather than the immediate 
surroundings. 

Source: Patrick T. Fallon / Agence France-Presse / Getty Images 

An analysis of CAL FIRE data and Butte County property records shows that about 51% 
of the 350 single-family homes built after 2008 in the path of the Camp Fire were 
undamaged. By contrast, only 18% of the 12,100 homes built prior to 2008 escaped 
damage.24 The homes built after 2008 were required to conform to 2008 Title 24, 
Chapter 7A of the California Building Standards Code which focused on construction of 
new buildings located within WUI and Fire Hazard Severity Zones. These 2008 wildfire 
risk mitigation requirements for new homes included materials such as fire-resistant 

 
22 Cohen, The Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Problem, 23. 
23 Cohen, The Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Problem, 24. 
24 Dale Kasler and Phillip Reese. In Camp Fire, Newer Houses Were Much Less Damaged. The 
Sacramento Bee. April 11, 2019, updated January 9, 2024. https://www.kqed.org/science/1940012/newer-
%D8%8Cuses-much-less-damaged-in-camp-fire. Accessed March 4, 2026. 
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roofs and siding, and construction methods for exterior wildfire protection. These wildfire 
risk mitigation requirements for new construction directly reduce home ignition potential 
and help homes constructed to the new standards survive undamaged. 

Benefits of Reducing Home Ignition Potential Can Exceed Costs 

The benefits of reducing home ignition potential through compliance with new 
construction requirements can exceed costs, with 90% of the benefits estimated from 
reduced property losses and insurance costs. The benefit-cost ratio (BCR) for 
complying with the 2015 International Wildland-Urban Interface Code (IWUIC) has been 
calculated by the National Institute of Building Science for a number of representative 
counties with moderate to extreme fire risk. Total benefits were calculated at $3 billion 
and total costs at $800 million, suggesting a BCR of approximately 4:1 or $4 saved for 
every $1 of additional construction and maintenance cost.25 

A national average BCR for retrofitting typical 2,000 square-foot existing homes plus 
nearby non-residential buildings (stores, schools, etc.) to 2018 IWUIC ignition-resistant 
construction and defensible space was also calculated. Benefits of retrofit exceed costs, 
with 93% of the benefits estimated from reduced property losses. Total benefits were 
calculated at $430 billion and total costs at $240 billion, equivalent to a national average 
BCR of 2:1 or $2 saved for every $1 of retrofit and maintenance costs.26 The per-house 
retrofit cost is highly uncertain. The lowest average per-house retrofit cost would imply a 
much higher benefit-cost ratio, perhaps as high as 8:1, equivalent to an average of $8 
saved for every $1 of retrofit cost.27 

Office of the State Fire Marshal Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone Mapping 
California laws now require Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) mapping.28,29,30 The need 
for FHSZ mapping arose from repeated occurrence of major destructive fires. The FHSZ 
maps are developed using a science-based and field-tested model that assigns a 
hazard score based on the factors that influence fire likelihood and fire behavior. There 
are three levels of hazard score: Moderate, High, and Very High. Many factors are 

 
25 National Institute of Building Science, Natural Hazard Mitigation Saves. 63 
26 National Institute of Building Science, Natural Hazard Mitigation Saves, 114. 
27 National Institute of Building Science, Natural Hazard Mitigation Saves, 115. 
28 California Public Resources Code 4201-4204. https://law.justia.com/codes/california/code-prc/division-
4/part-2/chapter-1/article-9/ 
29 California Government Code 51175-89. https://law.justia.com/codes/california/code-gov/title-5/division-
1/part-1/chapter-6-8/section-51175/ 
30 California Code of Regulations Title 14, Section 1280. 
https://regulations.justia.com/states/california/title-14/division-1-5/chapter-7/subchapter-3/article-1/section-
1280/ 
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25 National Institute of Building Science, Natural Hazard Mitigation Saves. 63 
26 National Institute of Building Science, Natural Hazard Mitigation Saves, 114. 
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1/part-1/chapter-6-8/section-51175/ 
30 California Code of Regulations Title 14, Section 1280. 
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considered such as fire history, existing and potential fuel (natural vegetation), predicted 
flame length, blowing embers, terrain, and typical fire weather for the area. FHSZ maps 
evaluate hazard, not risk. “Hazard” is based on the physical conditions that create a 
likelihood and expected fire behavior over a 30- to 50-year period without considering 
mitigation measures such as home hardening, recent wildfire, or fuel reduction efforts. 
“Risk” is the potential damage that a fire can do to the area under existing conditions, 
accounting for any modifications such as fuel reduction projects, defensible space, and 
ignition resistant building construction.31 

FHSZ mapping began with the State 
Responsibility Area (SRA), defined as a 
designated area in California where the 
state has primary responsibility for fire 
prevention and suppression. The SRA 
FHSZ mapping went into effect in April 
2024. Since then, the Office has also been 
mapping Local Responsibility Areas (LRA), 
defined as a portion of land where local 
agencies, such as city or county fire 
departments, are responsible for wildfire 
protection. All Orange County FHSZ maps 
are accessible at the CAL FIRE website.32 
Figure 4 shows an example of an Orange 
County city FHSZ map. Appendix C shows 
a screenshot of Orange County FHSZs 
using the CAL FIRE Find Your Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone viewer accessible at this 
CAL FIRE web address:33 

 
31 CAL FIRE. Office of the State Fire Marshal. Fire Hazard Severity Zones. Explore Fire Hazard Severity 
Zones. . https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/what-we-do/community-wildfire-preparedness-and-mitigation/fire-hazard-
severity-zones. Accessed March 20, 2026. 
32 CAL FIRE. Office of the State Fire Marshal. Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local Responsibility Area. 
Phase 4. Orange County. 
https://calfire.app.box.com/s/wahuw9ny7cgn89xpxh7092ur50r1pwvj/folder/312669458215. Accessed 
March 12, 2026. 
33 CAL FIRE. Office of the State Fire Marshal. Fire Hazard Severity Zones. https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/what-
we-do/community-wildfire-preparedness-and-mitigation/fire-hazard-severity-zones. Accessed March 12, 
2026. 

Figure 4  Example of an Orange County City LRA 
Fire Hazard Severity Zone Map 
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https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/5065c998b4b0462f9ec3c6c226c610a9. 
Homeowners can enter their address in this viewer to find whether their property is 
located within a specific FHSZ. 

How Fire Hazard Severity Zone Maps Impact Homeowners 

FHSZ maps have no direct impact on insurance coverage. The CDI states that the 
FHSZ maps are intended to drive local planning decisions, not insurance decisions, and 
that FHSZ maps have nothing to do with insurance rating.34  

Though not used directly for insurance rating, FHSZ mapping does have significant 
indirect impacts. Properties located in High or Very High FHSZs are subject to certain 
legal requirements. New state building code requirements effective January 2026 for 
homes within a FHSZ or a WUI area include fire-resistant materials and construction 
methods. Buildings in these areas are subject to defensible space requirements. If you 
sell a home located in these areas, you are required to disclose fire risk and compliance 
to potential buyers using a specific form. 

These regulations are in place to increase fire-resistance of communities and ensure 
property owners are aware of the risks involved in living in a wildfire-prone area. 

California Wildland-Urban Interface Code Effective January 1, 2026 

Title 24, Part 7 of the California Building Standards Code, also referred to as the 2025 
California Wildland-Urban Interface Code (CWUIC),35 became effective January 1, 
2026. 

Title 24, Part 7, Chapter 5, Special Building Construction Regulations establishes 
minimum standards to locate, design and construct buildings and structures or portions 
thereof for the protection of life and property, to resist damage from wildfires, and to 
mitigate building and structure fires from spreading to wildland fuels.36 Chapter 5 
requirements for construction within a FHSZ or a WUI area include: 

 Specifications for fire-resistance-rated construction and non-combustible 
materials 

 Ignition-resistant construction and material 
 Replacement or repair of roof coverings 

 
34 California Department of Insurance. CAL FIRE Hazard Maps Do Not Affect Insurance Rates or 
Availability. https://www.insurance.ca.gov/0400-news/0102-alerts/2025/CAL-FIRE-hazard-maps-do-not-
affect-insu.cfm. Accessed March 6, 2026. 
35 2025 California Wildland-Urban Interface Code, Title 24, Part 7, 2024 IWUIC Amended, Effective Date: 
Jan 01, 2026. https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/CAWUIC2025P2. Accessed January 22, 2026. 
36 2025 California Wildland-Urban Interface Code, Title 24, Part 7, 2024 IWUIC Amended, Effective Date: 
Jan 01, 2026. https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/CAWUIC2025P2. Accessed January 22, 2026. 
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34 California Department of Insurance. CAL FIRE Hazard Maps Do Not Affect Insurance Rates or 
Availability. https://www.insurance.ca.gov/0400-news/0102-alerts/2025/CAL-FIRE-hazard-maps-do-not-
affect-insu.cfm. Accessed March 6, 2026. 
35 2025 California Wildland-Urban Interface Code, Title 24, Part 7, 2024 IWUIC Amended, Effective Date: 
Jan 01, 2026. https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/CAWUIC2025P2. Accessed January 22, 2026. 
36 2025 California Wildland-Urban Interface Code, Title 24, Part 7, 2024 IWUIC Amended, Effective Date: 
Jan 01, 2026. https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/CAWUIC2025P2. Accessed January 22, 2026. 
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Defensible Space Requirements and the New Ember-Resistant Zone 0 

The State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection is responsible for the existing 
defensible space regulations37 for buildings or structures located in the SRA or in Very 
High FHSZ in the LRA. If you have a home or building in the SRA or in the Very High 
FHSZ in the LRA, you are responsible for ensuring that your property complies with 
defensible space requirements to protect structures from wildfire. The Board of Forestry 
and Fire Protection webpages include an illustration of existing Defensible Space Zones 
0, 1, and 2 (Figure 5), and links to Zones 0, 1, and 2 resources.38 

 
Figure 5  Board of Forestry and Fire Protection Defensible Zones 0, 1, and 2 

It is important to note that “ember-resistant Zone 0” does not mean all vegetation, 
including trees, within 0-5 feet must be removed. New ember-resistant Zone 0 

 
37 California Public Resources Code Division 4 - Forests, Forestry and Range and Forage Lands Part 2 - 
Protection of Forest, Range and Forage Lands Chapter 3 - Mountainous, Forest-, Brush- and Grass-
Covered Lands Section 4291. https://law.justia.com/codes/california/code-prc/division-4/part-2/chapter-
3/section-4291/. Accessed January 14, 2026. 
38 State of California Board of Forestry and Fire Protection. https://bof.fire.ca.gov/projects-and-
programs/defensible-space-zones-0-1-and-2. Accessed January 14, 2026. 
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vegetation options will be finalized later in 2026. The next public workshop meeting is 
scheduled for April 23, 2026. New ember-resistant Zone 0 requirements enhance 
existing defensible space requirements in High and Very High FHSZs in the LRA to 
create an ember-resistant zone within 0 to 5 feet of a building. 39 Compliance with 
existing or enhanced defensible space requirements addresses home ignition potential 
and reduces home ignitability. Reducing the ignitability of enough homes can break the 
WUI fire chain of events and help more homes escape destruction or survive 
undamaged. 

AB38 Defensible Space Compliance Documentation and Disclosure 

AB38 became effective in 2021, requiring sellers of property located in a High or Very 
High FHSZ to provide buyers with documentation stating the property complies with 
state defensible space requirements or local vegetation management ordinances, as 
applicable. The law provides that if documentation demonstrating compliance cannot be 
obtained by the close of escrow, a written agreement may be executed showing that the 
buyer agrees to obtain documentation of compliance within one year of the close of 
escrow. 40 

The law also requires a Defensible Space Disclosure be provided by sellers of property 
located in a High or Very High FHSZ to buyers of homes constructed before January 1, 
2010. The Disclosure must include specified information and a copy of a final inspection 
report, or information on where the report may be obtained. A sample Defensible Space 
Disclosure notice is reproduced at Appendix D. 

California Homeowners Insurance Crisis 
Devastating property losses and casualties resulting from numerous wildfires in 
California WUI areas and other natural disasters beginning in 2018 have precipitated a 
continuing homeowners insurance crisis. Beginning in 2022 and 2023, insurers began 
dramatically raising California homeowners fire insurance premiums in what were 
considered wildfire risk areas, and some insurers began to stop issuing policies in high-
risk areas or withdraw from the California homeowners’ insurance market altogether. 
Like many homeowners throughout the state that are severely impacted by the 
insurance crisis, many Orange County homeowners are also impacted. 

 
39 Board of Forestry and Fire Protection. Summary of October 2025 Draft Zone 0 Regulation Language. 
https://34c031f8-c9fd-4018-8c5a-4159cdff6b0d-cdn-endpoint.azureedge.net/-/media/bof-website/projects-
and-programs/defensible-space-zones-0-1-2/october-zone-0-summary-and-rule-
plead.pdf?rev=927f9551dc7b4f15b8263671cca15ef2&hash=F80F2C5451370BB3C855E38CCCC516D4. 
Accessed February 17, 2025. 
40 Assembly Bill 38, Wood. Fire safety: low-cost retrofits: regional capacity review: wildfire mitigation. 
Approved October 2, 2019. California-2019-AB38-Chaptered 
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39 Board of Forestry and Fire Protection. Summary of October 2025 Draft Zone 0 Regulation Language. 
https://34c031f8-c9fd-4018-8c5a-4159cdff6b0d-cdn-endpoint.azureedge.net/-/media/bof-website/projects-
and-programs/defensible-space-zones-0-1-2/october-zone-0-summary-and-rule-
plead.pdf?rev=927f9551dc7b4f15b8263671cca15ef2&hash=F80F2C5451370BB3C855E38CCCC516D4. 
Accessed February 17, 2025. 
40 Assembly Bill 38, Wood. Fire safety: low-cost retrofits: regional capacity review: wildfire mitigation. 
Approved October 2, 2019. California-2019-AB38-Chaptered 
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Actions have been taken by the state legislature and the CDI during the last three years 
to strengthen the property insurance market, increase insurer commitments to write 
more policies in wildfire-distressed areas, and provide a framework to support 
homeowners in securing premium reductions from insurers when they take specific 
actions to reduce their community- and property-level wildfire risk.41 Despite these 
actions, many homeowners remain vulnerable to dramatic policy premium increases, 
nonrenewal, or the inability to secure traditional insurance coverage.  

A recent New York Times article42 cites a 2023 California Association of Realtors survey 
wherein “nearly 7 percent of realtors surveyed…said that they had deals fall out of 
escrow that year because buyers couldn’t find adequate, affordable coverage.” As 
further cited in the article: “The percentage of realtors reporting that they had deals fall 
through for lack of insurance has more than doubled since 2023, to 16.6 percent.”  

Unabated Growth of the California FAIR Plan 

The continuing statewide insurance crisis is further demonstrated by the unabated 
growth in California FAIR Plan residential insurance policies. The FAIR Plan provides 

basic fire insurance coverage for 
eligible high-risk properties when 
such coverage is demonstrated by 
the applicant to be unavailable in 
the traditional insurance market.43 
FAIR Plan coverage is limited, 
relatively expensive, and is the 
insurer of last resort for these 
properties. During the period from 
September 2023 to September 
2025, the number of FAIR Plan 
residential dwelling policies in 
force (PIF) increased from 
320,581 to 625,033 as shown at 

 
41 California Department of Insurance. Sustainable Insurance Strategy. 
https://ains.assembly.ca.gov/system/files/2023-12/insurance-commissioner-ricardo-lara-california-
sustainable-insurance-strategy-presentation-to-assembly-insurance-committee-12-13-2023.pdf. Accessed 
January 29, 2026. 
42 New York Times.California Promised Insurance Relief, But Delivered Loopholes. November 1, 2025. 
https://www.nytimes.com/2025/11/01/us/los-angeles-california-fire-insurance-regulations.html. Accessed 
March 25, 2026. 
43 The California FAIR Plan. https://www.cfpnet.com/. Accessed March 25, 2026. 
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Figure 6.44 FAIR Plan data for Orange County residential policies in 2022 is shown in 
Appendix E. 
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44 Key Statistics & Data. The California FAIR Plan. https://www.cfpnet.com/key-statistics-data/. Accessed 
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46 California Code of Regulations, Title 10, Section 2644.9 
47 Fire Risk Reduction Community listed by the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 4290.1. https://bof.fire.ca.gov/projects-and-programs/fire-risk-reduction-
community-list. Accessed February 10, 2026. 
48 Firewise USA program managed by National Fire Protection Association (NFPA). 
https://www.nfpa.org/Education-and-Research/Wildfire/Firewise-USA. Accessed April 21, 2026. 
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U.S. Fire Administration, and the Wildfire Prepared Neighborhood™ Pilot Program49 
being launched by the Insurance Institute for Business & Home Safety (IBHS). 

Safer from Wildfires: Property-Level Wildfire Risk Mitigation  

Safer from Wildfires also requires insurers to offer premium discounts based, in part, on 
the reduced wildfire risk resulting from each and every property-level wildfire risk 
mitigation action. These individual property-level wildfire risk mitigation efforts include 
measures addressing the immediate surroundings of a building and building hardening. 
The IBHS offers homeowner guidance based on its research,50 and a property-level 
Wildfire Prepared Home™ designation51 that recognizes mitigation measures 
addressing both immediate surroundings and home hardening. 

Safer from Wildfires: Property-Level Measures Addressing Immediate 
Surroundings - Defensible Space 

The following measures are specified in Safer from Wildfires to address the immediate 
surroundings of a building. Each of these actions qualifies for insurance discount: 

a. Clearing of vegetation and debris from under decks 
b. Clearing of vegetation, debris, mulch, stored combustible materials, and any and 

all movable combustible objects from the area within five (5) feet of the building 
c. Use of only noncombustible materials in any improvements to the property, 

including fences and gates situated within five (5) feet of the building 
d. Removal or absence of combustible structures, including sheds and other 

outbuildings, from the area within thirty (30) feet of the building or as much of 
such area as is under the control of the applicant or policyholder 

e. Whether the property upon which the building is situated complies with state or 
local defensible space requirements, as applicable 

Safer from Wildfires: Property-Level Building Hardening Measures 

The following building hardening measures are specified in Safer from Wildfires. Each 
of these actions qualifies for insurance discount: 

a. Class-A fire rated roof 
b. Enclosed eaves 

 
49 Institute for Business & Home Safety. Wildfire Prepared Neighborhood Pilot Program. 
https://wildfireprepared.org/wildfire-prepared-neighborhood-pilot-program/. Accessed March 19, 2026. 
50 IBHS Research. Wildland Fire Embers and Flames: Home Mitigations That Matter. April 2023. 
https://ibhs1.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/Home-Mitigations-that-Matter-FINAL.pdf. 
Accessed February 10, 2026. 
51 Institute for Business & Home Safety. Wildfire Prepared Home: Take Proven Steps to Reduce Your 
Risk. https://wildfireprepared.org/. Accessed March 19, 2026. 
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c. Fire-resistant vents 
d. Multipane windows, including dual pane windows, or functional shutters, which 

when closed, cover the entire window and do not have openings 
e. At least six (6) inches of noncombustible vertical clearance at the bottom of the 

exterior surface of the building, measured from the ground up 

Safer from Wildfires: Optional Factors 

The Safer from Wildfires regulation also incorporates other optional factors that are 
substantially related to risk of wildfire loss. These optional factors may include, but are 
not limited to: fuel, slope, access, aspect, structural characteristics, wind, and other 
community-level or property-level mitigation efforts, or designations as recommended by 
a state or local fire safety agency or organization as reducing wildfire risk. 

Reducing Wildfire and Insurance Risk: AB888 The 
California Safe Homes Grant Program 
AB888 established the California Safe Homes Grant Program in October 2025 to be 
developed and administered by the Department of Insurance for the purpose of 
achieving the following goals: 

(1) Reducing local and statewide wildfire losses 
(2) Improving insurability and resilience of vulnerable communities 
(3) Home hardening of insurable properties to mitigate wildfire risk and enable 

consumers to get access to insurance premium incentives offered by insurance 
companies and in alignment with the department’s rules.  

Eligible California Safe Home Grant Program applicants include qualifying individuals 
and qualifying cities, counties, and special districts. For individuals, grant funds may be 
awarded if the following criteria are met: 

(1) The property of the applicant is covered by an admitted insurer or the California 
FAIR Plan 

(2) The property of the applicant is in a ZIP Code that overlaps with a High or Very 
High FHSZ. 

(3) The income of the applicant is no higher than the low-income limit for the county 
in which they reside 
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49 Institute for Business & Home Safety. Wildfire Prepared Neighborhood Pilot Program. 
https://wildfireprepared.org/wildfire-prepared-neighborhood-pilot-program/. Accessed March 19, 2026. 
50 IBHS Research. Wildland Fire Embers and Flames: Home Mitigations That Matter. April 2023. 
https://ibhs1.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/Home-Mitigations-that-Matter-FINAL.pdf. 
Accessed February 10, 2026. 
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Risk. https://wildfireprepared.org/. Accessed March 19, 2026. 
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As of January 1, 2026, the Department of Insurance was developing the grant 
application portal and planned to begin accepting California Safe Homes Grant 
applications in spring 2026.52 

Our Shared Responsibilities 
Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA) 

OCFA serves all unincorporated areas of Orange County and its 23 Orange County 
member cities. The OCFA Board of Directors is made up of elected officials from the 
County and its member cities. The 11 Orange County cities that are not served by OCFA 
have their own city fire departments, i.e., their own fire service agencies having 
jurisdiction. The list of OCFA member cities and other Orange County fire service 
agencies is included at Appendix F.  

OCFA education and outreach programs are comprehensive. Online materials and 
event scheduling is accessible at their website. and a staff of seven community 
education specialists and a community education supervisor are available to coordinate 
and attend events. The Wildfire Preparedness53 webpages cover multiple topic areas 
including: 

 Ready, Set, Go! 
 Home Assessment 
 Defensible Space Disclosure 

Inspection 
 Pest Control (tree pests 

management) 

 Immediate Zone 
 FHSZ Maps 
 Insurance 
 Contractors (specializing in 

wildfire preparedness)

 
OCFA takes a systematic approach to mitigating risk through its Community Risk 
Reduction Department (formerly Fire Prevention). OCFA Community Risk Reduction 
(CRR) staff identifies community risks, collaborates with developers, agencies, and 
residents to build and maintain safe communities.54 In addition to the extensive Wildland 
Preparedness webpages, the CRR department webpages include a section on Wildland 
& Vegetation with specific information for homeowners in wildland interface areas. The 
CRR department supports homeowners’ risk reduction efforts by providing an online 

 
52 CalMatters. California homeowners could qualify for grants for new roofs and fire safety. January 1, 
2026. https://calmatters.org/economy/2026/01/california-safe-homes-grants/. Accessed February 17, 
2026. 
53 Orange County Fire Authority. Wildfire Preparedness. https://ocfa.org/ready-set-go/. Accessed February 
24, 2026. 
54 Orange County Fire Authority. About Us. Departments. https://ocfa.org/about-
us/departments/community-risk-reduction/. Accessed February 24, 2026. 
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home assessment tool55 that covers the basics of both home hardening and defensible 
space principles. The online assessment tool guides the homeowner through a series of 
questions and ends with the opportunity to receive an emailed report providing 
recommendations for fire mitigation strategies. Before beginning the online 
questionnaire, homeowners are given the option to request an in-person home 
assessment with an OCFA Fire Prevention Specialist. 

Fire Hazard Severity Zone Survey Results - Local Governments and 
Fire Service Agencies 

This investigation included a survey of Orange County cities to gather information about 
their efforts to reduce risk of wildfire in WUI areas and their outreach programs for 
homeowners. The Grand Jury invited 34 Orange County cities to respond to the survey 
and received 28 responses. Of these 28 responses, 20 were from various city 
departments, and eight were from city fire departments. 

The Orange County cities that responded to the survey reported having from zero to 
100% of their city land area within Moderate, High, or Very-High FHSZs. Reported land 
areas may not match each individual city’s FHSZ map. A summary of the survey results 
for city area reported in FHSZs are shown at Figure 7: 

  

 
55 Orange County Fire Authority. Home Assessment Tool. https://ocfa.org/ready-set-go/home-
assessment/. Accessed February 24, 2026. 
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55 Orange County Fire Authority. Home Assessment Tool. https://ocfa.org/ready-set-go/home-
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City Area Reported in 
Fire Hazard Severity Zones 

% of 
Responding 

Cities 

# of 
Responding 

Cities 
No area in FHSZ 21% 6 
Some area in FHSZ (not quantified) 14% 4 
2% to 25% in FHSZ 25% 7 
26% to 50% in FHSZ 18% 5 
51% to 75% in FHSZ 11% 3 
76% to 100% in FHSZ 11% 3 

Figure 7  City Area Reported in Fire Hazard Severity Zones 

11 of 28 responding cities reported having achieved or have applications pending 
approval for community-level wildfire risk mitigation designations. Achievement of 
community-level wildfire risk mitigation designations is a significant way local 
governments, local fire departments, unincorporated areas, and special districts can 
reduce wildfire and insurance risk for their residents. A summary of the survey results 
for cities that have achieved or applied for community-level wildfire risk mitigation 
designation are shown at Figure 8. 
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Achieved, Applied for, or Plan to Apply 
for a Community-Level Wildfire Risk 

Mitigation Designations 

% of 
Responding 

Cities 

# of 
Responding 

Cities 
Yes 39% 11 
No 61% 17 

In progress 0% 0 

Figure 8  Cities Reporting Achieved, Applied for, or Plan to Apply for a 
Community-Level Wildfire Risk Mitigation Designation 

16 of 28 responding cities reported having an outreach program that provides 
information and guidance to property owners on wildfire risk mitigation measures and 
grant programs. A summary of the survey results on cities reporting whether they have 
these outreach programs in place are shown at Figure 9. These outreach programs are 
needed to help homeowners achieve awareness and ability to plan and take actions 
required to reduce individual and community wildfire and insurance risk. 
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Outreach Program to Provide Information 
and Guidance to Property Owners on 

Wildfire Risk Mitigation Measures and 
Grants 

% of 
Responding 

Cities 

# of 
Responding 

Cities 

Yes 57% 16 
No 29% 8 
In progress 14% 4 

Figure 9  Cities Reporting Outreach Program to Provide Information and 
Guidance to Property Owners on Wildfire Risk Mitigation Measures and/or 

Grants 

11 of the 16 cities reported having their own outreach programs, are Orange County 
Fire Authority (OCFA) member cities, and referred to one or more of OCFA’s 
comprehensive programs and resources (see Figure 10). While OCFA member cities’ 
use of OCFA outreach programs and resources is efficient and beneficial to their 
residents, the availability of a direct local contact at the city who is knowledgeable and 
can provide even a minimum of information and guidance on wildfire mitigation 
resources would help remove barriers to homeowners’ actions to reduce wildfire risk. 
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Outreach Program Refers to Orange 
County Fire Authority Programs and 

Resources 

% of 
Responding 

Cities 

# of 
Responding 

Cities 
Yes 55% 11 
No 45% 9 

Figure 10  Cities Reporting Their Outreach Program Refers to Orange County 
Fire Authority Outreach Programs and Resources 

Orange County Homeowners Associations Play an Important Role 

According to the California Community Managers Association, there are 4,927 
homeowners associations (HOA) in Orange County, and 82% of Orange County 
residents live in HOAs.56 These HOAs communicate directly with their residents, and 
thus have the ability to mobilize people and resources to effectively achieve and 
maintain community-level wildfire risk mitigation designations and reduce their residents’ 
homeowner insurance premiums. 

HOAs are the local contact for their residents, and through their architectural and 
landscape standards can effectively communicate information on home hardening and 
defensible space requirements. HOAs often host community leaders and local fire 
service agencies for fire prevention workshops and other outreach events for HOA 
residents. Their local contact function can also provide information and organize 
opportunities to volunteer and support local fire prevention overall through activities 
such as Citizens Brigade57 and Bike Brigade.58 These HOA-hosted workshops, outreach 

 
56 California Association of Community Managers. Estimated number of residents living in HOAs based 
on average of 2010-2014 Census reports of 3.04 persons per household. www.cacm.org. 
57 Weathered: After the LA Firestorm. PBS, KCET, 2026. 
58Ellis, Rebecca. Los Angeles Times. January 10, 2026. Topanga Canyon felt abandoned. So residents 
are banding together to fight fire. https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2025-01-10/topanga-canyon-
felt-abandoned-so-residents-are-banding-together-to-fight-fire. Accessed March 6, 2026. 
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events, and local contact functions are effective means to help homeowners achieve 
awareness and ability to plan and take actions necessary to reduce wildfire and 
insurance risk. 

HOAs often have significant responsibility for large open space areas of Orange County 
that can total hundreds of acres of fuel modification zones. The HOAs’ collaborative role 
with local fire service agencies in managing these fuel modification zones is as 
important as their role with HOA residents in the shared responsibilities for wildfire and 
insurance risk reduction. 

Homeowners are Responsible for Reducing Home Ignition Potential 

Fire science research has demonstrated that ignition-resistant homes can survive 
wildfire without firefighter protection.59 Where there are enough ignition-resistant homes, 
the WUI fire chain of events can be broken to prevent fire disasters, and these homes 
can escape destruction or survive undamaged. Taking the actions necessary to make 
homes ignition resistant to windborne embers is the responsibility of homeowners. The 
role of the homeowner is critical in the shared responsibilities for reducing wildfire and 
insurance risk in WUI areas. 

Homeowners need support from local governments and fire service agencies to achieve 
the awareness and ability to plan and take actions necessary to make homes ignition 
resistant. This support is most effectively delivered through local outreach programs; 
effective communications in outreach programs have been found to be the more local, 
personalized efforts such as one-on-one consultation with fire experts, townhall events, 
small workshops, tours, and demonstrations.60 For example, provision of in-person or 
online home assessments that result in written recommendations to homeowners for 
specific wildfire risk mitigation actions. Documentation of the recommended actions 
taken can then be presented to homeowners’ insurers for the insurance discounts 
required by Safer from Wildfires. 

Safer from Wildfires home hardening and defensible space measures protect 
homes and communities, save homeowners, local governments, and fire 
authorities as well as insurance companies from catastrophic loss while also 
providing discounts for homeowners’ insurance premiums. 

Reducing wildfire risk in the wildland-urban interface helps ensure that insurance 
coverage remains accessible. California’s wildfire and insurance crisis demands 
coordinated action from local governments and fire authorities, communities, and 
homeowners to reduce risk of wildfire. 

 
59 Cohen, The Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Problem, 23. 
60 Gammanco, The Return of Conflagration, 34. 
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FFIINNDDIINNGGSS 
In accordance with California Penal Code Sections 933 and 933.05, the 2025-2026 
Orange County Grand Jury requires (or, as noted, requests) responses from each 
agency affected by the findings presented in this section. The responses are to be 
submitted to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court. 

Based on its investigation “Wildfires Hit Home” the 2025-2026 Orange County Grand 
Jury has arrived at the following six findings: 

F1 More frequent and severe wildfires driven by increasingly hotter, drier, and 
windier conditions in the Orange County wildland-urban interface are 
escalating impacts on financial and non-financial resources. Among the 
financial costs are dramatic increases in homeowners’ insurance 
premiums, nonrenewals, and inabilities to obtain insurance. 

F2 Actions that address conditions in the home ignition zone to significantly 
reduce ignition potential can prevent a community wildland-urban interface 
fire disaster or suburban conflagration.  

F3 Expanded engagement with the community to raise awareness and 
provide support regarding home hardening and defensible space will 
increase effectiveness of wildfire risk mitigation and insurance risk 
reduction efforts. 

F4 Achievement of community-level and property-level wildfire risk mitigation 
designations (such as Firewise USA Site, Fire Risk Reduction Community 
or Insurance Institute for Business and Home Safety certification) lessens 
wildfire risk and helps reduce insurance premium costs. 

F5 All county residents should be made aware that Safer from Wildfire 
regulation requires insurers to provide discounts to homeowners and 
communities that implement home hardening and defensible space 
measures regardless of whether a property is located within a Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone. 

F6 AB888, California Safe Homes Grant Program, provides financial 
assistance to eligible homeowners, cities, counties, and special districts 
for home hardening and defensible space measures. Applying for and 
using these grant funds will reduce wildfire losses and improve insurability 
and resilience of vulnerable communities. 
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RREECCOOMMMMEENNDDAATTIIOONNSS  
In accordance with California Penal Code Sections 933 and 933.05, the 2025-2026 
Orange County Grand Jury requires (or, as noted, requests) responses from each 
agency affected by the recommendations presented in this section. The responses are 
to be submitted to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court. 

Based on its investigation described herein, the 2025-2026 Orange County Grand Jury 
makes the following recommendations: 

R1 By December 31, 2026, the Orange County Board of Supervisors should 
plan to host a county-wide annual wildfire prevention fair for the County 
and all cities and fire service agencies, including Orange County Fire 
Authority, to showcase respective wildfire outreach programs, and for the 
first annual wildfire prevention fair to be scheduled no later than December 
31, 2027. [F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6] 

R2 By December 31, 2026, cities and fire service agencies, including Orange 
County Fire Authority should commit to participation in a county-wide 
annual wildfire prevention fair planned by the Orange County Board of 
Supervisors to showcase wildfire prevention outreach programs. [F1, F2, 
F3, F4, F5, F6] 

R3  By December 31, 2026, cities, unincorporated areas, special districts, and 
fire service agencies in High and Very-High Fire Hazard Severity Zones 
should initiate planning activities to achieve community-level wildfire risk 
mitigation designations and/or establish a local Fire Safe Council within 
one year. [F4, F5, F6] 

R4 By December 31, 2026, to ensure city residents are engaged and aware 
of wildfire risk reduction resources, OCFA member and non-member cities 
should provide information, develop their own outreach program, and 
establish a direct contact person(s) for their residents. This is in addition to 
whatever referrals or references made to OCFA outreach programs. [F1, 
F2, F3, F4, F5, F6] 
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CCOOMMMMEENNDDAATTIIOONNSS  
Yorba Linda Water District 

The 2025-26 Orange County Grand Jury extends its special thanks to the Yorba Linda 
Water District (YLWD) for providing two tours of its facilities, including their non-portable 
Heli-Hydrants™. The YLWD with foresight and planning installed three Heli-Hydrant™  

facilities. One of the tanks was the first 
to be installed in Southern California. 
These innovative tanks enable fire 
department helicopters to access water 
more quickly and efficiently, improving 
helicopter firefighting capabilities in 
areas where wildland vegetation and 
human development intersect, such as 
in the Yorba Linda service area. 

 
Newport Beach Fire Department 

The 2025-2026 Orange County Grand Jury acknowledges and recognizes the Newport 
Beach Fire Department for their outstanding and continuing efforts to lead the Southern 
California region in dedication and adherence to the highest level of fire protection and 
safety. They are a role model for other cities in Orange County and elsewhere. In 2024, 
the Insurance Services Office honored Newport Beach Fire Department as a Top Tier 
Class 1 fire agency through its Public Protection Classification Program Newport Beach 
Fire Department shares the Top Tier Class 1 designation with only about 1% of the top 
fire departments nationwide. 

The Grand Jury particularly commends Newport Beach Fire Prevention leadership, who 
generously dedicated time and expertise to share insights from their extensive 
knowledge of fire science. 

 

   

 
Source: 2025-2026 Grand Jury  

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026Page 32

3



Wildfires Hit Home 

Page 32 of 74  Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 

RREECCOOMMMMEENNDDAATTIIOONNSS  
In accordance with California Penal Code Sections 933 and 933.05, the 2025-2026 
Orange County Grand Jury requires (or, as noted, requests) responses from each 
agency affected by the recommendations presented in this section. The responses are 
to be submitted to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court. 

Based on its investigation described herein, the 2025-2026 Orange County Grand Jury 
makes the following recommendations: 

R1 By December 31, 2026, the Orange County Board of Supervisors should 
plan to host a county-wide annual wildfire prevention fair for the County 
and all cities and fire service agencies, including Orange County Fire 
Authority, to showcase respective wildfire outreach programs, and for the 
first annual wildfire prevention fair to be scheduled no later than December 
31, 2027. [F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6] 

R2 By December 31, 2026, cities and fire service agencies, including Orange 
County Fire Authority should commit to participation in a county-wide 
annual wildfire prevention fair planned by the Orange County Board of 
Supervisors to showcase wildfire prevention outreach programs. [F1, F2, 
F3, F4, F5, F6] 

R3  By December 31, 2026, cities, unincorporated areas, special districts, and 
fire service agencies in High and Very-High Fire Hazard Severity Zones 
should initiate planning activities to achieve community-level wildfire risk 
mitigation designations and/or establish a local Fire Safe Council within 
one year. [F4, F5, F6] 

R4 By December 31, 2026, to ensure city residents are engaged and aware 
of wildfire risk reduction resources, OCFA member and non-member cities 
should provide information, develop their own outreach program, and 
establish a direct contact person(s) for their residents. This is in addition to 
whatever referrals or references made to OCFA outreach programs. [F1, 
F2, F3, F4, F5, F6] 

 

   

  Wildfires Hit Home 
 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026   Page 33 of 74 

CCOOMMMMEENNDDAATTIIOONNSS  
Yorba Linda Water District 

The 2025-26 Orange County Grand Jury extends its special thanks to the Yorba Linda 
Water District (YLWD) for providing two tours of its facilities, including their non-portable 
Heli-Hydrants™. The YLWD with foresight and planning installed three Heli-Hydrant™  

facilities. One of the tanks was the first 
to be installed in Southern California. 
These innovative tanks enable fire 
department helicopters to access water 
more quickly and efficiently, improving 
helicopter firefighting capabilities in 
areas where wildland vegetation and 
human development intersect, such as 
in the Yorba Linda service area. 

 
Newport Beach Fire Department 

The 2025-2026 Orange County Grand Jury acknowledges and recognizes the Newport 
Beach Fire Department for their outstanding and continuing efforts to lead the Southern 
California region in dedication and adherence to the highest level of fire protection and 
safety. They are a role model for other cities in Orange County and elsewhere. In 2024, 
the Insurance Services Office honored Newport Beach Fire Department as a Top Tier 
Class 1 fire agency through its Public Protection Classification Program Newport Beach 
Fire Department shares the Top Tier Class 1 designation with only about 1% of the top 
fire departments nationwide. 

The Grand Jury particularly commends Newport Beach Fire Prevention leadership, who 
generously dedicated time and expertise to share insights from their extensive 
knowledge of fire science. 

 

   

 
Source: 2025-2026 Grand Jury  

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 Page 33

3



Wildfires Hit Home 

Page 34 of 74  Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 

RREEQQUUIIRREEDD  RREESSPPOONNSSEESS  
California Penal Code Section 933 requires the governing body of any public agency 
which the Grand Jury has reviewed, and about which it has issued a final report, to 
comment to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court on the findings and 
recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of the governing body. Such 
comment shall be made no later than 90 days after the Grand Jury publishes its report 
(filed with the Clerk of the Court). Additionally, in the case of a report containing findings 
and recommendations pertaining to a department or agency headed by an elected 
County official (e.g., District Attorney, Sheriff, etc.), such elected County official shall 
comment on the findings and recommendations pertaining to the matters under that 
elected official’s control within 60 days to the Presiding Judge with an information copy 
sent to the Board of Supervisors.  

The following excerpts from the California Penal Code provide the requirements for 
public agencies to respond to the Findings and Recommendations of this Grand Jury 
report: 

§933 

(c) No later than 90 days after the grand jury submits a final report on the operations of 
any public agency subject to its reviewing authority, the governing body of the public 
agency shall comment to the presiding judge of the superior court on the findings and 
recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of the governing body, and 
every elected county officer or agency head for which the grand jury has responsibility 
pursuant to Section 914.1 shall comment within 60 days to the presiding judge of the 
superior court, with an information copy sent to the board of supervisors, on the findings 
and recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of that county officer or 
agency head and any agency or agencies which that officer or agency head supervises 
or controls. In any city and county, the mayor shall also comment on the findings and 
recommendations. All of these comments and reports shall forthwith be submitted to the 
presiding judge of the superior court who impaneled the grand jury. A copy of all 
responses to grand jury reports shall be placed on file with the clerk of the public 
agency and the office of the county clerk, or the mayor when applicable, and shall 
remain on file in those offices. One copy shall be placed on file with the applicable 
grand jury final report by, and in the control of the currently impaneled grand jury, where 
it shall be maintained for a minimum of five years. 

§933.05. 

(a) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury finding, the 
responding person or entity shall indicate one of the following: 
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(1) The respondent agrees with the finding. 

(2) The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding, in which case the 
response shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include an 
explanation of the reasons, therefore. 

(b) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury 
recommendation, the responding person or entity shall report one of the following 
actions: 

(1) The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the 
implemented action. 

(2) The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the 
future, with a timeframe for implementation. 

(3) The recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and the scope 
and parameters of an analysis or study, and a timeframe for the matter to be prepared 
for discussion by the officer or head of the agency or department being investigated or 
reviewed, including the governing body of the public agency when applicable. This 
timeframe shall not exceed six months from the date of publication of the grand jury 
report. 

(4) The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not 
reasonable, with an explanation, therefore. 

(c) However, if a finding or recommendation of the grand jury addresses budgetary or 
personnel matters of a county agency or department headed by an elected officer, both 
the agency or department head and the board of supervisors shall respond if requested 
by the grand jury, but the response of the board of supervisors shall address only those 
budgetary or personnel matters over which it has some decision-making authority. The 
response of the elected agency or department head shall address all aspects of the 
findings or recommendations affecting his or her agency or department. 

 

 

The Orange County Grand Jury requires the following responses:  

 

Orange County Board of Supervisors   90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R1, R2, R3 
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budgetary or personnel matters over which it has some decision-making authority. The 
response of the elected agency or department head shall address all aspects of the 
findings or recommendations affecting his or her agency or department. 

 

 

The Orange County Grand Jury requires the following responses:  

 

Orange County Board of Supervisors   90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R1, R2, R3 
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Orange County Fire Authority Board of Directors 90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3 

 

City of Aliso Viejo      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Anaheim      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Brea       90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Buena Park      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Costa Mesa     90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

City of Cypress       90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

  

  Wildfires Hit Home 
 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026   Page 37 of 74 

City of Dana Point      90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

City of Fountain Valley      90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

City of Fullerton       90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

City of Garden Grove      90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

City of Huntington Beach     90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

City of Irvine      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of La Habra      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 
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Orange County Fire Authority Board of Directors 90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3 

 

City of Aliso Viejo      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Anaheim      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Brea       90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Buena Park      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Costa Mesa     90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

City of Cypress       90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

  

  Wildfires Hit Home 
 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026   Page 37 of 74 

City of Dana Point      90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

City of Fountain Valley      90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

City of Fullerton       90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

City of Garden Grove      90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

City of Huntington Beach     90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

City of Irvine      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of La Habra      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 
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City of La Palma      90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

City of Laguna Beach     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Laguna Hills     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Laguna Niguel     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Laguna Woods     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Lake Forest     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Los Alamitos     90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 
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City of Mission Viejo     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Newport Beach     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Orange      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Placentia      90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

City of Rancho Santa Margarita   90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of San Clemente     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of San Juan Capistrano    90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 
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City of La Palma      90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

City of Laguna Beach     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Laguna Hills     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Laguna Niguel     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Laguna Woods     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Lake Forest     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Los Alamitos     90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 
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City of Mission Viejo     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Newport Beach     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Orange      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Placentia      90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

City of Rancho Santa Margarita   90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of San Clemente     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of San Juan Capistrano    90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 
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City of Santa Ana     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Seal Beach     90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

City of Stanton      90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

City of Tustin      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Villa Park      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 

 

City of Westminster     90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R4 

 

City of Yorba Linda     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Recommendations:     R2, R3, R4 
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AAccrroonnyymmss    
AB  Assembly Bill  

B  Brush 

BCR  Benefit Cost Ratio 

CAL FIRE  California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 

CAL OES  California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services  

CC  Contract Counties 

CDI  California Department of Insurance 

CRR  Community Risk Reduction 

CWUIC  California Wildland-Urban Interface Code 

FAIR   Fair Access to Insurance Requirement  

FEMA  Federal Emergency Management Agency 

FHDS  Fire Hardening and Defensible Space 

FHSZ  Fire Hazard Severity Zone 

G  Grass 

HOA  Homeowners Association 

IBHS  Insurance Institute for Business & Home Safety® 

IWUIC  International Wildland-Urban Interface Code 

LRA  Local Responsibility Area 

NFPA  National Fire Protection Association 

OCFA  Orange County Fire Authority 

P&C  Property and Casualty 

PIF  Policies in Force  

SB  Senate Bill 

SRA  State Responsibility Area 

USDA  United States Department of Agriculture 
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USFS  United States Forest Service 

WRAP  Wildfire Risk Reduction and Asset Protection 

WUI  Wildland-Urban Interface 

YLWD  Yorba Linda Water District 

 

   

  Wildfires Hit Home 
 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026   Page 43 of 74 

GGlloossssaarryy  
Aspect Compass direction that a slope or terrain surface faces, influencing 

sunlight exposure, temperature, and vegetation. 

Catastrophic loss A sudden, severe, and often, widespread event resulting in extreme 
financial, loss of life, or permanent injury. 

Class-A roof Highest fire resistance classification for a roof assembly, signifying 
its effectiveness against severe fire exposure. 

Conflagration A particularly large and destructive fire; in the built environment, this 
may describe a fire that spreads via structure to structure. 

Defensible space Buffer zone created and managed between buildings and 
surrounding wildland area to protect buildings from embers, flames, 
or heat, slow or stop wildfire spread, and help ensure safety of 
firefighters. 

Ember Small piece of burning or glowing fragment from a fire. 

Ember-resistant Refers to features that reduce the risk of ignition from embers. 

Ember spot ignition  Refers to one of the principal ways homes can ignite during 
extreme WUI fires, by embers directly on a house. 

Firebrands Refers to airborne embers; pieces of burning wood. 

Firewise USA Program administered by NFPA® and co-sponsored by the USDA 
Forest Service and the National Association of State Foresters. 

Fuel modification zone Designated area where vegetation is managed to reduce 
wildfire risk for protection of homes and communities. 

Fuel reduction Management of vegetation to reduce risk of wildfires. 

Heli-Hydrant™ Patented rapid-fill water tank system for helicopter firefighting 
operations. 

Home hardening Utilizing building materials, construction methods and maintenance 
practices to increase resistance to ignition from fire exposure. 

Home ignition potential Susceptibility of a home and its immediate surroundings 
within 100 feet (thirty meters) to ignite during a wildfire. 

Home ignition zone A home and its immediate surroundings within 100 feet (thirty 
meters). 
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Ignition Process leading to the onset of a sustained combustion reaction; 
“start of a fire.” 

Ignition-resistant Refers to materials and construction methods designed to resist 
ignition or sustained flaming combustion; difficult to catch fire when 
exposed to direct flame or heat. 

Wildland fuels Burnable plant materials that can act as fuel during wildfires, 
including grasses, shrubs, trees, dead leaves, and fallen pine 
needles. 

Zone 0 Ember-resistant defensible space within the first five feet around a 
structure, required for properties in State Responsibility Area or 
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone in the Local Responsibility 
Area. 
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Figure 11  Top 20 Deadliest California Wildfires 
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Figure 12  Top 20 Most Destructive California Wildfires 
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Figure 13  Large Fires 300 Acres and Greater - State and Contract Counties Direct Protection Area 

 

 
Figure 14  Orange County Wildfires by Size 
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Safer from Wildfires Flyer 

 
Figure 15  Safer from Wildfires Flyer, Page 1 
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Figure 16  Safer from Wildfires Flyer, Page 2 
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Figure 17  Fire Hazard Severity Zone Map of Orange County 
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Figure 18  Fire Hardening and Defensible Space Disclosure, Page 1 
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Figure 19  Fire Hardening and Defensible Space Disclosure, Page 2 
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Figure 18  Fire Hardening and Defensible Space Disclosure, Page 1 
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Figure 19  Fire Hardening and Defensible Space Disclosure, Page 2 
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California Department of Insurance Data 

 

Figure 20  California Property and Casualty Insurance Company Homeowners Premium and Loss 
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Note: P. O. Boxes are excluded from this list. Data is for calendar year 2022 and includes homeowners 
(excluding condominium), mobile home, dwelling fire owner- and tenant-occupied insuring structures with 
four or less units. 
Source: California Department of Insurance 

Figure 21  FAIR Plan Data for Orange County Zip Codes 90620 - 92679 
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Note: P. O. Boxes are excluded from this list. Data is for calendar year 2022 and includes homeowners 
(excluding condominium), mobile home, dwelling fire owner- and tenant-occupied insuring structures with 
four or less units. 
Source: California Department of Insurance 

Figure 22  FAIR Plan Data for Orange County Zip Codes 92680 – 92899  
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OCFA and Covered Cities 

 
Figure 23  Orange County Fire Authority Covered Cities 
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Figure 24  Orange County Fire Jurisdictions 
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Ready, Set, Go!, Zone 0 At-A-Glance and Links 

 
Figure 25  Ready, Set Go! Flyer for Immediate Zone 
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Figure 25  Ready, Set Go! Flyer for Immediate Zone 
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Figure 26  Ready, Set, Go! Flyer on Defensible Space 
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Figure 27  Ready, Set, Go! Flyer for Home Hardening, Page 1 
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Figure 27  Ready, Set, Go! Flyer for Home Hardening, Page 1 
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Figure 28  Ready, Set, Go! Flyer for Home Hardening, Page 2 
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Figure 29  Ready, Set, Go! Flyer on Vegetation Management 
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Figure 30  Ready, Set, Go! On Be Ember Aware 
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Figure 31  Ready, Set, Go! Flyer on Home Assessment 
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Figure 32  Ready, Set, Go! Flyer on Wildfire Home Risk Assessment, Page 1 
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Figure 33  Ready, Set, Go! Flyer on Wildfire Home Risk Assessment, Page 2 
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Figure 34  Zone 0 At-A-Glance, Page 1 
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Figure 35  Zone 0 At-A-Glance, Page 2 
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Figure 35  Zone 0 At-A-Glance, Page 2 
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Links 

Immediate Zone 
https://storageocfaprod001.blob.core.windows.net/blobocfaprod01/2025/12/Immediate-
Zone-2025.pdf 

Defensible Space 
https://storageocfaprod001.blob.core.windows.net/blobocfaprod01/2025/03/OCFA-RSG-
Defensible-Space-1-1.pdf 

Home Hardening 
https://storageocfaprod001.blob.core.windows.net/blobocfaprod01/2025/12/Home-
Hardening-2025.pdf 

Vegetation Management 
https://storageocfaprod001.blob.core.windows.net/blobocfaprod01/2026/01/OCFA-RSG-
Vegetation-Management.pdf 

Be Amber Aware 
https://storageocfaprod001.blob.core.windows.net/blobocfaprod01/2025/07/OCFA-RSG-
Be-Ember-Aware-688b04d7e4fb9.pdf 

Home Assessment 
https://storageocfaprod001.blob.core.windows.net/blobocfaprod01/2025/12/Home-
Assessment-2025.pdf 

Wildfire Home Risk Assessment 
https://storageocfaprod001.blob.core.windows.net/blobocfaprod01/2025/07/OCFA-RSG-
Home-Assessment-Form-688b05b09d57e.pdf 

Zone 0 At-A-Glance 
https://34c031f8-c9fd-4018-8c5a-4159cdff6b0d-cdn-endpoint.azureedge.net/-
/media/calfire-website/prepare/zone-0-at-a-glance.pdf 
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SSUUMMMMAARRYY  
California’s perceived housing shortage has prompted the California Legislature to 
impose increasingly bureaucratic prescriptive State Housing Mandates (Housing 
Mandates) on local governments, with the stated goal of accelerating production across 
all income levels. Core frameworks such as the Housing Element and the Regional 
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process require cities and counties to plan for 
significant increases in housing capacity. Many additional statutes have contributed to a 
streamlined development approval process and weakened local discretion with severe 
penalties for noncompliance. These measures are intended to overcome decades of the 
perceived underbuilding and restrictive zoning within cities, yet their cumulative effect 
has been to create unnecessary local government costs, confusion, inequity, and 
growing tension between state directives and local realities. All of these efforts have led 
to minimal housing being built. 

In Orange County, a region defined by diverse cities, established neighborhoods, and 
distinct infrastructure constraints, as well as environmentally sensitive areas, these 
Housing Mandates operate as a one-size-fits-all system poorly suited to local 
conditions. Housing targets are derived from opaque formulas, that fail to account for 
land costs, land availability, funding limitations, labor shortages, construction costs, 
infrastructure capacity and accurate population projections. Without corresponding 
investments in transit, utilities, schools, parks, public safety, and affordable housing 
subsidies, the Housing Mandates themselves are largely impractical and difficult to 
achieve. In addition, because of the financial infeasibility of building low-income housing 
without subsidies, cities must approve developments with higher density to pay for and 
meet the affordable housing requirements. As a result, local cities face mounting 
pressure to comply with requirements that often lack economic and logistical feasibility. 

The dissolution of local redevelopment agencies in 2012 eliminated a primary 
mechanism for financing and managing affordable housing at the local level. In 
response, the State layered new housing requirements through the Housing Mandates 
onto cities and counties without restoring comparable funding tools or infrastructure 
support. Although these laws are framed as solutions to homelessness and affordability, 
they have in fact caused unintended consequences that have not produced incremental 
housing production. This is primarily due to regulatory complexity, limited subsidies, and 
heavy reliance on private market forces. Over time, repeated legislative interventions to 
solve these challenges have only expanded state authority. This leaves local 
governments with fewer resources and diminished control. 

Housing Mandates have significantly eroded local land-use authority, supplanting 
community-based planning with rigid, top-down rules. Residents experience a loss of 
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meaningful input; even as local officials remain legally responsible for compliance. 
Streamlined approvals frequently bypass public hearings and local design standards, 
shift liability to cities, and prioritize building over neighborhood character. The practical 
elimination of traditional single-family zoning and the widespread upzoning of existing 
neighborhoods threaten longstanding community character while limiting local oversight 
of height, density, parking, and environmental resilience. 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) determines the RHNA 
housing allocation for most of Southern California. Within this framework, the Orange 
County Council of Governments (OCCOG) serves as the County’s representative to 
SCAG in the RHNA process. The RHNA methodology and resulting allocations have 
been widely criticized as unrealistic, inequitable, and insufficiently transparent.1 
OCCOG’s level of influence with SCAG is critical to regional planning outcomes. 
OCCOG needs substantial funding increases to better advocate in Sacramento and 
within SCAG to support OC jurisdictions. 

Given the significant challenges and inequitable housing allocations experienced during 
the current RHNA 6th Cycle (2021-2029), it is imperative that Orange County begin 
strategic preparation for the upcoming 7th Cycle (2029-2037) process. Proactive 
planning will strengthen the County’s ability to advocate within SCAG for fair, 
data-driven, and achievable housing allocations in the next cycle. 

This report examines how Housing Mandates operate in practice within Orange County, 
and how well-intended legislation has produced unintended consequences for cities, 
neighborhoods, and local governance. It evaluates the feasibility, effectiveness, and 
equity of current state policies, and highlights the growing disconnect between 
mandated housing goals and the capacity of communities to absorb them responsibly. 
The report underscores the need for housing solutions that respect local conditions, 
restore meaningful public participation, and align development goals with infrastructure, 
funding, and community priorities. 

BBAACCKKGGRROOUUNNDD 
California continues to experience some of the highest housing prices and rents in the 
nation, while some say housing production has not kept pace with population and 
employment growth2. State policymakers have concluded that fragmented local 
decision-making, restrictive zoning practices, and lengthy approval processes, have 

 
1 New-Pathways-to-Encourage-Housing-Production-Evaluating-Californias-Recent-Housing-Legislation-
April-2023-Final.pdf 
2 California Housing in 2025 - Advocacy - California Chamber of Commerce 
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contributed to this imbalance3. In response, the California Legislature has pursued a 
more centralized and enforceable approach to housing policy such as Senate Bill (SB)9, 
SB10, SB35, SB79, SB131, SB330, and Assembly Bill (AB)1050, AB2011(see Appendix 
A), shifting significant authority from local jurisdictions to the State. Since 2017, the 
California Legislature has enacted more than one hundred housing-related bills 
designed to establish clearer production expectations, reduce procedural delays, and 
strengthen enforcement mechanisms for jurisdictions that do not comply with state 
housing requirements. 

The Housing Element Law (Government Code 65580-65589.11), originally adopted in 
1969, remains the foundation of California’s housing policy. The law requires every city 
and county to prepare a Housing Element as part of its General Plan that identifies how 
the jurisdiction will meet the housing needs of all income groups.4 The RHNA process 
implements these Housing Mandates by assigning each jurisdiction a specified number 
of housing units—categorized by income level. Compliance is tied to eligibility for state 
housing and transportation funding, creating substantial financial implications for the 
County of Orange and its 34 municipalities. 

Zoning has long been a cornerstone of local government authority, 
guiding development, and shaping the physical form of cities. 

First introduced in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries to address public 
safety concerns, zoning has since expanded into a sophisticated regulatory system 
governing land use, building height, setbacks, lot coverage, density, and numerous 
other development standards. These tools enable local governments to align growth 
with infrastructure capacity, environmental constraints, and long-term planning 
objectives, while simultaneously delivering broad public benefits. In addition to 
protecting public health and safety by distancing residential areas from heavy industrial 
activities and ensuring reliable emergency access, zoning helps preserve neighborhood 
character and property values. It also supports community cohesion by balancing 
residential, commercial, and civic uses, and guides growth in ways that correspond with 
available public services and facilities. Moreover, zoning plays a vital role in 
safeguarding environmentally sensitive areas and reducing exposure to wildfire risks, 
underscoring its enduring importance as a foundational instrument of urban planning. 

In recent years, traditional zoning practices have been subject to increasing scrutiny. 
Critics argue that low-density zoning and land-use restrictions have contributed to 
housing shortages, affordability challenges, socioeconomic segregation, 

 
3 In California, statewide housing reforms brush against local resistance | Brookings 
4 New-Pathways-to-Encourage-Housing-Production-Evaluating-Californias-Recent-Housing-Legislation-
April-2023-Final.pdf 
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automobile-dependent development, and exclusionary housing patterns.5 Housing 
advocates, civil rights organizations, and some policymakers have cited these concerns 
as justification for significant state intervention and reform of local land-use authority.6 

State leaders have relied on these critiques to support a series of Housing Mandates 
that expand the State’s role in local planning decisions. These measures prioritize 
increased housing production as the central response to the State’s affordability 
challenges. The underlying assumption is that a significant increase in supply will help 
reduce housing costs. However, historical data reviewed by the 25-26 Orange County 
Grand Jury (OCGJ) indicate that periods of high housing production in Orange County, 
including during the 1990s, did not consistently result in improved affordability.7 This 
suggests that housing affordability is influenced by multiple factors other than housing 
supply, including land values, construction costs, wages, and regional economic 
conditions. 

The dissolution of redevelopment agencies in 2012 further altered the local housing 
landscape. Redevelopment agencies had served as a significant source of financing for 
affordable housing and community revitalization projects through tax-increment 
financing and state-authorized planning powers. Their elimination removed a key 
funding mechanism for cities and counties.8 In subsequent years, the State imposed 
additional Housing Mandates without restoring revenue sources, leaving jurisdictions 
and builders responsible for meeting expanded obligations with reduced financial 
capacity. 

The current generation of State Housing Mandates (6th Cycle) reflects multiple 
statewide policy objectives. Early legislative proposals referenced a goal of constructing 
approximately 3.5 million new housing units; later that figure was reduced to 
approximately 2.5 million units.9 Despite these goals, statewide production continues to 
fall short of identified need. To address this, state housing legislation has emphasized 
increased zoning density, reduced discretionary review, expanded ministerial approval 
pathways, strengthened density bonus incentives, and increased requirements for 
jurisdictions to facilitate affordable housing in lieu of government subsidies. Additional 
measures focus on locating new housing near employment centers and transit corridors 
to reduce commute times and greenhouse gas emissions.10 

 
5 National Low Income Housing Coalition - Land Use Restrictions and Affordable Housing 
6 Fixing California’s housing shortage requires new policy and new politics - Berkeley Economy & Society 
Initiative 
7 Court Agrees Anaheim Violated State Law. Decision is a Big Win for Fair Housing in California | 
California Department of Housing and Community Development 
8 California Post-RDA Affordable Housing Developer Survey: Analysis of Results - San Francisco Fed 
9 New-Pathways-to-Encourage-Housing-Production-Evaluating-Californias-Recent-Housing-Legislation-
April-2023-Final.pdf 
10 California State Senate Recent Legislative Actions 
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Collectively, these policies mark a significant shift in California’s approach to land-use 
governance. While intended to address housing shortages and affordability concerns, 
they have also raised questions regarding feasibility, infrastructure capacity, public 
engagement, and the long-term effects on established communities. These issues are 
particularly relevant in Orange County, where many cities are fully built out, constrained 
by environmental concerns, geography, and infrastructure limitations, and seeking to 
balance statutory obligations with community priorities and public expectations. The 
impact on Orange County and its 34 cities in meeting these Housing Mandates 
deserves intense scrutiny. 

RREEAASSOONN FFOORR SSTTUUDDYY 
The expansion of Housing Mandates has provoked public awareness and challenged 
local governments. Media coverage has grown, reflecting divergent viewpoints 
regarding the Housing Mandates’ effectiveness, equity, and long-term consequences. 
Cities across Orange County have responded in a variety of ways, adopting compliance 
strategies that differ widely in breadth, transparency, and community engagement. 
Residents have expressed a similarly broad range of perspectives, from support for 
expanded housing opportunities to concerns regarding neighborhood impacts, 
infrastructure strain, loss of local control, and limitations on public participation in 
land-use decision-making. 

Housing Mandates have the potential to significantly reshape the 
character of Orange County Communities. 

Beyond requiring increased zoning density and higher residential densities, the Housing 
Mandates influence demographic patterns, neighborhood character, transportation 
systems, public services, and environmental concern. Local jurisdictions must absorb 
these impacts without corresponding state investment in infrastructure, affordable 
housing subsidies, or restoration of tools previously used to manage growth, such as 
redevelopment agency financing. 

Given these conditions, this report attempts to evaluate both the intended and 
unintended consequences of Housing Mandates as they are applied within Orange 
County. It will identify where state requirements may conflict with local capacity and 
community needs and assess how recent legislative changes have shifted the balance 
between state authority and local governance. In addition, this report seeks to establish 
a strategic framework for influencing future housing allocations within SCAG by 
strengthening the role and effectiveness of OCCOG as we move into the next planning 
phase. 
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5 National Low Income Housing Coalition - Land Use Restrictions and Affordable Housing 
6 Fixing California’s housing shortage requires new policy and new politics - Berkeley Economy & Society 
Initiative 
7 Court Agrees Anaheim Violated State Law. Decision is a Big Win for Fair Housing in California | 
California Department of Housing and Community Development 
8 California Post-RDA Affordable Housing Developer Survey: Analysis of Results - San Francisco Fed 
9 New-Pathways-to-Encourage-Housing-Production-Evaluating-Californias-Recent-Housing-Legislation-
April-2023-Final.pdf 
10 California State Senate Recent Legislative Actions 
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MMEETTHHOODD OOFF SSTTUUDDYY 
In conducting this study, the OCGJ employed a multi-method approach designed to 
gather information from a broad range of governmental, professional, construction 
industry, and community perspectives. The methodology included research, interviews, 
observational site visits, document review, surveys, and participation in relevant public 
forums. This comprehensive approach allowed the OCGJ to evaluate how Housing 
Mandates are interpreted, implemented, and experienced across Orange County 
jurisdictions. 

Research 
The OCGJ conducted extensive background research using publicly available sources, 
including: 

• Governmental and agency websites 
• Online news and media sources 
• Local and Community news outlets 

Interviews 
The OCGJ conducted interviews with representatives from the following organizations 
and groups: 

• City leadership from multiple Orange County cities 
• Sitting and former city officials 
• Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) 
• Orange County Public Works – Development Services 
• Orange County Housing & Community Development 
• Local housing program administrators 
• American Institute of Certified Planners (AICP) – housing specialists 
• Private-sector builders and development professionals 

Observations and Site Visits 
OCGJ members conducted guided site visits and observations of housing and 
mixed-use developments, including: 

Multiple retail and housing developments (market rate, affordable and low income) in: 
• Huntington Beach 
• Midway City 
• Anaheim 
• Santa Ana 
• Westminster 
• Irvine 
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• San Juan Capistrano 

Public Forums and Events 
The Members of the OCGJ attended: 

• The 2025 Chapman Economic Forecast 
• Newport Beach Community Forum 
• Foothills Neighborhood Association Town Hall 

Government Meetings 
The Members of the OCGJ attended: 

• Orange County Board of Supervisors 
• Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) 
• Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), a subcommittee of OCCOG 
• Monitored City Council meeting within the County 

Document Review 
• Complaints and correspondence submitted by Orange County residents. 
• Community Development Records from applicable jurisdictions 

City Survey 
The OCGJ developed and distributed written survey questions to Orange County cities 
to gather information concerning: 

• Housing Element compliance strategies 
• Local responses to Housing Mandates 
• Community engagement processes 
• Infrastructure and resource constraints 

 

IINNVVEESSTTIIGGAATTIIOONN AANNDD AANNAALLYYSSIISS 
State Housing Mandates and Local Implementation 
The Housings Mandates, through the laws approved by the California Legislature, have 
pursued a more centralized and enforceable approach to housing policy (Appendix A), 
shifting significant authority from local jurisdictions to the State. Since 2017, the 
California Legislature has enacted more than one hundred housing related bills, 
designed to establish clearer production expectations, reduce procedural delays, and 
strengthen enforcement mechanisms for jurisdictions that do not comply with state 
housing requirements. 
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California’s housing statutes are not aspirational guidelines; they carry the force of law 
and impose affirmative legal obligations on local jurisdictions. Cities are therefore 
required to plan for, accommodate, and in many cases, approve housing development 
consistent with Housing Mandates, regardless of local political preferences, historic 
planning practices or public consensus. 

According to California State policy guidance, the Housing Mandates are intended to 
address decades of housing underproduction that state policymakers identify as 
contributing to rising housing costs, overcrowding, displacement, reduced economic 
mobility and a lack of affordable housing.11 From the State’s perspective, reliance on 
regional and local discretion has not consistently generated housing at levels necessary 
to improve affordability, particularly for lower and moderate-income households.12 In 
response, the California Legislature and HCD have adopted a compliance driven model 
designed to ensure that every jurisdiction contributes to meeting statewide housing 
needs. 

Orange County cities differ significantly. Th OCGJ’s investigation focused on areas 
where the state’s rapidly evolving legislative requirements conflicted with local zoning 
practices, infrastructure constraints, and past practices. It also examined how recent 
statutory reforms shifted authority away from local jurisdictions toward state oversight 
and enforcement, reshaping the governance methodology and altering both the 
practical and legal responsibilities of cities. 

Within this context, this report does not question whether cities must comply with state 
housing law—they must—but rather this report’s objective is to assist Orange County 
jurisdictions and the public in understanding the framework within which they operate 
and enhance the possibility of good planning practices and design. During interviews, 
city officials and builders described to the OCGJ the benefits of citizen engagement, 
proactive and early coordination on planning, realistic site inventories, and timely 
engagement with state agencies to avoid punitive actions. 

Public communication and civic education is essential. Several Orange County cities 
reported undertaking efforts to engage residents and explain how the Housing 
Mandates affect local decision-making authority, including reductions in traditional 
zoning discretion. Transparent public outreach was identified as an important practice 
for maintaining community trust and managing expectations in an era of constrained 
local control. 

Through interviews, document review, site observations, and comparative analysis, 
several key themes emerged and are expanded on below: 

 
11 Statewide Housing Plan 
12 California Legislative Analyst's Office - California Housing 

  California State Housing Mandates 
   

Page 13 of 67 
Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 

• Environmental Context and CEQA 
• RHNA Process 
• RHNA Challenges 
• Penalties of Not Having an Approved HCA Housing Element 
• Penalties for Not meeting Approved Housing Plan 
• Feasibility of Housing Mandate in Orange County 
• One Size Does Not Fit All 
• California and OC Population Trends 
• 6th Cycle Housing Allocations in OC 
• City Challenges 
• 7th Cycle Concerns 

Environmental Context and CEQA 
In 1970, California enacted the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) with broad 
legislative support. These are the broad body of environment laws that attempt to 
protect California’s environment13. Its core purpose is to ensure that state and local 
government agencies identify and publicly disclose the environmental impacts of 
proposed projects before approving them.14 Importantly, CEQA does not prohibit 
development; it ensures development is done responsibly, with environmental 
protections, public notice, and accountability. It has played a key role in shaping 
California’s environmental standards for over five decades. Yet recent housing laws are 
chipping away at these hard-won environmental protections and may put our 
environment at risk. 

Over time, the California Legislature has adopted amendments intended to streamline 
housing projects. Several interviewees asserted that recent statutes—including A130 
and SB131—have the effect of narrowing CEQA’s environmental review for qualifying 
housing projects by expanding ministerial or exempt pathways15. Before CEQA and the 
Federal Clean Air Act, Southern California experienced severe air pollution, with the 
region enduring over 200 days each year of unhealthy ozone levels.16 In the 1970s, this 
led to frequent smog alerts and restrictions on outdoor activity for vulnerable 
residents17. Longtime residents recall this period as one when smog was so persistent it 
regularly obscured visibility and affected daily life. Today, air quality in Southern 
California is dramatically improved, with far fewer unhealthy-air days due to decades of 

 
13 PPIC Statewide Survey: Californians and the Environment - Public Policy Institute of California 
14 South Coast Air Quality Management District - CEQA 
15 California Lawmakers Approve Major Overhaul of Landmark Environmental Law | KQED 
16 How Los Angeles Began to Put its Smoggy Days Behind | History & Society | PBS SoCal 
17 Los Angeles Historical Air Quality Analysis: AQI, PM, CO, SO2, NO2, O3 
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CEQA measures that have collectively transformed the air basin and made local 
conditions significantly cleaner and healthier than during the smog-filled 1970’s.18 

 
A smoggy aerial view of downtown Los Angeles in January 1975. 

 
Polling in California consistently shows strong public support for environmental 
protection, though some surveys also indicate support for regulatory changes aimed at 
increasing housing production and lowering costs.19 

Recent laws have made it simpler to construct housing by scaling back environmental 
controls.20 While this may accelerate development, it also threatens to weaken 
important environmental protections that California has relied on for decades. And 
importantly, there is no guarantee that these streamlined projects will provide affordable 
homes or meaningfully improve the housing crisis. 

 
18 How Los Angeles Began to Put its Smoggy Days Behind | History & Society | PBS SoCal 
19 PPIC Statewide Survey: Californians and the Environment - Public Policy Institute of California 
20 In California, statewide housing reforms brush against local resistance | Brookings 
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Regional Housing Needs Assessment Process 
RHNA is the State mandated process that determines the number of new housing units 
across various income levels that each city and county must plan for each 8-year 
cycle.21 It requires local governments to zone adequate land to meet projected regional 
housing needs.22 RHNA is implemented through the HCD whose mission statement 
emphasizes safe, affordable homes and sustainable communities.23 

The RHNA process begins with HCD’s review of household growth projections to 
estimate future housing needs by region. The California Department of Finance shares 
demographic projections with regional planning bodies known as Councils of 
Governments (COGs). These projections form the basis for RHNA determinations 
among California regions, and each COG then develops suballocations for counties and 
cities within its jurisdiction. Each city is required to update a Housing Element as part of 
its General Plan, describing objectives, programs, and housing sites consistent with 
RHNA goals. In recent years, the California Legislature has enacted statutes expanding 
HCD’s authority in reviewing and enforcing RHNA related plans.24 

SCAG is the largest COG in the State which includes Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, 
Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura Counties. SCAG represents 197 jurisdictions 
across more than 38,000 square miles. SCAG develops RHNA allocations for its 
member jurisdictions and also engages at the state level on issues relevant to regional 
planning, including housing legislation.25 

OCCOG, established as a joint power’s agency in 1996, serves as a representative of 
Orange County to SCAG on RHNA planning (and other issues, i.e., transportation). The 
organization emphasizes collaboration, transparency, and consistent advocacy to 
ensure Orange County’s interests are effectively represented in regional planning, areas 
where the OCGJ has identified deficiencies.26 

OCCOG’s charter describes it as a voluntary advisory association of local governments 
seeking sub regional and regional planning, coordination, and technical assistance on 
issues of mutual concern. OCCOG has an Executive Director and minimal staff. A 
member of the Orange County Board of Supervisors serves on the OCCOG Board and 
is the SCAG representative for the County of Orange.27 

 

 
21 California Housing Element Law Explained – Legal Clarity 
22 The California State of Real Estate - Realtor.com Economic Research 
23 Welcome to HCD! | California Department of Housing and Community Development 
24 Enforcement Authority | California Department of Housing and Community Development 
25 About us | Southern California Association of Governments 
26 Orange County Council of Governments 
27 Orange County Council of Governments 
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21 California Housing Element Law Explained – Legal Clarity 
22 The California State of Real Estate - Realtor.com Economic Research 
23 Welcome to HCD! | California Department of Housing and Community Development 
24 Enforcement Authority | California Department of Housing and Community Development 
25 About us | Southern California Association of Governments 
26 Orange County Council of Governments 
27 Orange County Council of Governments 
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SCAG adopted its 6th Cycle housing allocation plan for the period of October 2021 
through October 2029. The plan assigns 1,341,827 additional housing units across the 
SCAG region—which includes most of Southern California—and distributes those units 
among cities and unincorporated areas, including those in Orange County.28 

Stakeholders reported that the 6th Cycle methodology resulted in a significant housing 
unit increase compared with the 5th Cycle allocation to SCAG of 411,953 units; 
representing approximately a 300% increase. The dramatic increase prompted the 
municipalities to request reviews and appeals of their assigned housing requirements. 
In response, HCD cited multiple reasons for the regional increases including unit 
overcrowding, affordability indicators, the ongoing effects of previously unbuilt housing 
units during the 2008 recession and the statutory adjustment factors under California 
Government Code § 65584.01 (statutory formula)29 

 
28 Southern California COG Regional Housing Need Determination 
29 Southern California COG Regional Housing Need Determination 
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Summarized are the five objectives that the COGs (i.e. SCAG) must further in their 
allocation methodology (Gov. Code § 65584(d)):30 

• Increasing the housing supply and the mix of housing types, tenure, and 
affordability in all cities and counties within the region in an equitable manner, 
resulting in allocations for low and very low-income households, and providing for 
extremely low and acutely low-income allocations within the range prescribed by 
statute 

• Promoting infill development and socioeconomic equity, protecting environmental 
and agricultural resources, encouraging efficient development patterns, and 
achieving greenhouse gas reduction targets pursuant to Government Code 
section 65080. 

• Improving the intraregional relationship between jobs and housing, including 
balance between low wage jobs and housing affordable to low wage workers. 

• Allocating a lower proportion of housing need to an income category where a 
jurisdiction already has a disproportionately high share of households in that 
category relative to the countywide distribution. 

• Affirmatively furthering fair housing. 

These objectives are intended to support more economically diverse communities by 
assigning housing to high resource, job rich areas and by encouraging infill 
development while protecting environmental resources (CEQA).31 RHNA assigns 
targets to each jurisdiction by income category. For the 6th Cycle, the four income 
categories are: Very Low (≤ 50% of county median income), Low (50–80%), Moderate 
(80–120%), and Above Moderate (≥ 120%)32. Through HCD and RHNA, California 
instructs and enforces compliance with specific housing targets. 

Regional Housing Needs Analysis Challenges 
The cities’ leadership in Orange County offered multiple critiques of RHNA, including: 
(1) allocation methodology at SCAG does not reflect local housing need, (2) concerns of 
fairness in allocation across jurisdictions, (3) the appeal process to SCAG by local 
governments were consistently denied, and (4) assigned housing goals do not 
consistently translate into actual permitting, especially for lower income households.33 
HCD has stated that RHNA goals should not be interpreted as a production forecast but 

 
30 California Department of Housing and Community Development |  
31 The 5 Statutory Objectives of the RHNA Methodology 
32 State Housing Law Program | California Department of Housing and Community Development 
33 Best Practices for Allocating & Evaluating RHNA 
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Summarized are the five objectives that the COGs (i.e. SCAG) must further in their 
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category relative to the countywide distribution. 

• Affirmatively furthering fair housing. 

These objectives are intended to support more economically diverse communities by 
assigning housing to high resource, job rich areas and by encouraging infill 
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fairness in allocation across jurisdictions, (3) the appeal process to SCAG by local 
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consistently translate into actual permitting, especially for lower income households.33 
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as a planning objective.34 Even with this planning objective, Orange County jurisdictions 
reported significant operational and fiscal challenges associated with implementation. 

Jurisdictions described resource constraints that affect their ability to implement the 
Housing Mandates consistent with legislative intent, including staffing limitations, the 
need for specialized consultant support, and budget constraints. Several cities 
characterized RHNA determination and compliance as complex and costly. Some cities 
reported spending hundreds of thousands of dollars (sometimes reaching close to 
$1,000,000) to meet the reporting mandate. Taxpayer money spent on planning does 
not directly result in the construction of housing units. 

Interviewees also reported that SCAG’s approved methodology is complex and difficult 
for elected officials to communicate their housing allocation and ultimate Housing 
Element to their constituents. HCD and SCAG should take steps to improve the RHNA 
processes, including enhancing communication transparency and simplifying data 
driven methodologies. Additionally, recognizing the compliance costs to taxpayers 
cannot be left unaddressed even as the 7th Cycle planning is currently underway. 

In October 2021, the California State Joint Legislative Audit Committee approved an 
emergency audit of HCD’s regional determination process, citing limited public visibility 
of calculation methods and a need for independent review.35  Further, the audit 
identified errors in certain data calculations and raised concerns36.  The California State 
Auditor subsequently issued findings that criticized aspects of HCD’s methodology 
indicating potential inflation of requirements by a substantial number of housing units.37  
Some of the cited errors included the use of very outdated and inaccurate vacancy 
factor rates38. One report even suggests base information used was from the 1980’s39.  
Others reported that HCD relied on population projections that differed from California 
Department of Finance forecasts, which generally show relatively modest long-term 
growth, and instead used assumptions that resulted in significantly higher projected 
housing needs.40  HCD’s response, to the California State Auditor, and on their website, 
acknowledged there was room for improvement and addressed the allocation criticisms 
in very general terms but did not mention that the numbers had been or would be 
corrected.41 

 
34 New-Pathways-to-Encourage-Housing-Production-Evaluating-Californias-Recent-Housing-Legislation-
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Separately, in June 2021, OCCOG, on behalf of the Orange County cities, filed a judicial 
challenge to HCD’s regional housing determination, arguing that HCD failed to follow 
statutory requirements in developing the RHNA allocation.42 The trial court dismissed 
the petition in November 2021, and the Second District Court of Appeal affirmed that 
dismissal in July 2023, holding that neither OCCOG nor its member cities could 
challenge HCD’s methodology.43 On August 24, 2023, the OCCOG Board authorized 
counsel to petition the California Supreme Court for review, but the Court denied the 
petition on October 11, 2023, effectively ending OCCOG’s legal challenge.44 During the 
6th Cycle process, SCAG received 48 appeals from cities challenging their housing 
allocation within their 45-day appeal period. After SCAGs review, they quickly denied 47 
of them.45 This demonstrates limited jurisdictional influence over the allocation and 
appeal process. This series of rulings confirms that HCD’s statutory authority has been 
upheld by the courts, and that any changes sought by local jurisdictions may be 
addressed better through the legislative process rather than litigation. 

Penalties for Not Having an HCD--Approved Housing Element 
A city that fails to obtain certification of its Housing Element from the HCD is considered 
out of compliance with state Housing Element Law and becomes subject to a range of 
escalating enforcement actions.46 HCD’s Housing Accountability Unit (HAU) has 
authority to initiate enforcement, including referral to the California Attorney General for 
legal action when a jurisdiction does not meet statutory planning requirements.47 When 
a city is out of compliance, it can be exposed to severe statutory penalties, such as 
lawsuits by the Attorney General or outside entities, court-imposed fines ranging from 
$10,000 to $600,000 per month, and court orders that may mandate project approvals, 
require rezoning, suspend a city’s authority to issue building permits, or even strip the 
city council of land-use authority until compliance is achieved.48 

The most concerning and widely known consequence of noncompliance is the Builder’s 
Remedy, which restricts a city’s ability to deny qualifying housing projects even when 
they conflict with the city’s General Plan or zoning rules.49 Under this provision, 
developers may propose larger, denser projects that bypass local zoning controls if at 
least 20% of the units are affordable to low-income households or if the project is 100% 

 
42 OCCOG Press Release HCD 
43 Orange Cnty. Council of Gov'ts. v. Velasquez - vLex United States 
44 Orange County Council of Governments 
45 Orange County Council of Governments 
46 Analysis Finds Davis Not on Track to Meet Housing Requirements without Approval of Two Voter 
Projects - Davis Vanguard 
4747 Analysis Finds Davis Not on Track to Meet Housing Requirements without Approval of Two Voter 
Projects - Davis Vanguard 
48 Housing Open Data Tools | California Department of Housing and Community Development 
49 “Builder's Remedy" Reform Bill Approved by Governor Newsom | Allen Matkins 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026Page 18

4



California State Housing Mandates 

Page 18 of 67  Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 

as a planning objective.34 Even with this planning objective, Orange County jurisdictions 
reported significant operational and fiscal challenges associated with implementation. 

Jurisdictions described resource constraints that affect their ability to implement the 
Housing Mandates consistent with legislative intent, including staffing limitations, the 
need for specialized consultant support, and budget constraints. Several cities 
characterized RHNA determination and compliance as complex and costly. Some cities 
reported spending hundreds of thousands of dollars (sometimes reaching close to 
$1,000,000) to meet the reporting mandate. Taxpayer money spent on planning does 
not directly result in the construction of housing units. 

Interviewees also reported that SCAG’s approved methodology is complex and difficult 
for elected officials to communicate their housing allocation and ultimate Housing 
Element to their constituents. HCD and SCAG should take steps to improve the RHNA 
processes, including enhancing communication transparency and simplifying data 
driven methodologies. Additionally, recognizing the compliance costs to taxpayers 
cannot be left unaddressed even as the 7th Cycle planning is currently underway. 

In October 2021, the California State Joint Legislative Audit Committee approved an 
emergency audit of HCD’s regional determination process, citing limited public visibility 
of calculation methods and a need for independent review.35  Further, the audit 
identified errors in certain data calculations and raised concerns36.  The California State 
Auditor subsequently issued findings that criticized aspects of HCD’s methodology 
indicating potential inflation of requirements by a substantial number of housing units.37  
Some of the cited errors included the use of very outdated and inaccurate vacancy 
factor rates38. One report even suggests base information used was from the 1980’s39.  
Others reported that HCD relied on population projections that differed from California 
Department of Finance forecasts, which generally show relatively modest long-term 
growth, and instead used assumptions that resulted in significantly higher projected 
housing needs.40  HCD’s response, to the California State Auditor, and on their website, 
acknowledged there was room for improvement and addressed the allocation criticisms 
in very general terms but did not mention that the numbers had been or would be 
corrected.41 

 
34 New-Pathways-to-Encourage-Housing-Production-Evaluating-Californias-Recent-Housing-Legislation-
April-2023-Final.pdf 
35 California Auditor Report 2021-125 
36 California Auditor Report 2021-125 
37 More Homes, Hardly Any Population Growth—So Why Is California Still So Expensive? 
38 CA Auditor Bashes State’s Mandated Housing Numbers, Says Process Is Flawed, Lacks Oversight 
39 CA Auditor Bashes State’s Mandated Housing Numbers, Says Process Is Flawed, Lacks Oversight 
40 Court: 'Regional Housing Need' Determinations Aren’t Judicially Reviewable - Davis Vanguard 
41 California State Auditor - Report 2021-125 Recommendation 3 Responses 

  California State Housing Mandates 
   

Page 19 of 67 
Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 

Separately, in June 2021, OCCOG, on behalf of the Orange County cities, filed a judicial 
challenge to HCD’s regional housing determination, arguing that HCD failed to follow 
statutory requirements in developing the RHNA allocation.42 The trial court dismissed 
the petition in November 2021, and the Second District Court of Appeal affirmed that 
dismissal in July 2023, holding that neither OCCOG nor its member cities could 
challenge HCD’s methodology.43 On August 24, 2023, the OCCOG Board authorized 
counsel to petition the California Supreme Court for review, but the Court denied the 
petition on October 11, 2023, effectively ending OCCOG’s legal challenge.44 During the 
6th Cycle process, SCAG received 48 appeals from cities challenging their housing 
allocation within their 45-day appeal period. After SCAGs review, they quickly denied 47 
of them.45 This demonstrates limited jurisdictional influence over the allocation and 
appeal process. This series of rulings confirms that HCD’s statutory authority has been 
upheld by the courts, and that any changes sought by local jurisdictions may be 
addressed better through the legislative process rather than litigation. 

Penalties for Not Having an HCD--Approved Housing Element 
A city that fails to obtain certification of its Housing Element from the HCD is considered 
out of compliance with state Housing Element Law and becomes subject to a range of 
escalating enforcement actions.46 HCD’s Housing Accountability Unit (HAU) has 
authority to initiate enforcement, including referral to the California Attorney General for 
legal action when a jurisdiction does not meet statutory planning requirements.47 When 
a city is out of compliance, it can be exposed to severe statutory penalties, such as 
lawsuits by the Attorney General or outside entities, court-imposed fines ranging from 
$10,000 to $600,000 per month, and court orders that may mandate project approvals, 
require rezoning, suspend a city’s authority to issue building permits, or even strip the 
city council of land-use authority until compliance is achieved.48 

The most concerning and widely known consequence of noncompliance is the Builder’s 
Remedy, which restricts a city’s ability to deny qualifying housing projects even when 
they conflict with the city’s General Plan or zoning rules.49 Under this provision, 
developers may propose larger, denser projects that bypass local zoning controls if at 
least 20% of the units are affordable to low-income households or if the project is 100% 

 
42 OCCOG Press Release HCD 
43 Orange Cnty. Council of Gov'ts. v. Velasquez - vLex United States 
44 Orange County Council of Governments 
45 Orange County Council of Governments 
46 Analysis Finds Davis Not on Track to Meet Housing Requirements without Approval of Two Voter 
Projects - Davis Vanguard 
4747 Analysis Finds Davis Not on Track to Meet Housing Requirements without Approval of Two Voter 
Projects - Davis Vanguard 
48 Housing Open Data Tools | California Department of Housing and Community Development 
49 “Builder's Remedy" Reform Bill Approved by Governor Newsom | Allen Matkins 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 Page 19

4



California State Housing Mandates 

Page 20 of 67  Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 

moderate-income.50 Cities without a compliant Housing Element lose their ability to 
regulate these projects through their typical zoning constraints unless they can 
demonstrate specific, adverse health or safety impacts.51 Additional consequences 
include loss of access to key state funding sources and being placed on a shorter 
four-year Housing Element update cycle rather than the standard eight-year schedule.52 

As of this writing, some Orange County cities—such as Huntington Beach and Seal 
Beach—have not yet obtained certification of their Housing Elements for the 6th Cycle 
or have been subject to enforcement actions related to noncompliance, while others, 
such as Costa Mesa, have only achieved compliance after delays and state 
intervention.53 

Penalties for Not Meeting Housing--Plan Construction Goals 
While RHNA production targets are planning requirements, not actual construction 
mandates – cities may face meaningful consequences if they fail to implement the 
programs and rezoning commitments included in their certified Housing Elements. 
HCD’s HAU monitors compliance with both Housing Element commitments and state 
housing laws, and violations may prompt enforcement letters, monitoring actions, or 
legal referrals to the Attorney General.54 Courts have shown a willingness to override 
local discretion when a city’s failure to implement its Housing Element prevents the 
jurisdiction from accommodating its assigned RHNA allocation.55 In some cases, courts 
may mandate rezoning, invalidate local development restrictions, or require approval of 
specific projects to ensure that adequate housing capacity is created.56 

Feasibility of Housing Mandate in Orange County 
The feasibility of California’s Housing Mandates in Orange County raises significant 
practical concerns. HCD, during the 6th Cycle, has allocated 183,161 housing units to 
Orange County to be constructed by 2029 with 30% being considered ‘affordable’. 
However, according to the US Census Bureau, Orange County is only producing an 
average of 5,000 units a year over the past 5 years.57 Clearly this is a dilemma for the 
County. While it is relatively easy for the California Legislature to pass ambitious 
housing laws, the actual construction of these units is far more challenging. The 
Housing Mandates may be well-intentioned but translating them into real-world 
development is complex, due to constraints in land availability and costs, infrastructure 
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capacity, high construction and labor costs, community acceptance, and capital 
formation.  

Capital formation for housing development in Orange County faces significant 
challenges. The cost of capital remains high, and the long timeline required to entitle, 
build, and eventually generate revenue increases financial risk for developers. 
Interest-rate volatility further complicates financing, affecting both equity investment and 
construction loan terms. At the same time, affordable housing projects often struggle to 
qualify for limited government subsidies, leaving many developments financially 
infeasible. These pressures are intensified in Orange County, which has some of the 
highest land and construction costs in California, making lower-income housing 
especially difficult to deliver without substantial public support.58 59 60 61 

Most parts of Orange County are already built out, leaving limited land available for new 
development. Substantial portions of the remaining undeveloped areas are further 
constrained by coastal regulations, floodplains, wildfire-prone zones, steep hillsides, 
protected open space, and other environmentally sensitive lands. These physical and 
regulatory barriers significantly reduce the amount of land that can realistically be 
developed. At the same time, the County faces substantial infrastructure limitations— 
including constraints on water and sewer systems, road capacity and traffic circulation, 
parking availability, schools, parks and recreation space, transit corridors, and even 
utilities such as electricity and natural gas. Taken together, these constraints sharply 
limit how much additional housing can be accommodated, even when zoning or 
Housing Mandates call for higher densities. 

High construction costs remain a major obstacle to new housing production, driven by 
escalating prices for essential building materials such as lumber, steel, concrete, and 
electrical components. Persistent labor shortages across skilled trades further 
compound these costs, as limited labor supply leads to higher wages and project 
delays. Appliance costs have also risen significantly, especially for energy-efficient or 
higher-end models now commonly required by building codes or market expectations. 
Additionally, the desired level of luxury or finish, such as premium flooring, countertops, 
fixtures, and community amenities, can substantially increase overall project budgets, 
making even modest housing developments expensive to deliver. 

Reports indicate it cost approximately $500,000 to $800,000 to build a one-bedroom 
low-income rental unit in Orange County. Low Income units require rental subsidies.  
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With declining federal, state, and local funding subsidies, it is difficult to build affordable 
housing. Developer interest therefore is focused on market rate housing production. 

In short, Housing Mandates are legally binding, yet remain extraordinarily difficult for 
many cities to achieve. While While RHNA serves a key role as a planning tool, 
requiring cities to zone for additional housing and align local policies with statewide 
objectives, meeting the full scale of assigned housing targets, especially for 
lower-income households, is often unrealistic without sustained public funding, 
expanded infrastructure, and ongoing State support. In practice, the Housing Mandates 
alone do not produce homes. Achieving HCD/SCAG goals in Orange County ultimately 
depends on market-responsive policies, and complementary funding strategies. It is not 
simply higher numerical requirements or punitive measures. 

In practice, Housing Mandates alone do not build homes. 

One Size Does Not Fit All 
California’s statewide Housing Mandates are intended to address a persistent and 
perceived shortage of housing.62 However, the OCGJ found that the uniform statutory 
framework governing the RHNA process can function as a blunt instrument when 
applied across jurisdictions with widely differing conditions. City leadership consistently 
noted that a one-size-fits-all approach may not fully account for the unique character, 
environmental, infrastructural, economic, demographic, and geographic circumstances 
facing individual communities. 

Several stakeholders noted that the RHNA process does not adequately differentiate 
among jurisdictions with varying levels of infrastructure capacity, longstanding physical 
or environmental constraints, or distinct development patterns. In particular, it fails to 
account for older, largely built-out cities—such as Garden Grove, Westminster, La 
Habra, and Fountain Valley, where available land is minimal and new housing can occur 
primarily through infill development. In these contexts, construction is typically more 
complex and costly, further challenging feasibility. As a result, some local governments 
face disproportionate burdens in accommodating housing allocations that do not fully 
reflect on-the-ground constraints and local conditions. 

The OCGJ notes that perspectives on this issue varied considerably. Interviewees from 
fast-growing or infrastructure-rich areas were more likely to support uniform standards, 
arguing that consistent requirements prevent jurisdictions from avoiding their fair share 
of housing obligations. Others expressed the view that Housing Mandates are 
necessary to overcome decades of underproduction and local resistance to growth. 
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Ultimately, comments on the adequacy and fairness of California’s uniform approach 
depended heavily on local context and a jurisdiction’s capacity to absorb additional 
housing. 

 
Data source: Cities’ responses to the 2526 Grand Jury’s survey 

California and Orange County Population Trends 
Over the past three decades, California has undergone a profound demographic shift. 
After more than a century of rapid population expansion (growing from under 20 million 
in 1970 to nearly 40 million by 2020) the State’s growth has slowed dramatically, and in 
recent years has turned negative.63 According to the Public Policy Institute of California, 
California lost 322,000 residents between July 2020 and July 2022 due largely to 
emigration, declining births, and reduced immigration.64 And although modest growth 
resumed between 2022 and 2025, the overall trend remains flat and well below 
historical norms. As previously noted, this validates the California State Auditor’s 
criticism of HCD, and its projections based on population. 
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Historically, one of California’s fastest-growing regions, Orange County, exhibits similar 
trajectories – population stagnation and decline. The U.S. Census Bureau has 
documented recent population decreases, noting that Orange County's long-standing 
growth pattern began to reverse in the early 2020’s due in part, to an aging population, 
and reduced international migration and increased outmigration.66 These trends 
challenge long-held assumptions about continuous growth in Orange County and 
suggest that future planning should incorporate demographic stabilization rather than 
expansion.  

Despite these emerging realities, population projections used during the 6th Cycle 
(2021–2029) relied on pre-pandemic models that assumed continued growth.67 HCD’s 
6th Cycle regional determination began with population forecasts from the Department of 
Finance and applied upward adjustments for overcrowding, cost burden, and vacancy—
factors that significantly inflated the region’s housing need calculation. However, by 
2020–2025, many of these underlying drivers shifted in the opposite direction as 
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California entered a period of population decline, raising questions about the accuracy 
of the assumptions embedded in the 6th Cycle projections. SCAG has acknowledged 
concerns from stakeholders regarding the appropriateness of the population and 
household growth assumptions used during the 6th Cycle and has initiated discussions 
with HCD to reform the methodology.68 

Looking ahead to the 7th Cycle, California’s demographic outlook is markedly different 
from the 6th Cycle. The Department of Finance’s newest long-range projections (2024 
baseline) show significantly slower statewide and county-level growth through 2070, 
with some regions, including Orange County, projected to experience prolonged 
stagnation or decline.69 These updated projections, combined with post-2020 population 
losses, underscore the necessity for HCD and SCAG to recalibrate their methodologies 
so that the next RHNA Cycle reflects a more accurate and data-driven assessment of 
true housing need. Without incorporating the State’s new demographic trajectory, RHNA 
risks overestimating future household growth and imposing planning obligations 
disconnected from both California’s and Orange County’s actual population realities.  

 
Data source: Orange County Progress Report 2025 

Notes: This chart includes only cities, who responded to the 2526 Grand Jury’s survey. 

6th Cycle (2021–2029) Housing Allocations in OC 
California’s Housing Element Law requires every city and county to plan for its share of 
regional housing need. For the 6th Cycle (October 2021–October 2029), SCAG 

 
68 PowerPoint Template for SCAG Presentations 
69 Projections | California Department of Finance 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026Page 24

4



California State Housing Mandates 

Page 24 of 67  Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 

Source Orange County Register 65 

Historically, one of California’s fastest-growing regions, Orange County, exhibits similar 
trajectories – population stagnation and decline. The U.S. Census Bureau has 
documented recent population decreases, noting that Orange County's long-standing 
growth pattern began to reverse in the early 2020’s due in part, to an aging population, 
and reduced international migration and increased outmigration.66 These trends 
challenge long-held assumptions about continuous growth in Orange County and 
suggest that future planning should incorporate demographic stabilization rather than 
expansion.  

Despite these emerging realities, population projections used during the 6th Cycle 
(2021–2029) relied on pre-pandemic models that assumed continued growth.67 HCD’s 
6th Cycle regional determination began with population forecasts from the Department of 
Finance and applied upward adjustments for overcrowding, cost burden, and vacancy—
factors that significantly inflated the region’s housing need calculation. However, by 
2020–2025, many of these underlying drivers shifted in the opposite direction as 

 
65 Infographic: Are people leaving California? Here’s what the numbers show us – Orange County 
Register 
66 Infographic: Are people leaving California? Here’s what the numbers show us – Orange County 
Register 
 
67 Presentation: Overview of Regional Growth Forecasting, Modeling Task Force May 25, 2022 Meeting 

  California State Housing Mandates 
   

Page 25 of 67 
Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 

California entered a period of population decline, raising questions about the accuracy 
of the assumptions embedded in the 6th Cycle projections. SCAG has acknowledged 
concerns from stakeholders regarding the appropriateness of the population and 
household growth assumptions used during the 6th Cycle and has initiated discussions 
with HCD to reform the methodology.68 

Looking ahead to the 7th Cycle, California’s demographic outlook is markedly different 
from the 6th Cycle. The Department of Finance’s newest long-range projections (2024 
baseline) show significantly slower statewide and county-level growth through 2070, 
with some regions, including Orange County, projected to experience prolonged 
stagnation or decline.69 These updated projections, combined with post-2020 population 
losses, underscore the necessity for HCD and SCAG to recalibrate their methodologies 
so that the next RHNA Cycle reflects a more accurate and data-driven assessment of 
true housing need. Without incorporating the State’s new demographic trajectory, RHNA 
risks overestimating future household growth and imposing planning obligations 
disconnected from both California’s and Orange County’s actual population realities.  

 
Data source: Orange County Progress Report 2025 

Notes: This chart includes only cities, who responded to the 2526 Grand Jury’s survey. 

6th Cycle (2021–2029) Housing Allocations in OC 
California’s Housing Element Law requires every city and county to plan for its share of 
regional housing need. For the 6th Cycle (October 2021–October 2029), SCAG 

 
68 PowerPoint Template for SCAG Presentations 
69 Projections | California Department of Finance 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 Page 25

4



California State Housing Mandates 

Page 26 of 67  Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 

assigned the Orange County subregion a total of 183,861 housing units, allocated 
across four income categories: Very Low, Low, Moderate, and Above Moderate.70 

While RHNA establishes the minimum number of units each jurisdiction must plan for, 
this OCGJ finds that cities seeking to meaningfully expand affordable housing 
production must adopt local housing targets that exceed their RHNA assignment. This is 
largely because the cost of constructing deed-restricted affordable units—often 
approaching $700,000 per unit—is rarely economically feasible without substantial 
public subsidy, layered financing, and other creative development strategies. As a 
result, cities increasingly rely on density bonus incentives, allowing developers to build 
additional market-rate units in exchange for providing affordable units, to help close 
funding gaps and meet lower-income housing obligations. 

The RHNA process begins with the HCD determining the amount of housing needed for 
each region, including affordability levels, and continues with a regional agency (here, 
SCAG) dividing that need among counties and cities. SCAG’s final 6th Cycle plan 
assigns Orange County jurisdictions a combined 183,861 total units for 2021–2029.71 

SCAG’s allocation plan further distributes Orange County’s total to each city (and to the 
County’s unincorporated area). The largest allocations go to major employment and 
population centers, with substantial totals assigned to, among others: 

City Units City Units 
Irvine 23,610 Huntington Beach 13,368 
Garden Grove 19,168 Costa Mesa 11,760 
Anaheim 17,453 OC Unincorporated 10,340 

 

These totals reflect the regional policy judgment—guided by state objectives—that 
jurisdictions must plan for additional housing capacity across income categories.  

In summary, RHNA 6th Cycle allocations establish minimum planning obligations, but 
they do not, by themselves, overcome the structural feasibility barriers that constrain 
low-income housing delivery. This higher target is justified by (1) the anticipated attrition 
between zoning capacity and constructed projects, and (2) the necessity of leveraging 
private development to be incentivized to build affordable housing in a market where 
restricted rents cannot reliably support new construction without layered public 
assistance. 

 
70 Regional Housing Needs Assessment | Southern California Association of Governments 
71 Regional Housing Needs Assessment | Southern California Association of Governments 
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City Challenges 
California’s increasingly prescriptive Housing Mandates have placed substantial 
pressure on local governments in Orange County, requiring cities to plan for significantly 
higher levels of housing capacity. The cumulative effect has been added local 
government costs, uncertainty in interpreting evolving state requirements, inequities 
among jurisdictions, and escalating tension between state directives and the 
longstanding expectation of local control over planning and zoning. 

While the State has articulated policy goals and methodology behind its Housing 
Mandates, the top-down framework often overlooks the essential role of local 
communities in electing officials to ensure that planning and zoning decisions reflect the 
values and priorities of the electorate—the very reason most cities incorporated in the 
first place. This disconnect has contributed to considerable tension, community 
frustration, and political instability in many Orange County cities, not to mention the 
constituents’ lack of confidence that their elected officials are representing their 
interests. 

To successfully meet the requirement of the Housing Mandates cities must file a 
Housing Element with HCD every eight years to meet the aggressive targets being 
mandated. Many local cities lack the internal expertise and staff time to draft such 
housing submissions and thus must hire costly external consultants to prepare 
appropriate legal documents. As previously noted, the costs to cities have been 
between $100,000 and over $1,000,000 for some of the larger cities. With 34 cities in 
Orange County and the County also required to provide a housing plan, the 
administrative costs are in the millions of dollars just to comply. With many local cities 
having budgetary challenges, this administrative burden is just another unfunded 
liability. These taxpayer dollars are spent to comply with the law and have no 
commensurate direct beneficial outcome for the community. 

In Orange County, the Housing Mandates have substantially narrowed local land use 
discretion while increasing administrative, legal, and compliance risks for cities. 
Although framed as a planning requirement, the Housing Mandates have expanded 
residential density and embedded enforceable state oversight into what were 
traditionally local planning functions. As a result, compliance and enforcement 
mechanisms have begun to reshape municipal governance and materially influenced 
developmental patterns across the county. The result of these impacts in Orange 
County includes but are not limited to the following: 

• Reduced local land-use authority 
• Administrative and staffing burdens 
• Financial expense 
• Infrastructure limitations 
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• Increased legal exposure 
• Political and community conflict 
• Unfair RHNA housing allocations across the cities 

Each city in Orange County has had a variety of challenges based upon differences in 
geography, fiscal capacity, land availability, funding availability, development interest 
and conditions, local policy decisions and community responses. The impact of the 
Housing Mandates has had dramatic impacts and cannot be ignored. 

For example: 

Anaheim: As the largest (population) city in Orange County, Anaheim has a strong 
fiscal base, including significant tourist-based revenue, and has already permitted and 
constructed a large number of housing units especially in light of their massive OC Vibe 
residential, retail and entertainment district. This is not to say, however, that they do not 
have their challenges with developers pushing to increase density within Anaheim Hills 
and the City’s concern of density and building into a designated high-fire risk area. Due 
to its population of over 300,000, unlike most Orange County cities, Anaheim does have 
access to state and federal dollars, to assist in meeting the affordable housing 
requirements. 

Costa Mesa: Costa Mesa is one of only three Orange County cities still without a 
compliant Housing Element. Its continued effort to defend local regulations on sober 
living homes—rules that HCD does not formally recognize—has already cost the city 
access to certain state low-income housing funding. The situation worsened when one 
of the City’s largest developers withdrew all of his properties from Costa Mesa’s 
Housing Element inventory, slashing projected housing capacity from roughly 17,000 
units to the bare minimum of about 11,750 units needed to meet state requirements.72 
This leaves the City with virtually no buffer to achieve compliance. 

Fountain Valley: Fountain Valley is largely built out, with approximately 90% of its land 
already utilized. Limited available land and constrained financing capacity present major 
hurdles in Fountain Valley ever being able to meet the state requirements. 

Huntington Beach: Huntington Beach has adopted a totally different strategy to 
address the Housing Mandates. They have aggressively pursued litigation in an effort 
as a "charter city" to preserve local land-use authority. This approach has resulted in 
substantial legal costs and financial exposure for the City for noncompliance. The City’s 

 
72 Planning Commission Bombshell: Housing Element Update Crisis in Costa Mesa 
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legal challenges have all been denied including a final appeal to the US Supreme 
Court.73 Consequences for non-compliance are pending. 

Irvine: Irvine's response to the Housing Mandates differs from other Orange County 
cities. Being very progressive with available land currently under development, and two 
major developers active, the master planned community of Irvine has substantial 
flexibility. They have submitted to the State committing to build 56,000 additional units 
even though their allocation is approximately 26,000 units, the highest in Orange 
County. The original vision of Irvine being a residential community with commercial and 
residential balance runs the risk of being seriously eroded with high density apartments 
being vigorously constructed. This suggests Irvine might ultimately be more of an urban 
versus suburban community in the future. Residents are starting to be concerned as to 
the impact on traffic, parks, and schools. Furthermore, the current City council's recent 
move to rezone past open space commitments has created voter activism and 
resistance. 

Newport Beach: Newport Beach has faced difficulty implementing the Housing 
Mandates due the concerns regarding community character, coastal constraints, and 
local values, contributing to resistance to higher density residential development. While 
elected officials worked hard at engaging and educating the community on the Housing 
Mandates, as development projects started to come on-line, major public resistance 
ensued. A recent ballot initiative was just approved to push back on the City's approved 
Housing Element.74 

Mission Viejo: In March 2026, hundreds of Mission Viejo residents rallied in opposition 
to a proposed expansion of the Vista Del Lago apartment complex off Marguerite 
Parkway. The developer’s plan called for demolishing 68 existing units and replacing 
them with 418 new units, resulting in a net increase of 350 units, as well as constructing 
a new parking structure. The expansion would bring the total number of units on the 
33-acre property to 958 units, dramatically increasing density in an area surrounded 
primarily by single-family homes. 

After hours of heated public testimony and debate, the City Council voted 3–2 to 
advance the project. A majority of councilmembers stated they felt they had no choice 
but to approve the development due to the Housing Mandates, which require cities to 
zone and plan for significantly higher housing densities regardless of local 
neighborhood opposition.75 

 
73 Attorney General Bonta Celebrates U.S. Supreme Court’s Denial of Huntington Beach’s Challenge to 
State Housing Laws | State of California - Department of Justice - Office of the Attorney General 
74 Newport Beach may dump state mandate as residents prep to vote on plan for far fewer housing units | 
LAist 
75 Editorial: Mission Viejo’s needless angst over apartments – Orange County Register 
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San Juan Capistrano: Due to its historical significance and geographic characteristics, 
the City has been challenged to meet the Housing Mandates. It is a tale of two 
communities – residents of great wealth and a large lower socioeconomic population 
requiring the need for more affordable housing. To date, City leadership appear to have 
built partnerships with low-income developers to build projects that maintain the 
community’s heritage and meet the needs of the City.  As high-end development takes 
place, a "fee in lieu" is assessed that generates funds for affordable housing. Superb 
planning and design have led to across-the-board community support for well designed, 
low-income redevelopment projects completed or underway. 

Santa Ana: Santa Ana is already considered by HCDs’ RHNA process to be a densely 
populated, lower socioeconomic community, and it has the lowest housing target in 
Orange County with only 3,137 units. Like Anaheim due to its population size, it has 
access to more federal and state housing dollars to meet its low-income housing 
compliance obligations. 

The County of Orange: The County also has a RHNA requirement for its 
unincorporated areas. The County struggled to obtain certification of its Housing 
Element in 2025; it required multiple revisions due to the nature of small pockets of 
unincorporated areas it serves. Its largest development area in South Orange County, 
Rancho Mission Viejo of over 6,000 acres was entitled by the County before the 
Housing Mandates became law – few were affordable units. In addition, the largest 
track of undeveloped land is owned by the Federal Government (Cleveland National 
Forest) and not available for development. 

The impacts of the Housing Mandates have disrupted governance and local control. In 
some communities it has created fierce resistance. The loss of local control impacts the 
traditions and norms within many Orange County cities. Community heritage, rightly or 
wrongly, is being seriously eroded. 

The one-size-fits-all Housing Mandates has serious repercussions economically and 
politically only now coming into focus for the voters of Orange County as the 
implementation goes forward. 

Community political activism has increased as housing projects move from 
approval to construction, but this engagement is often narrowly focused on 
individual developments rather than broader policy impacts. Cities should take a 
more proactive role in engaging residents in a comprehensive discussion about 
how RHNA implementation is affecting neighborhood character, infrastructure, 
and social cohesion. In addition, local elected officials have a responsibility to 
clearly communicate how state-directed housing policies, originating in 
Sacramento, shape local land-use decisions and limit municipal discretion. 
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7th Cycle (2029-2037) Concerns 
The 7th Cycle of the RHNA planning process has already started, addressing the period 
from 2029-2037. The OCGJ identified significant concerns related to transparency, data 
integrity, governance, and Orange County’s ability to competitively represent itself within 
the broader SCAG region. These concerns stem from documented issues in the 6th 
Cycle, particularly the lack of clarity of the allocation methodology, the complexity of the 
decision-making structure, and inadequate procedural safeguards to ensure that 
Orange County’s unique conditions are fully acknowledged. 

The 6th Cycle methodology relied on numerous questionable inputs—including projected 
population, transit accessibility, job growth, vacancy adjustments, cost burden, and 
subjective social equity factors—derived from HCD and SCAG’s adopted 
methodology.76 These inputs were published but remained difficult for local jurisdictions 
to interpret due to their subjectivity, complexity and technical nature and the failure of 
HCD to clearly identify their methodology.77 

Given these findings, Orange County cities face a recurring risk, because the statewide 
RHNA determination feeds directly into SCAG allocations, any methodological 
deficiencies at the state level immediately cascade into subregional planning and 
ultimately influence the allocations assigned to Orange County jurisdictions. 

Experiences from the 6th Cycle highlight several issues that continue to shape Orange 
County’s concerns heading into the 7th Cycle. The previous allocation process was 
marked by complexity, questionable data, late-stage modifications, and an overall lack 
of transparency. For example, SCAG’s 6th Cycle allocation was adopted in March 2021 
and then modified only a few months later78, fueling confusion about how final numbers 
were determined. The process felt unfair to many local jurisdictions because the 
appeals window was extremely compressed, the methodology was difficult to replicate, 
and the relationship between data inputs—such as overcrowding, cost burden, or future 
transit accessibility—and final allocations was not easily understood. The appeals 
process was also futile and was not open to cities concerns. 

Governance also played a role. SCAG and OCCOG rely on a large network of 
committees, working groups, and advisory bodies, which ensures broad participation 
but diffuses responsibility. With so many entities involved, accountability for data 
accuracy, timely inputs, and interpretation of the methodology becomes fragmented, 
making it difficult for any single entity to ensure the process is both rigorous and 
transparent. 

 
76 SCAG Final RHNA Methodology, March 5, 2020 
77 Best Practices for Allocating & Evaluating RHNA 
78 Regional Housing Needs Assessment | Southern California Association of Governments 
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Rancho Mission Viejo of over 6,000 acres was entitled by the County before the 
Housing Mandates became law – few were affordable units. In addition, the largest 
track of undeveloped land is owned by the Federal Government (Cleveland National 
Forest) and not available for development. 

The impacts of the Housing Mandates have disrupted governance and local control. In 
some communities it has created fierce resistance. The loss of local control impacts the 
traditions and norms within many Orange County cities. Community heritage, rightly or 
wrongly, is being seriously eroded. 

The one-size-fits-all Housing Mandates has serious repercussions economically and 
politically only now coming into focus for the voters of Orange County as the 
implementation goes forward. 

Community political activism has increased as housing projects move from 
approval to construction, but this engagement is often narrowly focused on 
individual developments rather than broader policy impacts. Cities should take a 
more proactive role in engaging residents in a comprehensive discussion about 
how RHNA implementation is affecting neighborhood character, infrastructure, 
and social cohesion. In addition, local elected officials have a responsibility to 
clearly communicate how state-directed housing policies, originating in 
Sacramento, shape local land-use decisions and limit municipal discretion. 
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7th Cycle (2029-2037) Concerns 
The 7th Cycle of the RHNA planning process has already started, addressing the period 
from 2029-2037. The OCGJ identified significant concerns related to transparency, data 
integrity, governance, and Orange County’s ability to competitively represent itself within 
the broader SCAG region. These concerns stem from documented issues in the 6th 
Cycle, particularly the lack of clarity of the allocation methodology, the complexity of the 
decision-making structure, and inadequate procedural safeguards to ensure that 
Orange County’s unique conditions are fully acknowledged. 

The 6th Cycle methodology relied on numerous questionable inputs—including projected 
population, transit accessibility, job growth, vacancy adjustments, cost burden, and 
subjective social equity factors—derived from HCD and SCAG’s adopted 
methodology.76 These inputs were published but remained difficult for local jurisdictions 
to interpret due to their subjectivity, complexity and technical nature and the failure of 
HCD to clearly identify their methodology.77 

Given these findings, Orange County cities face a recurring risk, because the statewide 
RHNA determination feeds directly into SCAG allocations, any methodological 
deficiencies at the state level immediately cascade into subregional planning and 
ultimately influence the allocations assigned to Orange County jurisdictions. 

Experiences from the 6th Cycle highlight several issues that continue to shape Orange 
County’s concerns heading into the 7th Cycle. The previous allocation process was 
marked by complexity, questionable data, late-stage modifications, and an overall lack 
of transparency. For example, SCAG’s 6th Cycle allocation was adopted in March 2021 
and then modified only a few months later78, fueling confusion about how final numbers 
were determined. The process felt unfair to many local jurisdictions because the 
appeals window was extremely compressed, the methodology was difficult to replicate, 
and the relationship between data inputs—such as overcrowding, cost burden, or future 
transit accessibility—and final allocations was not easily understood. The appeals 
process was also futile and was not open to cities concerns. 

Governance also played a role. SCAG and OCCOG rely on a large network of 
committees, working groups, and advisory bodies, which ensures broad participation 
but diffuses responsibility. With so many entities involved, accountability for data 
accuracy, timely inputs, and interpretation of the methodology becomes fragmented, 
making it difficult for any single entity to ensure the process is both rigorous and 
transparent. 

 
76 SCAG Final RHNA Methodology, March 5, 2020 
77 Best Practices for Allocating & Evaluating RHNA 
78 Regional Housing Needs Assessment | Southern California Association of Governments 
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The upcoming 7th Cycle is expected to be even more data-intensive.79 New state 
guidance calls for clearer and more prescriptive methodology factors, improved appeals 
procedures, new income categories, and stronger alignment with greenhouse-gas and 
transportation planning.80 Transit definitions are also being standardized statewide, 
meaning all Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) transit routes, frequencies, 
and hub locations must be fully validated and published early in the process. Without 
early coordination, the County risks being disadvantaged compared with regions that 
already have well-organized transit datasets. 

Transparency remains a central concern. Orange County jurisdictions need access to 
all datasets used to calculate their allocations, ranging from growth projections to transit 
accessibility metrics, and must be able to replicate the calculations that lead to their 
assigned numbers. The California State Auditor has previously flagged gaps in how 
HCD documented its factors, reinforcing the need for a system that jurisdictions can 
audit and verify. 

CCOONNCCLLUUSSIIOONN  
“We shape our buildings; thereafter they shape us.” (Winston Churchill) 

Housing Mandates and the RHNA allocation process are highly consequential for 
Orange County jurisdictions, particularly because the construction of low-income 
housing is rarely feasible without substantial subsidy. Interviewees consistently reported 
that funding streams to support deed-restricted housing remain limited, leaving cities 
responsible for planning large numbers of units that may never be financially viable 
without additional state or federal assistance. This gap between planning obligations 
and realistic development capacity has heightened local concern about the fairness and 
practicality of the current RHNA framework not to mention wasted tax dollars. 

Against this backdrop, a recurring theme in interviews was the need for stronger 
regional coordination. Per the Joint Powers Agreement, OCCOG members pay dues to 
support operations, based on a 2009 adopted formula tied partly to each city’s share of 
the county population. However, dues have not been adjusted in many years, leading 
several stakeholders to question whether current funding levels adequately support 
OCCOG’s ability to coordinate subregional planning, respond to SCAG, and represent 
Orange County interests on matters as significant as RHNA. SCAG likewise uses 
population factors in its own dues structure, meaning jurisdictions with growing 
populations carry greater financial responsibility. Stakeholders noted that the overall 

 
79 California’s Housing Future 2040: The Next Regional Housing Needs Allocation | California Department of 
Housing and Community Development 
80 California’s Housing Future 2040: The Next Regional Housing Needs Allocation | California Department of 
Housing and Community Development 
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resource base may still be insufficient for the level of technical engagement required. 
Many jurisdictions expressed that increased support for OCCOG, both financial and 
participatory, would improve transparency around RHNA inputs and allow for more 
robust review of the assumptions that drive housing allocations. 

The OCGJ believes that OCCOG is an underutilized regional asset that could play a 
significantly larger role in promoting equity, transparency, and public understanding of 
the RHNA process. Interviewees emphasized that consistent, proactive participation by 
city and county representatives in OCCOG and SCAG meetings is critical, especially 
early in the methodology-setting phase, when data inputs, assumptions, and distribution 
formulas are still in development. Without regular engagement, jurisdictions risk losing 
opportunities to influence decisions that later become binding obligations. Several 
interviewees suggested that cities consider enhancing their financial contributions so 
OCCOG can expand its analytical capacity, conduct independent research, and engage 
more effectively in SCAG’s technical and policy committees and at the state level. 

As work begins on the 7th Cycle, the need for collaboration is more urgent than ever. 
Cities cannot afford to be passive observers. Even if cities cannot directly change the 
final numbers issued by HCD or SCAG, their active involvement is essential to ensuring 
that Orange County’s unique circumstances are understood and represented. 
Meaningful engagement can also help jurisdictions align their local planning strategies, 
clarify shared concerns, and coordinate responses to proposed methodological changes 
before they become final. A more empowered and better-resourced OCCOG would 
strengthen Orange County’s collective voice, improve regional planning outcomes, and 
ensure local governments are not navigating the California’s housing requirements in 
isolation. 

Finally, the OCGJ notes that collaboration must extend beyond government agencies to 
the residents they serve. As Sacramento lawmakers continue to enact significant 
housing legislation, much of it with direct consequences for zoning, density, local control 
and neighborhood character development standards, the public must be informed and 
involved. Cities, working through OCCOG and SCAG, have an important role in 
educating residents about new laws, explaining their local impacts, and encouraging 
constituents to register their views with State Representatives. Improving public 
awareness not only strengthens transparency and trust but also ensures that 
community perspectives are included in shaping future housing policy. 

By working together, jurisdictions, regional agencies, and the public, Orange 
County can more effectively navigate the challenges of Housing Mandates and 
advocate for a clearer, more equitable, and more locally responsive RHNA 
process. 
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resource base may still be insufficient for the level of technical engagement required. 
Many jurisdictions expressed that increased support for OCCOG, both financial and 
participatory, would improve transparency around RHNA inputs and allow for more 
robust review of the assumptions that drive housing allocations. 

The OCGJ believes that OCCOG is an underutilized regional asset that could play a 
significantly larger role in promoting equity, transparency, and public understanding of 
the RHNA process. Interviewees emphasized that consistent, proactive participation by 
city and county representatives in OCCOG and SCAG meetings is critical, especially 
early in the methodology-setting phase, when data inputs, assumptions, and distribution 
formulas are still in development. Without regular engagement, jurisdictions risk losing 
opportunities to influence decisions that later become binding obligations. Several 
interviewees suggested that cities consider enhancing their financial contributions so 
OCCOG can expand its analytical capacity, conduct independent research, and engage 
more effectively in SCAG’s technical and policy committees and at the state level. 

As work begins on the 7th Cycle, the need for collaboration is more urgent than ever. 
Cities cannot afford to be passive observers. Even if cities cannot directly change the 
final numbers issued by HCD or SCAG, their active involvement is essential to ensuring 
that Orange County’s unique circumstances are understood and represented. 
Meaningful engagement can also help jurisdictions align their local planning strategies, 
clarify shared concerns, and coordinate responses to proposed methodological changes 
before they become final. A more empowered and better-resourced OCCOG would 
strengthen Orange County’s collective voice, improve regional planning outcomes, and 
ensure local governments are not navigating the California’s housing requirements in 
isolation. 

Finally, the OCGJ notes that collaboration must extend beyond government agencies to 
the residents they serve. As Sacramento lawmakers continue to enact significant 
housing legislation, much of it with direct consequences for zoning, density, local control 
and neighborhood character development standards, the public must be informed and 
involved. Cities, working through OCCOG and SCAG, have an important role in 
educating residents about new laws, explaining their local impacts, and encouraging 
constituents to register their views with State Representatives. Improving public 
awareness not only strengthens transparency and trust but also ensures that 
community perspectives are included in shaping future housing policy. 

By working together, jurisdictions, regional agencies, and the public, Orange 
County can more effectively navigate the challenges of Housing Mandates and 
advocate for a clearer, more equitable, and more locally responsive RHNA 
process. 
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FFIINNDDIINNGGSS  
In accordance with California Penal Code §933 and §933.05, the 2025-2026 Orange 
County Grand Jury requires (or, as noted, requests) responses from each agency and 
city affected by the “Findings” presented in this section. Responses are to be submitted 
to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court. 

Based on its investigation “California Housing Mandates” the 2025-2026 Orange County 
Grand Jury has arrived at 22 findings as follows: 

F1 In recent years, the California Legislature has enacted an unusually large 
and burdensome volume of housing-related laws intended to strengthen 
compliance with State Housing Mandates. 

F2 Housing Mandates are implemented through a RHNA process that often 
lacks transparency and relies on complex methodologies that are difficult 
for local officials and the public to understand or meaningfully challenge. 

F3 OCCOG coordinates RHNA regional planning in partnership with the 
SCAG for Orange County. OCCOG lacks adequate influence with SCAG. 

F4 Meaningful participation by Orange County cities in both OCCOG and 
SCAG meetings is critical to ensuring that local perspectives are 
represented during the development and implementation of Housing 
Mandates policies. 

F5 SCAG’s 6th Cycle RHNA assigned Orange County a questionable total of 
183,861 housing units for the 2021–2029 planning period, with higher 
allocations concentrated in cities with major population and employment 
centers. 

F6 RHNA allocations are unrealistic and not attainable within the current 
planning cycle due to limited available land, built-out urban conditions, 
infrastructure constraints, environmental factors, and public health and 
safety requirements. 

F7 Residents in Orange County consistently express a desire for local 
planning decisions to reflect community priorities, including but not limited 
to neighborhood character, safety considerations, the environment and 
open-space preservation. 

F8 California’s regulatory construction costs (i.e. permitting fees) present 
substantial challenges for private housing developers—particularly those 
delivering affordable units. 
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F9 The cost of constructing a single affordable housing unit in California 
typically ranges from approximately $500,000 to $800,000 per unit when 
fully complying with current state regulations. New low-income housing is 
generally not financially feasible without public subsidy. 

F10 Prior to their dissolution in 2012, redevelopment agencies served as a 
primary mechanism for cities and counties to finance affordable housing 
and related infrastructure. The loss of redevelopment has reduced cities’ 
ability to support construction of affordable units. 

F11 Because public subsidy is limited and highly competitive, cities seeking to 
produce meaningful quantities of low-income housing must rely in part on 
private development incentives, often resulting in higher overall 
development densities and unit counts than the RHNA allocation. 

F12 The 6th Cycle RHNA methodology included numerous technical inputs 
published by SCAG and HCD; however, these inputs were highly complex 
and difficult for cities to interpret or independently verify. 

F13 The California State Auditor’s 2022 review found significant deficiencies in 
HCD’s regional determination process—including inadequate 
documentation, data-entry errors, and insufficient justification for key 
assumptions—raising concerns that similar issues may affect the 7th Cycle 
process.  

F14 OCCOG’s current resources and organizational structure are insufficient to 
fully advocate for Orange County jurisdictions during RHNA methodology 
development, especially when compared with larger or more heavily 
resourced regional councils of governments that also influence SCAG. 

F15 Demands on HCD are anticipated to materially alter methodology for the 
7th Cycle, but Orange County jurisdictions have not yet received clear 
guidance on how these allocations will be translated into SCAG policy or 
local impacts.  

F16  The reliance on transit accessibility as a major RHNA consideration 
requires high-quality, early-released datasets from OCTA; however, these 
datasets are not currently consolidated or formally adopted for use in the 
7th Cycle methodology. 

F17 The large number of committees, subcommittees, and advisory groups 
involved in SCAG and OCCOG’s RHNA processes promotes broad 
participation but diffuses accountability, making it difficult to determine who 
is responsible for specific analytic inputs or process decisions. 
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typically ranges from approximately $500,000 to $800,000 per unit when 
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generally not financially feasible without public subsidy. 
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and related infrastructure. The loss of redevelopment has reduced cities’ 
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F11 Because public subsidy is limited and highly competitive, cities seeking to 
produce meaningful quantities of low-income housing must rely in part on 
private development incentives, often resulting in higher overall 
development densities and unit counts than the RHNA allocation. 

F12 The 6th Cycle RHNA methodology included numerous technical inputs 
published by SCAG and HCD; however, these inputs were highly complex 
and difficult for cities to interpret or independently verify. 

F13 The California State Auditor’s 2022 review found significant deficiencies in 
HCD’s regional determination process—including inadequate 
documentation, data-entry errors, and insufficient justification for key 
assumptions—raising concerns that similar issues may affect the 7th Cycle 
process.  

F14 OCCOG’s current resources and organizational structure are insufficient to 
fully advocate for Orange County jurisdictions during RHNA methodology 
development, especially when compared with larger or more heavily 
resourced regional councils of governments that also influence SCAG. 

F15 Demands on HCD are anticipated to materially alter methodology for the 
7th Cycle, but Orange County jurisdictions have not yet received clear 
guidance on how these allocations will be translated into SCAG policy or 
local impacts.  

F16  The reliance on transit accessibility as a major RHNA consideration 
requires high-quality, early-released datasets from OCTA; however, these 
datasets are not currently consolidated or formally adopted for use in the 
7th Cycle methodology. 

F17 The large number of committees, subcommittees, and advisory groups 
involved in SCAG and OCCOG’s RHNA processes promotes broad 
participation but diffuses accountability, making it difficult to determine who 
is responsible for specific analytic inputs or process decisions. 
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F18 The City of Huntington Beach has been unsuccessful in its attempts to 
contest Housing Mandates. To date, Huntington Beach lacks an approved 
General Plan Housing Element related to RHNA Allocation.  

F19 The City of Irvine has been progressive in submitting a housing plan that 
calls for twice the number of units mandated (56,000). However, this 
threatens the historical nature of a master plan community with substantial 
infrastructure challenges. 

F20 Cities and other stakeholders encounter difficulty explaining RHNA 
outcomes to elected officials and the public due to a lack of clear, 
consolidated documentation describing how allocation decisions are 
derived from the underlying data. 

F21 The absence of a clearly articulated and easily understandable description 
of the RHNA allocation algorithm contributes to perceptions that 
discretionary or political considerations may influence outcomes, even 
when allocations are made in compliance with state housing laws. 

F22 Improved transparency and communication regarding RHNA methodology 
would enhance public confidence in the process and reduce 
misunderstandings among member jurisdictions. 

 

RREECCOOMMMMEENNDDAATTIIOONNSS  
In accordance with California Penal Code §933 and §933.05, the 2025-2026 Orange 
County Grand Jury requires (or, as noted, requests) responses from each agency and 
city affected by the “Recommendations” presented in this section. Responses are to be 
submitted to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court. 

Based on its investigation described herein, the 2025-2026 Orange County Grand Jury 
makes the following 20 recommendations: 

R1 OCCOG should expand its technical-assistance and training programs, by 
September 30, 2026, to ensure that all Orange County jurisdictions 
understand RHNA methodology, statutory obligations, and the implications 
of noncompliance. (F1, F2, F3, F4) 

R2 OCCOG should coordinate a countywide review of sites identified in local 
Housing Elements, by December 31, 2026, to evaluate whether each site 
meets state requirements for realistic capacity and development feasibility, 
supported by a standardized, version-controlled change log. (F3, F4) 
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R3 OCCOG should develop and publish a comprehensive RHNA Inputs 
Catalog, by April 30, 2027, prior to drafting the 7th Cycle methodology, 
documenting all datasets used, their sources, methodological 
assumptions, and a version-controlled record of changes. (F3, F4) 

R4 OCCOG should create a public-facing RHNA Accountability Dashboard, 
by April 30, 2027, displaying deadlines, responsible agencies, dataset 
readiness, and upcoming SCAG decision points, to ensure transparency 
and timely action by jurisdictions. (F16) 

R5 OCCOG should request that SCAG and HCD, by December 31, 2026, 
provide written guidance explaining how HCD’s recommendations will be 
applied in shaping the 7th Cycle RHNA methodology so that jurisdictions 
can prepare proactively. (F16) 

R6 OCCOG should convene a 7th Cycle Technical Working Group, by 
December 31, 2026, composed of planners, data analysts, and transit 
experts to pre-evaluate methodology scenarios and deliver unified, 
countywide recommendations to SCAG. (F3, F6, F15) 

R7 OCCOG, all Orange County cities and the County of Orange should 
reassess the current dues structure, by September 30, 2026, to ensure 
that OCCOG has the resources necessary to effectively represent Orange 
County jurisdictions in SCAG processes, including RHNA methodology 
development and appeals. (F3, F15) 

R8 By December 31, 2026, the Orange County Board of Supervisors should 
partner with cities to evaluate countywide infrastructure capacity—
including water, wastewater, flood control, transportation, and public-safety 
systems—and develop a coordinated regional plan capable of supporting 
the level of housing growth required under state law. (F6) 

R9 By September 30, 2026, the Orange County Board of Supervisors should 
strengthen its engagement with OCCOG and increase staff support to 
develop a shared, countywide database of potential housing sites and key 
development-feasibility factors. (F15) 

R10 By June 30, 2027, the Orange County Board of Supervisors should 
evaluate whether the County should pursue its own independent 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) designation for purposes of 
regional housing planning. (F5, F6, F7, F15) 
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R3 OCCOG should develop and publish a comprehensive RHNA Inputs 
Catalog, by April 30, 2027, prior to drafting the 7th Cycle methodology, 
documenting all datasets used, their sources, methodological 
assumptions, and a version-controlled record of changes. (F3, F4) 

R4 OCCOG should create a public-facing RHNA Accountability Dashboard, 
by April 30, 2027, displaying deadlines, responsible agencies, dataset 
readiness, and upcoming SCAG decision points, to ensure transparency 
and timely action by jurisdictions. (F16) 

R5 OCCOG should request that SCAG and HCD, by December 31, 2026, 
provide written guidance explaining how HCD’s recommendations will be 
applied in shaping the 7th Cycle RHNA methodology so that jurisdictions 
can prepare proactively. (F16) 

R6 OCCOG should convene a 7th Cycle Technical Working Group, by 
December 31, 2026, composed of planners, data analysts, and transit 
experts to pre-evaluate methodology scenarios and deliver unified, 
countywide recommendations to SCAG. (F3, F6, F15) 

R7 OCCOG, all Orange County cities and the County of Orange should 
reassess the current dues structure, by September 30, 2026, to ensure 
that OCCOG has the resources necessary to effectively represent Orange 
County jurisdictions in SCAG processes, including RHNA methodology 
development and appeals. (F3, F15) 

R8 By December 31, 2026, the Orange County Board of Supervisors should 
partner with cities to evaluate countywide infrastructure capacity—
including water, wastewater, flood control, transportation, and public-safety 
systems—and develop a coordinated regional plan capable of supporting 
the level of housing growth required under state law. (F6) 

R9 By September 30, 2026, the Orange County Board of Supervisors should 
strengthen its engagement with OCCOG and increase staff support to 
develop a shared, countywide database of potential housing sites and key 
development-feasibility factors. (F15) 

R10 By June 30, 2027, the Orange County Board of Supervisors should 
evaluate whether the County should pursue its own independent 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) designation for purposes of 
regional housing planning. (F5, F6, F7, F15) 
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R11 The County of Orange and each city should ensure consistent 
participation in SCAG and OCCOG committees by September 30, 2026, 
including the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), to strengthen regional 
representation during RHNA-methodology development. (F3, F4, F15) 

R12 The County of Orange and each city should designate a single technical 
representative, by September 30, 2026, along with an alternate, for all 
RHNA-related SCAG and OCCOG committees to ensure continuity of 
participation and eliminate gaps in representation across multiple 
decision-making bodies. (F4) 

R13 OCTA should provide an official, data-frozen countywide transit dataset 
(GTFS + GIS), by September 30, 2026, to meet OCCOG’s analytical 
needs for 7th Cycle RHNA planning. (F17) 

R14 By April 30, 2027, the County of Orange and each city should publish 
annual monitoring dashboards showing (a) entitlement pipeline conditions, 
(b) realistic site yield, (c) assembled funding sources for affordable units, 
and (d) conversion rates from planned capacity to issued permits and 
completed units, ensuring that County and city-determined capacity 
assumptions remain aligned with actual production. (F13) 

R15 By September 30, 2026, and ongoing, the County Board of Supervisors 
and all city councils should make a coordinated and sustained effort to 
educate their constituents about the RHNA process—its requirements, its 
impact on local planning and community character, and the role residents 
can play in shaping outcomes. Public education efforts should also include 
guidance on how community members can effectively engage with the 
California Legislature and advocate for more realistic, data-driven housing 
policies. (F1, F7) 

R16 By December 31, 2026, all cities should look to enhance their 
relationships with not-for-profit affordable housing developers to increase 
the opportunity to develop more affordable housing. (F8, F10, F12) 

R17 By September 1, 2026, the City of Huntington Beach should evaluate 
submitting an appropriate Housing Element to reduce potential  exposure 
to HCD penalties. (F18) 

R18 By September 1, 2026, the City of Irvine should ascertain the level of 
community support for its housing element submission and its impact on 
the character of its master plan. (F19) 
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R19 By September 1, 2026, SCAG should conduct a formal review of its RHNA 
allocation methodology and clearly document, in understandable 
language, the inputs, assumptions, weighting, and decision points used in 
the allocation algorithm. This documentation should be publicly released 
and designed to improve transparency, reduce perceptions of political 
influence, and enhance public understanding of how allocations are 
determined. (F21) 

R20 By September 1, 2026, SCAG should revise its RHNA appeals process to 
improve procedural transparency and responsiveness by clearly defining 
appeal criteria, documenting staff analyses and recommendations, 
providing written explanations for appeal decisions, and ensuring 
jurisdictions have meaningful opportunities to present and respond to staff 
findings. (F22) 
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R19 By September 1, 2026, SCAG should conduct a formal review of its RHNA 
allocation methodology and clearly document, in understandable 
language, the inputs, assumptions, weighting, and decision points used in 
the allocation algorithm. This documentation should be publicly released 
and designed to improve transparency, reduce perceptions of political 
influence, and enhance public understanding of how allocations are 
determined. (F21) 

R20 By September 1, 2026, SCAG should revise its RHNA appeals process to 
improve procedural transparency and responsiveness by clearly defining 
appeal criteria, documenting staff analyses and recommendations, 
providing written explanations for appeal decisions, and ensuring 
jurisdictions have meaningful opportunities to present and respond to staff 
findings. (F22) 
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RREESSPPOONNSSEESS  CCOODDEE  
The following excerpts from California Penal Code provide the requirements for public 
agencies to respond to the Findings and Recommendations of this Grand Jury’s report: 

Penal Code §933 
(c) No later than 90 days after the grand jury submits a final report on the operations of 

any public agency subject to its reviewing authority, the governing body of the public 
agency shall comment to the presiding judge of the superior court on the findings 
and recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of the governing body, 
and every elected county officer or agency head for which the grand jury has 
responsibility pursuant to Section 914.1 shall comment within 60 days to the 
presiding judge of the superior court, with an information copy sent to the board of 
supervisors, on the findings and recommendations pertaining to matters under the 
control of that county officer or agency head and any agency or agencies which that 
officer or agency head supervises or controls. In any city and county, the mayor shall 
also comment on the findings and recommendations. All these comments and 
reports shall forthwith be submitted to the presiding judge of the superior court who 
impaneled the grand jury. A copy of all responses to grand jury reports shall be 
placed on file with the clerk of the public agency and the office of the county clerk, or 
the mayor when applicable, and shall remain on file in those offices. One copy shall 
be placed on file with the applicable grand jury final report by, and in the control of 
the currently impaneled grand jury, where it shall be maintained for a minimum of 
five years. 

Penal Code §933.05. 
(a) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury finding, the 

responding person or entity shall indicate one of the following: 
(1) The respondent agrees with the finding. 
(2) The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding; in which case 

the response shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall 
include an explanation of the reasons therefor. 

(b) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury 
recommendation, the responding person or entity shall report one of the following 
actions: 

(1) The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the 
implemented action. 

(2) The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented 
in the future, with a timeframe for implementation. 

(3) The recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and the 
scope and parameters of an analysis or study, and a timeframe for the matter 
to be prepared for discussion by the officer or head of the agency or 
department being investigated or reviewed, including the governing body of 
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the public agency when applicable. This timeframe shall not exceed six 
months from the date of publication of the grand jury report. 

(4) The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or 
is not reasonable, with an explanation therefor. 

(c) However, if a finding or recommendation of the grand jury addresses budgetary or 
personnel matters of a county agency or department headed by an elected officer, 
both the agency or department head and the board of supervisors shall respond if 
requested by the grand jury, but the response of the board of supervisors shall 
address only those budgetary or personnel matters over which it has some decision-
making authority. The response of the elected agency or department head shall 
address all aspects of the findings or recommendations affecting his or her agency 
or department. 

 

RREESSPPOONNSSEESS  
The Orange County Grand Jury requires (or, as noted, requests) the following 
responses: 

OCCOG    90 Day Response Required 
Findings    F3, F4, F5, F12, F13, F14, F15, F17 
Recommendations   R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6, R7, R9, R11, R13 
 
County of Orange,      90 Day Response Required 
Board of Supervisors 
Findings    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations   R7, R8, R9, R10, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
  
OCTA     90 Day Response Required 
Findings    F16 
Recommendations   R13 
 
SCAG     90 Day Response Required 
Findings    F3, F4, F5, F12, F13, F14, F15, F17, F20, F21, F22 
Recommendations   R5, R11, R19, R20 
 
City of Aliso Viejo    90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Anaheim   90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Brea     90 Day Response Required 
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RREESSPPOONNSSEESS  CCOODDEE  
The following excerpts from California Penal Code provide the requirements for public 
agencies to respond to the Findings and Recommendations of this Grand Jury’s report: 

Penal Code §933 
(c) No later than 90 days after the grand jury submits a final report on the operations of 

any public agency subject to its reviewing authority, the governing body of the public 
agency shall comment to the presiding judge of the superior court on the findings 
and recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of the governing body, 
and every elected county officer or agency head for which the grand jury has 
responsibility pursuant to Section 914.1 shall comment within 60 days to the 
presiding judge of the superior court, with an information copy sent to the board of 
supervisors, on the findings and recommendations pertaining to matters under the 
control of that county officer or agency head and any agency or agencies which that 
officer or agency head supervises or controls. In any city and county, the mayor shall 
also comment on the findings and recommendations. All these comments and 
reports shall forthwith be submitted to the presiding judge of the superior court who 
impaneled the grand jury. A copy of all responses to grand jury reports shall be 
placed on file with the clerk of the public agency and the office of the county clerk, or 
the mayor when applicable, and shall remain on file in those offices. One copy shall 
be placed on file with the applicable grand jury final report by, and in the control of 
the currently impaneled grand jury, where it shall be maintained for a minimum of 
five years. 

Penal Code §933.05. 
(a) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury finding, the 

responding person or entity shall indicate one of the following: 
(1) The respondent agrees with the finding. 
(2) The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding; in which case 

the response shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall 
include an explanation of the reasons therefor. 

(b) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury 
recommendation, the responding person or entity shall report one of the following 
actions: 

(1) The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the 
implemented action. 

(2) The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented 
in the future, with a timeframe for implementation. 

(3) The recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and the 
scope and parameters of an analysis or study, and a timeframe for the matter 
to be prepared for discussion by the officer or head of the agency or 
department being investigated or reviewed, including the governing body of 
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the public agency when applicable. This timeframe shall not exceed six 
months from the date of publication of the grand jury report. 

(4) The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or 
is not reasonable, with an explanation therefor. 

(c) However, if a finding or recommendation of the grand jury addresses budgetary or 
personnel matters of a county agency or department headed by an elected officer, 
both the agency or department head and the board of supervisors shall respond if 
requested by the grand jury, but the response of the board of supervisors shall 
address only those budgetary or personnel matters over which it has some decision-
making authority. The response of the elected agency or department head shall 
address all aspects of the findings or recommendations affecting his or her agency 
or department. 

 

RREESSPPOONNSSEESS  
The Orange County Grand Jury requires (or, as noted, requests) the following 
responses: 

OCCOG    90 Day Response Required 
Findings    F3, F4, F5, F12, F13, F14, F15, F17 
Recommendations   R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6, R7, R9, R11, R13 
 
County of Orange,      90 Day Response Required 
Board of Supervisors 
Findings    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations   R7, R8, R9, R10, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
  
OCTA     90 Day Response Required 
Findings    F16 
Recommendations   R13 
 
SCAG     90 Day Response Required 
Findings    F3, F4, F5, F12, F13, F14, F15, F17, F20, F21, F22 
Recommendations   R5, R11, R19, R20 
 
City of Aliso Viejo    90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Anaheim   90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Brea     90 Day Response Required 
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Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12  
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
City of Buena Park    90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Costa Mesa   90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Cypress   90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Dana Point   90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Fountain Valley  90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Fullerton    90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Garden Grove   90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Huntington Beach   90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12, F18 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16, R17 
 
City of Irvine    90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12, F19 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16, R18 
 
City of La Habra   90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of La Palma   90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
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City of Laguna Beach  90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Laguna Hills   90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Laguna Niguel  90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Laguna Woods  90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Lake Forest   90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Los Alamitos   90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Mission Viejo   90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Newport Beach  90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Orange   90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Placentia   90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Rancho Santa Margarita 90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
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Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12  
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
City of Buena Park    90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Costa Mesa   90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Cypress   90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Dana Point   90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Fountain Valley  90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Fullerton    90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Garden Grove   90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Huntington Beach   90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12, F18 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16, R17 
 
City of Irvine    90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12, F19 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16, R18 
 
City of La Habra   90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of La Palma   90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
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City of Laguna Beach  90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Laguna Hills   90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Laguna Niguel  90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Laguna Woods  90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Lake Forest   90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Los Alamitos   90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Mission Viejo   90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Newport Beach  90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Orange   90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Placentia   90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Rancho Santa Margarita 90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
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City of San Clemente  90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of San Juan Capistrano 90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Santa Ana   90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Seal Beach   90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Stanton   90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Tustin    90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Villa Park   90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Westminster   90 Day Response Requested 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
 
City of Yorba Linda   90 Day Response Required 
Findings:    F1, F2, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 
Recommendations:   R7, R8, R9, R11, R12, R14, R15, R16 
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GGLLOOSSSSAARRYY  AANNDD  AACCRROONNYYMMSS    
ADU Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) is a secondary, independent housing 

unit located on the same lot as a primary residence. ADUs are 
sometimes called granny flats, in-law units, casitas, or backyard 
homes. 

Builder’s 
Remedy 

Builder’s Remedy is a provision in California’s Housing Accountability 
Act (HAA) that limits a city or county’s ability to deny certain housing 
projects when the jurisdiction does not have a State-compliant 
Housing Element. 

Charter City Charter City is a city governed by its own locally adopted charter 
rather than solely by California general law. Under the California 
Constitution, charter cities have greater authority over municipal 
affairs, including land use and zoning. However, this authority may be 
limited when the State determines that a matter, such as housing, is 
of statewide concern and subject to state law. 

COG Council of Governments (COG) is a regional planning body made up 
of elected officials from cities and counties within a defined 
geographic area. 

Deed-Restricted Deed-Restricted refers to a property that is subject to legally recorded 
limitations or conditions placed on its use, occupancy, or resale. In the 
housing context, deed restrictions are commonly used to ensure 
long-term affordability by limiting resale prices, rental rates, or eligible 
occupants based on income thresholds for a specified period, often 
several decades or longer. 

Deed-in-Lieu Deed-in-Lieu (of foreclosure) is a voluntary transaction in which a 
property owner transfers ownership of a property to a lender to satisfy 
a mortgage debt and avoid foreclosure. While commonly used in the 
private lending context, the term may appear in discussions of 
property disposition, distressed assets, or redevelopment-related 
transactions. 

Density Bonus 
Incentives 

Density Bonus Incentives are benefitting that California law (primarily 
Government Code § 65915) provides to housing developers in 
exchange for including affordable housing units within a residential or 
mixed-use project. These incentives make it easier and financially 
feasible to build affordable housing by allowing developers flexibility 
beyond local zoning limits. 

Equity 
Component 

Equity Component is the requirement that housing need to be 
allocated in a way that promotes socioeconomic equity, reduces 
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segregation, and balances disproportionate household income 
distributions across jurisdictions. 

Fee-in-Lieu Fee-in-Lieu refers to a payment made as an alternative to fulfilling a 
low income housing requirements. 

Federal Clean 
Air Act 

Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) is the primary U.S. federal law that 
regulates air pollution to protect public health and the environment. It 
authorizes the federal government, principally the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), to set and enforce standards that limit 
harmful air pollutants from industrial facilities, power plants, and motor 
vehicles. 

GIS Geographic Information System (GIS) is a type of software and data 
system used to map, analyze, and visualize geographic information. 
Examples: ArcGIS, QGIS which integrates layers of spatial 
information such as: Parcels, Zoning maps, Transit lines (often 
imported from GTFS), Flood zones, Environmental constraints, 
Income and demographic data, RHNA site inventories. 

Grand Jury Grand Jury (GJ) is a legal body empowered to conduct official 
proceedings to investigate potential criminal conduct and determine 
whether criminal charges should be brought. 

Green State Green State generally refers to a government or jurisdiction, often a 
U.S. state, that prioritizes environmental protection, sustainability 
policies, and climate-focused governance. The term is descriptive, not 
legal. 

GTFS General Transit Feed Specification (GTFS) is a standardized, 
machine-readable data format used to describe public transit 
systems, including Bus routes, Rail lines, Station and stop locations, 
Service schedules. 

General Plan In California, a city General Plan is a comprehensive, long-term policy 
document that serves as the legal and policy foundation for all local 
land-use and development decisions within a city. Adopted by the city 
council pursuant to California Government Code § 65300 et seq., the 
General Plan expresses the community’s vision for physical 
development and conservation over time and guides zoning, public 
investment, and regulatory actions. 

HAU Housing Accountability Unit (HAU) is a specialized enforcement and 
oversight unit within the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development created to ensure local governments 
comply with state housing and homelessness laws and to hold 
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jurisdictions accountable for meeting their Husing Element 
commitments. 

HCD Housing and Community Development (HCD) is California state 
agency responsible for housing policy, building standards, and the 
administration of affordable housing and community development 
programs. It operates under the California Business, Consumer 
Services and Housing Agency (BCSH). 

Housing 
Element Law 
(65580-65589.11) 

Housing Element Law is California’s foundational land-use law 
requiring every city and county to plan for the housing needs of all 
economic segments of the community. It is part of each jurisdiction’s 
General Plan and must be regularly updated on a state-mandated 
cycle. 

Joint Powers 
Authority 

A Joint Powers Authority (JPA) is a legal structure used in California 
(and some other states) that allows two or more public agencies to 
jointly exercise their powers through a separate, shared entity. 

Layered 
Financing 

Layered Financing (sometimes called capital stacking) is a funding 
approach in which a project—most commonly a real estate or 
affordable housing development—is financed through multiple 
sources of capital, each with different requirements, risk levels, 
repayment terms, and priorities. 

Ministerial 
approval 

Ministerial approvals are a type of land-use or development approval 
in which a government agency must issue the permit automatically 
once an application meets all the objective, pre-established 
standards. Because the approval is non-discretionary, officials do not 
exercise judgment or interpretation, hold public hearings, or evaluate 
subjective criteria such as neighborhood character or compatibility. 

MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) is a regional 
transportation-planning agency required by federal law in every 
urbanized area with 50,000 or more people.  

OCGJ Orange County Grand Jury (OCGJ) refers 2025-2026 Orange County 
Grand Jury. 

OCTA Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) is the county 
transportation planning commission, responsible for funding and 
implementing transit and capital projects for a balanced and 
sustainable transportation system.  

RHNA Regional Housing Needs Allocations (RHNA) works with the California 
Department of Housing & Community Development (HCD) to allocate 
each jurisdiction’s share of required housing across income levels. 
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Layered Financing (sometimes called capital stacking) is a funding 
approach in which a project—most commonly a real estate or 
affordable housing development—is financed through multiple 
sources of capital, each with different requirements, risk levels, 
repayment terms, and priorities. 

Ministerial 
approval 

Ministerial approvals are a type of land-use or development approval 
in which a government agency must issue the permit automatically 
once an application meets all the objective, pre-established 
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transportation-planning agency required by federal law in every 
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RTP  Regional Transportation Plans (RTP) are utilized to coordinate 
regional transportation, land-use planning, and climate-related 
planning (e.g., reducing vehicle miles traveled). Data, forecasts, and 
long-range planning. They provide demographic forecasts, economic 
analyses, and collaborative regional policies. 

State Housing 
Mandates 

State Housing Mandates (Housing Mandates) are legal requirements 
specifically the Housing Element Law in California, obligating local 
governments (cities/counites) to adopt plans facilitating the 
construction of housing across all income levels. These mandates 
require compliance with Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RNHA) 
targets forcing localities to zone for rather than necessarily build. 

SCS In California, a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) is a regional 
land-use, housing, and transportation planning framework prepared 
by a Metropolitan Planning Organization as part of its Regional 
Transportation Plan. Required by Senate Bill 375 (2008), the SCS is 
designed to integrate transportation investments, housing patterns, 
and land-use policies in a way that reduces greenhouse gas 
emissions from passenger vehicles while supporting economic 
development and public health. 

Vacancy Factor 
Rates 

Vacancy Factor Rates refer to the percentage of housing units within 
a defined geographic area that are assumed to be vacant at any 
given time. In state housing planning, vacancy rates are used as an 
analytical adjustment to account for normal turnover in the housing 
market and to ensure availability for new households. Assumed 
vacancy rates directly affect housing need calculations and can 
influence required housing production targets. 

5th Cycle,  
6th Cycle,   
7th Cycle 

The 5th, 6th, and 7th Cycles refer to sequential eight-year planning 
periods of the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process 
mandated by California housing law. 

• The 5th Cycle generally covered the period from 2013 to 2021 
(with timing varying by region). 

• The 6th Cycle generally covers the period from 2021 to 2029 
and includes significantly higher housing allocations statewide. 

• The 7th Cycle will be the next allocation period following the 
6th Cycle and is expected to further shape long-term housing 
planning requirements for cities and counties. 

Each cycle establishes projected housing needs that jurisdictions 
must plan for through their Housing Elements. 
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AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX    
APPENDIX A: Major Housing Laws & What They Tried to Do81 
Surplus Land Act (1968; strengthened by AB 1486 in 2019) 
Problem addressed: Local agencies often disposed of valuable public land without prioritizing affordable 
housing.  
Solution: The Surplus Land Act requires local agencies to offer surplus sites to affordable housing 
developers first; AB 1486 (2019) expanded who must comply, added reporting, and created enforceable 
penalties. HCD now issues binding guidelines and may impose fines.  
Role: A siting tool that converts public land near jobs/transit into affordable housing at scale (HCD reports 
thousands of units proposed/approved under SLA). 

 
Housing Element Law & RHNA (1969; RHNA made mandatory by 1980 AB 2853; repeatedly 
strengthened) 
Problem addressed: Cities historically under-planned for growth or zoned exclusionary, constraining 
supply across income levels.  
Solution: Every city/county must adopt an 8-year Housing Element showing adequate, zoned sites to 
meet its RHNA allocation by income tier; HCD issues regional need determinations and certifies 
elements. Enforcement has tightened (HCD’s Housing Accountability Unit; fines; referrals to the AG).  
Role: The spine of California housing policy—other laws (HAA, SB 35, SB 330, AFFH) enforce or 
operationalize these plans. 

 
Density Bonus Law (1979; expanded often, incl. AB 1287 in 2023) 
Problem addressed: Mixed-income projects often do not pencil without zoning flexibility.  
Solution: Grants extra units, incentives/waivers, and reduced parking in exchange for deed-restricted 
affordable homes; AB 1287 (2023) added a “stackable” bonus on top of the 50% base, enabling up to 
~100% bonus with additional very-low/moderate units.  
Role: A ubiquitous feasibility lever to deliver affordability in market-rate projects. 

Housing Accountability Act (HAA) (1982; strengthened 2017–2019) 
Problem addressed: Cities used subjective discretion (e.g., “neighborhood character”) to deny otherwise 
compliant housing.  
Solution: Limits denial, density reduction, or infeasible conditions for projects meeting objective 
standards, unless the city makes specific, evidence-based health/safety findings. 2017–2019 updates 
raised the burden of proof, added fees/attorney’s fees, and clarified “objective standards.”  
Role: A litigation-backed guardrail ensuring code-compliant housing moves forward—the State’s classic 
“anti-NIMBY” tool. 

 
Redevelopment Agencies (RDAs): Termination and Loss of Local Affordable Housing Funds 
(2011–2012) 
Problem addressed (pre-2012): RDAs used tax-increment financing with a 20% housing set-aside to 
fund affordable housing; the State later sought budget relief.  
Solution: The Legislature passed ABx1 26 (2011); the California Supreme Court affirmed dissolution 

 
81 Housing Statutes were summarized Microsoft Co-Pilot May 2025 version 
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effective Feb 1, 2012, shifting property-tax increment, and creating successor agencies to wind down 
obligations.  
Role: Ended a major local funding stream, increasing reliance on density bonus, public land, tax credits, 
and state programs. 

 
SB 375 (2008) & SB 743 (2013; statewide VMT implementation 2020) 
Problem addressed: Sprawl drove VMT and GHGs; CEQA’s Level of Service (LOS) metric discouraged 
infill.  
Solution: SB 375 requires Sustainable Communities Strategies (SCS) aligning land use and 
transportation to cut GHGs; SB 743 replaced LOS with VMT in CEQA, favoring infill and multimodal 
access, with statewide implementation by 2020.  
Role: Climate + housing siting framework; housing near jobs/transit faces fewer CEQA hurdles than 
sprawl. 

ADUs (2016–2025 waves): Legalizing “Gentle Density” 
Problem addressed: Single-family-only rules and local barriers (parking, minimums) impeded backyard 
cottages/garage conversions near jobs.  
Solution: Successive bills created 60-day ministerial approval, broad parking relief, and standardized 
rules; HCD’s 2025 ADU Handbook consolidates guidance and updates.  
Role: A distributed, lower-cost production engine—large, scalable homeowner-led supply statewide. 

 
HCD Law §16884.01 (2017): Establishes Housing Element Compliance Consequences and State 
Enforcement Authority 
Problem addressed: For decades, many cities and counties failed to adopt or maintain HCD-compliant 
Housing Elements, resulting in chronic under-production of housing, exclusionary zoning practices, and 
resistance to RHNA obligations. Prior housing law lacked clear, enforceable consequences for 
noncompliance, allowing jurisdictions to delay, obstruct, or ignore housing planning requirements with 
minimal risk. This undermined statewide housing policy, fair housing objectives, and public accountability. 
Solution: HCD Law §16884.01 clarifies and operationalizes the legal consequences of Housing Element 
non-compliance, explicitly linking failure to adopt or implement a compliant Housing Element to loss of 
local land-use discretion and enhanced state oversight. The law affirms HCD’s authority to make formal 
findings of noncompliance and triggers statutory remedies under related housing laws, including limits on 
down-zoning, exposure to the Housing Accountability Act, and eligibility for “builder’s remedy” projects 
when required conditions are met. It strengthens the enforceability of Housing Element Law by making 
compliance legally consequential rather than aspirational. 
Role: A state enforcement backbone for California’s housing planning system, §16884.01 functions as a 
compliance-triggering provision that gives real effect to RHNA and Housing Element Law. It shifts housing 
policy from a negotiation-based model to a rule-of-law framework, ensuring that local governments that 
refuse to plan for housing face predictable, uniform consequences while compliant jurisdictions retain 
local control. The statute is central to California’s modern “Yes In My Backyard” enforcement regime. 

 
SB 35 (2017): Streamlined Ministerial Approval 
Problem addressed: Lengthy discretionary review and CEQA litigation stalled production, especially 
where jurisdictions lagged RHNA.  
Solution: Creates a ministerial (CEQA-exempt) pathway in cities not meeting RHNA progress for 
qualifying infill projects that meet objective standards, affordability, and labor provisions; HCD issued 
binding guidelines.  
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Role: A fast lane that translates zoning into approvals within 90–180 days; HCD publishes which 
jurisdictions are subject. 
AB 686 (2018): Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) 
Problem addressed: Persistent segregation and unequal access to opportunity despite fair-housing 
statutes.  
Solution: Requires all public agencies to affirmatively further fair housing and adds new Housing Element 
duties (analysis of segregation, access to opportunity, displacement risk, equitable siting).  
Role: Embeds civil-rights obligations into RHNA/Housing Elements, pushing lower-income housing into 
high-opportunity areas. 

 
SB 330 (2019; extended by SB 8 to 2030): Housing Crisis Act 
Problem addressed: Moving goalposts (new subjective standards), downzoning, unlimited hearings, and 
loss of protected units increased entitlement risk.  
Solution: Freezes new subjective design rules, caps hearings, creates preliminary application vesting, 
and requires replacement/relocation when protected units are impacted.  
Role: Stabilizes entitlements, preserves capacity, and protects renters. 

 
SB 9 (2021): Duplexes & Urban Lot Splits 
Problem addressed: Large single-family parcels constrained capacity; owners lacked simple legal paths 
to add units.  
Solution: Requires ministerial approval of up to two units on most single-family lots and allows urban lot 
splits (with guardrails). Implementation and litigation have been mixed, but SB 9 continues to operate 
statewide.  
Role: Incremental densification in high-opportunity areas (uptake has been modest vs. ADUs). 

 
SB 10 (2021): Local Rezoning for “Missing Middle” Housing 
Problem addressed: CEQA-exposed rezonings and voter-approved limits made modest upzoning slow 
and risky.  
Solution: Voluntary tool letting cities zone up to 10 units/parcel on transit-rich or urban infill sites with the 
rezoning action itself exempt from CEQA; may override local initiative restrictions with a 2/3 council vote.  
Role: A local-option upzoning mechanism; note it does not streamline the project approvals that follow. 

 
AB 2011 (2022): Affordable Housing and High Road Jobs Act 
Problem addressed: Vast commercially-zoned land sat underused while housing faced discretionary 
review and CEQA.  
Solution: Creates ministerial, CEQA-exempt approvals for qualifying multifamily on commercial corridors 
via two paths: 100% affordable or mixed-income meeting corridor, site, and labor standards. Effective July 
1, 2023.  
Role: A production-focused pathway converting retail/office/parking sites into housing statewide. 

 
SB 6 (2022): Middle Class Housing Act (Companion to AB 2011) 
Problem addressed: Housing often not allowed on commercial parcels absent a rezoning.  
Solution: Allows residential use in many commercial zones (by right as a permitted use) with labor 
standards; not ministerial/CEQA-exempt on its own (but can combine with other tools). Effective July 1, 
2023.  
Role: Opens more sites to housing when AB 2011 is not available. 
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effective Feb 1, 2012, shifting property-tax increment, and creating successor agencies to wind down 
obligations.  
Role: Ended a major local funding stream, increasing reliance on density bonus, public land, tax credits, 
and state programs. 

 
SB 375 (2008) & SB 743 (2013; statewide VMT implementation 2020) 
Problem addressed: Sprawl drove VMT and GHGs; CEQA’s Level of Service (LOS) metric discouraged 
infill.  
Solution: SB 375 requires Sustainable Communities Strategies (SCS) aligning land use and 
transportation to cut GHGs; SB 743 replaced LOS with VMT in CEQA, favoring infill and multimodal 
access, with statewide implementation by 2020.  
Role: Climate + housing siting framework; housing near jobs/transit faces fewer CEQA hurdles than 
sprawl. 

ADUs (2016–2025 waves): Legalizing “Gentle Density” 
Problem addressed: Single-family-only rules and local barriers (parking, minimums) impeded backyard 
cottages/garage conversions near jobs.  
Solution: Successive bills created 60-day ministerial approval, broad parking relief, and standardized 
rules; HCD’s 2025 ADU Handbook consolidates guidance and updates.  
Role: A distributed, lower-cost production engine—large, scalable homeowner-led supply statewide. 

 
HCD Law §16884.01 (2017): Establishes Housing Element Compliance Consequences and State 
Enforcement Authority 
Problem addressed: For decades, many cities and counties failed to adopt or maintain HCD-compliant 
Housing Elements, resulting in chronic under-production of housing, exclusionary zoning practices, and 
resistance to RHNA obligations. Prior housing law lacked clear, enforceable consequences for 
noncompliance, allowing jurisdictions to delay, obstruct, or ignore housing planning requirements with 
minimal risk. This undermined statewide housing policy, fair housing objectives, and public accountability. 
Solution: HCD Law §16884.01 clarifies and operationalizes the legal consequences of Housing Element 
non-compliance, explicitly linking failure to adopt or implement a compliant Housing Element to loss of 
local land-use discretion and enhanced state oversight. The law affirms HCD’s authority to make formal 
findings of noncompliance and triggers statutory remedies under related housing laws, including limits on 
down-zoning, exposure to the Housing Accountability Act, and eligibility for “builder’s remedy” projects 
when required conditions are met. It strengthens the enforceability of Housing Element Law by making 
compliance legally consequential rather than aspirational. 
Role: A state enforcement backbone for California’s housing planning system, §16884.01 functions as a 
compliance-triggering provision that gives real effect to RHNA and Housing Element Law. It shifts housing 
policy from a negotiation-based model to a rule-of-law framework, ensuring that local governments that 
refuse to plan for housing face predictable, uniform consequences while compliant jurisdictions retain 
local control. The statute is central to California’s modern “Yes In My Backyard” enforcement regime. 

 
SB 35 (2017): Streamlined Ministerial Approval 
Problem addressed: Lengthy discretionary review and CEQA litigation stalled production, especially 
where jurisdictions lagged RHNA.  
Solution: Creates a ministerial (CEQA-exempt) pathway in cities not meeting RHNA progress for 
qualifying infill projects that meet objective standards, affordability, and labor provisions; HCD issued 
binding guidelines.  
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Role: A fast lane that translates zoning into approvals within 90–180 days; HCD publishes which 
jurisdictions are subject. 
AB 686 (2018): Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) 
Problem addressed: Persistent segregation and unequal access to opportunity despite fair-housing 
statutes.  
Solution: Requires all public agencies to affirmatively further fair housing and adds new Housing Element 
duties (analysis of segregation, access to opportunity, displacement risk, equitable siting).  
Role: Embeds civil-rights obligations into RHNA/Housing Elements, pushing lower-income housing into 
high-opportunity areas. 

 
SB 330 (2019; extended by SB 8 to 2030): Housing Crisis Act 
Problem addressed: Moving goalposts (new subjective standards), downzoning, unlimited hearings, and 
loss of protected units increased entitlement risk.  
Solution: Freezes new subjective design rules, caps hearings, creates preliminary application vesting, 
and requires replacement/relocation when protected units are impacted.  
Role: Stabilizes entitlements, preserves capacity, and protects renters. 

 
SB 9 (2021): Duplexes & Urban Lot Splits 
Problem addressed: Large single-family parcels constrained capacity; owners lacked simple legal paths 
to add units.  
Solution: Requires ministerial approval of up to two units on most single-family lots and allows urban lot 
splits (with guardrails). Implementation and litigation have been mixed, but SB 9 continues to operate 
statewide.  
Role: Incremental densification in high-opportunity areas (uptake has been modest vs. ADUs). 

 
SB 10 (2021): Local Rezoning for “Missing Middle” Housing 
Problem addressed: CEQA-exposed rezonings and voter-approved limits made modest upzoning slow 
and risky.  
Solution: Voluntary tool letting cities zone up to 10 units/parcel on transit-rich or urban infill sites with the 
rezoning action itself exempt from CEQA; may override local initiative restrictions with a 2/3 council vote.  
Role: A local-option upzoning mechanism; note it does not streamline the project approvals that follow. 

 
AB 2011 (2022): Affordable Housing and High Road Jobs Act 
Problem addressed: Vast commercially-zoned land sat underused while housing faced discretionary 
review and CEQA.  
Solution: Creates ministerial, CEQA-exempt approvals for qualifying multifamily on commercial corridors 
via two paths: 100% affordable or mixed-income meeting corridor, site, and labor standards. Effective July 
1, 2023.  
Role: A production-focused pathway converting retail/office/parking sites into housing statewide. 

 
SB 6 (2022): Middle Class Housing Act (Companion to AB 2011) 
Problem addressed: Housing often not allowed on commercial parcels absent a rezoning.  
Solution: Allows residential use in many commercial zones (by right as a permitted use) with labor 
standards; not ministerial/CEQA-exempt on its own (but can combine with other tools). Effective July 1, 
2023.  
Role: Opens more sites to housing when AB 2011 is not available. 

 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 Page 57

4



California State Housing Mandates 

Page 58 of 67  Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 

AB 2097 (2022): Eliminating Parking Minimums Near Transit 
Problem addressed: Mandatory parking minimums near transit raised costs and reduced housing 
feasibility.  
Solution: Prohibits minimum parking requirements for most projects within ½ mile of a major transit stop 
(with narrow exceptions); HCD issued a 2025 Technical Advisory for implementation.  
Role: Lowers costs and removes a common barrier to infill housing. 

 
SB 423 (2023): Extends & Expands SB 35 Through 2036 
Problem addressed: SB 35’s 2026 sunset and exclusions (e.g., much of the Coastal Zone) limited reach; 
many cities still failed RHNA or lacked certified elements.  
Solution: Extends SB 35 to 2036, applies streamlining to more jurisdictions and sites (incl. parts of the 
Coastal Zone), ties eligibility to Housing-Element compliance, and updates affordability/labor standards; 
allows DGS to administer on State-owned land.  
Role: A statewide production accelerator, making the SB 35 fast lane broader and longer-lived. 

 
SB 131 + AB 130 (2025): CEQA & Housing Streamlining (Budget Trailer Bills) 
Problem addressed: Infill housing still faced CEQA delays, litigation risk, and inconsistent timelines.  
Solution: Establishes new CEQA exemptions for qualifying infill housing (e.g., up to 20 acres, or 5 acres 
for builder’s-remedy sites), streamlined review, and—via the broader package—a temporary freeze on 
code updates to improve predictability. Effective June 30, 2025.  
Role: A modernized CEQA framework that complements HAA/SB 330/SB 35 to speed compliant housing. 

 
Builder’s Remedy under HAA (codified/updated 2024–2025) 
Problem addressed: Some cities delayed or adopted non-compliant Housing Elements to preserve 
restrictive zoning.  
Solution: AB 1893 (2024) and AB 1886 (2024) formalize and clarify the Builder’s Remedy: where a 
jurisdiction lacks a certified element, qualifying projects with required affordability may proceed (with new 
standards and protections effective Jan 1, 2025).  
Role: A blunt enforcement backstop—if a city does not plan properly, it loses discretion to reject compliant 
affordable projects. 

 
SB 79 (2025): Overrides Local Zoning to Enable Higher-Density Housing Near Transit 
Problem addressed: Local zoning caps on height and density near transit stops prevented production of 
transit-oriented housing even in regions with extensive rail and bus networks. 
Solution: Preempts local zoning within ½ mile of qualifying transit stops to legalize multi-story multifamily 
housing, allowing substantially greater height and density. Creates a statewide TOD framework that can 
be combined with SB 35, SB 330, the Housing Accountability Act, and the State Density Bonus Law to 
streamline approvals at lower affordability thresholds. 
Role: A land-use preemption tool establishing “as-of-right” higher density near transit so state 
streamlining laws (e.g., SB 35) can actually deliver buildable transit-oriented projects. It operationalizes 
California’s TOD objectives and supports pro-housing production goals. 

 
AB 507 (2025): Establishes Adaptive Reuse as Use-by-Right With Streamlined Approval 
Problem addressed: High commercial vacancy rates and slow, discretionary local approval processes 
made it difficult to convert underutilized office/retail buildings into housing—despite acute statewide 
housing shortages. 

  California State Housing Mandates 
   

Page 59 of 67 
Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 

Solution: Declares adaptive reuse a use-by-right in all zones except non-residential industrial areas and 
provides ministerial, streamlined approval for eligible projects in existing buildings (generally <50 years 
old or meeting historic-preservation requirements). Requires income-restricted units (e.g., 8% very low + 
5% extremely low, or 15% lower-income for rentals) and allows mixed-use conversions if ≥50% of floor 
area is residential. Waives parking for portions of buildings without existing on-site parking.  
Role: A conversion-focused production tool enabling rapid, CEQA-bypassed adaptive reuse of 
commercial buildings into housing. Pairs with local incentive programs (e.g., tax-increment-funded 
Adaptive Reuse Investment Funds starting FY 26-27) to subsidize affordability and unlock large-scale 
urban reuse. 

 
AB 648 (2025): Exempts Community College Housing from Local Zoning 
Problem addressed: Community college districts (CCDs) face severe barriers building student, faculty, 
and staff housing because local zoning ordinances—unlike UC/CSU—block or delay projects, worsening 
housing insecurity for the 2M+ community college students, over half of whom experience housing 
instability. 
Solution: Exempts CCD-built student, faculty/staff, and university housing projects on CCD-owned or 
leased property from local city/county zoning regulations. Requires certain projects with faculty/staff units 
to include extremely low- and lower-income affordable units. Declares the exemption a matter of 
statewide concern applying to all cities, including charter cities. 
Role: A state-level preemption tool enabling rapid production of student and workforce housing on 
community college land, eliminating local zoning barriers and aligning CCD authority with UC/CSU to 
address student homelessness and workforce affordability. 

 
AB 1021 (2025): Expands and Streamlines Workforce Housing on School District Property 
Problem addressed: High housing costs prevent school districts from recruiting and retaining teachers 
and staff; thousands of acres of school-owned land remain underutilized due to zoning barriers, 
procedural hurdles, and limits on allowable uses. 
Solution: Revises and expands the law deeming workforce housing an allowable use on any property 
owned by a local educational agency (LEA). Requires qualifying projects (≥10 units) to prioritize renting to 
school employees and the public under a set hierarchy, with a majority of units deed-restricted for 
lower- or moderate-income households. Applies Housing Accountability Act protections, enables density 
bonuses, and extends the program to 2036. 
Role: A major workforce-housing production tool that cuts red tape, activates school district land for 
affordable educator housing, and strengthens school staffing stability—particularly in high-need 
communities where housing costs drive turnover. 

 
AB 253 (2025): Creates a Private Pathway to Speed Up Residential Permit Plan-Checking 
Problem addressed: Local building departments often take more than 30 days to complete residential 
plan checks, creating permitting backlogs that slow housing production, increase project costs, and leave 
small-scale infill projects stalled. 
Solution: Establishes the California Residential Private Permitting Review Act, requiring cities/counties to 
publish residential permit fee schedules and provide applicants with estimated plan-check timelines. If the 
estimated timeframe exceeds 30 business days (or if no determination is provided within 30 days), 
applicants may hire a licensed private professional (“private professional provider”) to perform the plan 
check. Applies to 1–10 unit projects ≤40 ft tall and allows private reviewers to certify compliance via 
affidavit. 
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AB 2097 (2022): Eliminating Parking Minimums Near Transit 
Problem addressed: Mandatory parking minimums near transit raised costs and reduced housing 
feasibility.  
Solution: Prohibits minimum parking requirements for most projects within ½ mile of a major transit stop 
(with narrow exceptions); HCD issued a 2025 Technical Advisory for implementation.  
Role: Lowers costs and removes a common barrier to infill housing. 

 
SB 423 (2023): Extends & Expands SB 35 Through 2036 
Problem addressed: SB 35’s 2026 sunset and exclusions (e.g., much of the Coastal Zone) limited reach; 
many cities still failed RHNA or lacked certified elements.  
Solution: Extends SB 35 to 2036, applies streamlining to more jurisdictions and sites (incl. parts of the 
Coastal Zone), ties eligibility to Housing-Element compliance, and updates affordability/labor standards; 
allows DGS to administer on State-owned land.  
Role: A statewide production accelerator, making the SB 35 fast lane broader and longer-lived. 

 
SB 131 + AB 130 (2025): CEQA & Housing Streamlining (Budget Trailer Bills) 
Problem addressed: Infill housing still faced CEQA delays, litigation risk, and inconsistent timelines.  
Solution: Establishes new CEQA exemptions for qualifying infill housing (e.g., up to 20 acres, or 5 acres 
for builder’s-remedy sites), streamlined review, and—via the broader package—a temporary freeze on 
code updates to improve predictability. Effective June 30, 2025.  
Role: A modernized CEQA framework that complements HAA/SB 330/SB 35 to speed compliant housing. 

 
Builder’s Remedy under HAA (codified/updated 2024–2025) 
Problem addressed: Some cities delayed or adopted non-compliant Housing Elements to preserve 
restrictive zoning.  
Solution: AB 1893 (2024) and AB 1886 (2024) formalize and clarify the Builder’s Remedy: where a 
jurisdiction lacks a certified element, qualifying projects with required affordability may proceed (with new 
standards and protections effective Jan 1, 2025).  
Role: A blunt enforcement backstop—if a city does not plan properly, it loses discretion to reject compliant 
affordable projects. 

 
SB 79 (2025): Overrides Local Zoning to Enable Higher-Density Housing Near Transit 
Problem addressed: Local zoning caps on height and density near transit stops prevented production of 
transit-oriented housing even in regions with extensive rail and bus networks. 
Solution: Preempts local zoning within ½ mile of qualifying transit stops to legalize multi-story multifamily 
housing, allowing substantially greater height and density. Creates a statewide TOD framework that can 
be combined with SB 35, SB 330, the Housing Accountability Act, and the State Density Bonus Law to 
streamline approvals at lower affordability thresholds. 
Role: A land-use preemption tool establishing “as-of-right” higher density near transit so state 
streamlining laws (e.g., SB 35) can actually deliver buildable transit-oriented projects. It operationalizes 
California’s TOD objectives and supports pro-housing production goals. 

 
AB 507 (2025): Establishes Adaptive Reuse as Use-by-Right With Streamlined Approval 
Problem addressed: High commercial vacancy rates and slow, discretionary local approval processes 
made it difficult to convert underutilized office/retail buildings into housing—despite acute statewide 
housing shortages. 
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Solution: Declares adaptive reuse a use-by-right in all zones except non-residential industrial areas and 
provides ministerial, streamlined approval for eligible projects in existing buildings (generally <50 years 
old or meeting historic-preservation requirements). Requires income-restricted units (e.g., 8% very low + 
5% extremely low, or 15% lower-income for rentals) and allows mixed-use conversions if ≥50% of floor 
area is residential. Waives parking for portions of buildings without existing on-site parking.  
Role: A conversion-focused production tool enabling rapid, CEQA-bypassed adaptive reuse of 
commercial buildings into housing. Pairs with local incentive programs (e.g., tax-increment-funded 
Adaptive Reuse Investment Funds starting FY 26-27) to subsidize affordability and unlock large-scale 
urban reuse. 

 
AB 648 (2025): Exempts Community College Housing from Local Zoning 
Problem addressed: Community college districts (CCDs) face severe barriers building student, faculty, 
and staff housing because local zoning ordinances—unlike UC/CSU—block or delay projects, worsening 
housing insecurity for the 2M+ community college students, over half of whom experience housing 
instability. 
Solution: Exempts CCD-built student, faculty/staff, and university housing projects on CCD-owned or 
leased property from local city/county zoning regulations. Requires certain projects with faculty/staff units 
to include extremely low- and lower-income affordable units. Declares the exemption a matter of 
statewide concern applying to all cities, including charter cities. 
Role: A state-level preemption tool enabling rapid production of student and workforce housing on 
community college land, eliminating local zoning barriers and aligning CCD authority with UC/CSU to 
address student homelessness and workforce affordability. 

 
AB 1021 (2025): Expands and Streamlines Workforce Housing on School District Property 
Problem addressed: High housing costs prevent school districts from recruiting and retaining teachers 
and staff; thousands of acres of school-owned land remain underutilized due to zoning barriers, 
procedural hurdles, and limits on allowable uses. 
Solution: Revises and expands the law deeming workforce housing an allowable use on any property 
owned by a local educational agency (LEA). Requires qualifying projects (≥10 units) to prioritize renting to 
school employees and the public under a set hierarchy, with a majority of units deed-restricted for 
lower- or moderate-income households. Applies Housing Accountability Act protections, enables density 
bonuses, and extends the program to 2036. 
Role: A major workforce-housing production tool that cuts red tape, activates school district land for 
affordable educator housing, and strengthens school staffing stability—particularly in high-need 
communities where housing costs drive turnover. 

 
AB 253 (2025): Creates a Private Pathway to Speed Up Residential Permit Plan-Checking 
Problem addressed: Local building departments often take more than 30 days to complete residential 
plan checks, creating permitting backlogs that slow housing production, increase project costs, and leave 
small-scale infill projects stalled. 
Solution: Establishes the California Residential Private Permitting Review Act, requiring cities/counties to 
publish residential permit fee schedules and provide applicants with estimated plan-check timelines. If the 
estimated timeframe exceeds 30 business days (or if no determination is provided within 30 days), 
applicants may hire a licensed private professional (“private professional provider”) to perform the plan 
check. Applies to 1–10 unit projects ≤40 ft tall and allows private reviewers to certify compliance via 
affidavit. 
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Role: A post-entitlement acceleration tool that cuts through municipal bottlenecks by letting homeowners 
and builders use certified private reviewers, moving small-scale housing through permitting faster while 
maintaining local agency oversight. 

 
AB 1308 (2025): Imposes an Inspection “Shot Clock” and Allows Private Inspectors 
Problem addressed: Unpredictable and months-long delays in final inspections—framing, electrical, 
plumbing, final occupancy sign-off—prevent newly built or renovated homes from being occupied, 
increasing holding costs and slowing the delivery of small-scale housing. 
Solution: Requires local building departments to conduct inspections for 1–10-unit projects (≤40 ft) within 
10 business days after receiving notice of completion. If the estimated inspection window exceeds 30 
days—or no inspection occurs within 30 days—applicants may hire a licensed private professional 
inspector to complete the inspection and submit an affidavit attesting to code compliance. Also requires 
cities/counties to post residential permit fee schedules. 
Role: A post-entitlement enforcement and delivery tool that ensures housing is not delayed at the final 
inspection stage. Speeds up occupancy, adds accountability to local inspection offices, and allows 
builders to default to vetted third-party inspectors when jurisdictions are too slow. 

 
AB 712 (2025): Strengthens Enforcement of State Housing Laws Against Noncompliant Cities 
Problem addressed: Local agencies routinely delay, obstruct, or illegally deny housing projects despite 
state housing reform laws; enforcement is weak, costly for applicants, and slow, enabling jurisdictions to 
continue violating State Mandates without consequence. 
Solution: Creates a robust enforcement framework requiring courts to award attorney’s fees and costs to 
prevailing housing applicants and to impose mandatory fines on violating local agencies. Extends statutes 
of limitation by 60 days when applicants issue a notice of intent to sue, and bars agencies from requiring 
applicants to indemnify them for litigation arising from the agency’s own violations. Defines “housing 
reform law” broadly to cover laws protecting housing applicants or limiting local discretion. 
Role: A statewide compliance tool that finally gives housing applicants meaningful remedies—and gives 
local governments financial and legal consequences for ignoring state housing law, thereby enabling real 
enforcement of the State’s pro-housing framework. 

 
SB 808 (2025): Fast-Tracks Judicial Review of Housing Permit Denials 
Problem addressed: Cities continue denying compliant housing projects, forcing applicants into a slow 
judicial review process where litigation delays—often lasting years—kill projects, escalate costs, or allow 
permits to expire. 
Solution: Establishes an expedited writ-of-mandate process for housing permit denials. Requires: 

• Local agencies to compile and certify the administrative record within 15 days. 
• Courts to set hearings within 45 days and issue decisions within 30 days of submission (or 75 

days from filing, whichever comes first). 
• Priority scheduling for appeals. 

Allows the applicant, Attorney General, or HCD to file the petition; authorizes temporary judicial 
assignments to meet deadlines. 

Role: A litigation-acceleration tool that prevents local agencies from using procedural delay to kill housing 
projects, ensuring that California housing laws have immediate, enforceable consequences. 
Complements AB 712 by enforcing housing rights on the judicial side. 
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SB 786 (2025): Clarifies Housing Element Law and Strengthens Court Remedies Against 
Noncompliant Cities 
Problem addressed: Conflicts between General Plan elements, vague housing-element rules, and slow 
litigation processes create uncertainty for cities, courts, and developers—leading to delays, stalled 
rezoning, and litigation bottlenecks that block housing production. 
Solution: Establishes clear hierarchy rules: when General Plan elements conflict—including quantified 
development standards—the most recently adopted, HCD-certified Housing Element controls. Tightens 
judicial timelines in Housing-Element challenges: 

• Limits continuances to 60 days, 
• Requires temporary relief whenever continuances occur, 
• Requires HCD to conduct substantial-compliance reviews when local jurisdictions miss required 

Housing-Element deadlines, 

• Extends rezoning compliance timelines to 120 days and mandates sanctions if jurisdictions fail to 
comply. 
Applies general-plan challenge rules to charter cities. 

Role: A statewide governance-and-compliance tool ensuring that Housing Elements actually function as 
the controlling document, reducing litigation gamesmanship, and compelling jurisdictions to implement 
rezoning and Housing-Element obligations on enforceable timelines. Complements AB 712 and SB 808 
as part of the Attorney General’s statewide enforcement strategy. 

 
SB 340 (2025): Expands Emergency Shelter Requirements in Housing Elements 
Problem addressed: Emergency shelter planning requirements were outdated and limited, failing to 
reflect modern shelter models (e.g., navigation centers, recuperative care) and the full range of onsite 
supportive services needed for effective homelessness response. 
Solution: Updates the definition of “emergency shelter” to require housing with supportive services (not 
minimal services) and requires Housing Elements to account for all onsite services consistent with written, 
objective standards. Imposes new obligations on cities/counties in shelter planning and broadens the 
Emergency Housing and Assistance Program definition. 
Role: A homelessness-response modernization tool ensuring jurisdictions plan realistically for service-rich 
shelter models within their Housing Elements and zoning designations. 

 
AB 610 (2025): Requires Disclosure of New Local Governmental Constraints in Housing Elements 
Problem addressed: Cities and counties were adopting new land-use constraints (fees, ordinances, 
zoning rules) during Housing-Element cycles without disclosure, undermining RHNA compliance and 
increasing barriers to housing production. 
Solution: Requires a governmental constraints disclosure statement in each Housing Element (7th Cycle 
onward), identifying all new or amended constraints adopted since the last Housing Element. Prohibits 
adoption of new constraints unless they were disclosed and the jurisdiction has completed all required 
programs to remove past constraints (except when mandated by state/federal law). Applies to charter 
cities. 
Role: A transparency and anti-backsliding tool ensuring local governments cannot quietly increase 
barriers to housing once RHNA obligations are set. 

 
AB 670 (2025): Allows Converted Affordable Units to Count Toward RHNA Reporting 
Problem addressed: Cities lacked credit in their Annual Progress Reports (APRs) for preserving or 
converting multifamily buildings into long-term deed-restricted affordable housing, despite this being a 
major preservation strategy. 
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Role: A post-entitlement acceleration tool that cuts through municipal bottlenecks by letting homeowners 
and builders use certified private reviewers, moving small-scale housing through permitting faster while 
maintaining local agency oversight. 

 
AB 1308 (2025): Imposes an Inspection “Shot Clock” and Allows Private Inspectors 
Problem addressed: Unpredictable and months-long delays in final inspections—framing, electrical, 
plumbing, final occupancy sign-off—prevent newly built or renovated homes from being occupied, 
increasing holding costs and slowing the delivery of small-scale housing. 
Solution: Requires local building departments to conduct inspections for 1–10-unit projects (≤40 ft) within 
10 business days after receiving notice of completion. If the estimated inspection window exceeds 30 
days—or no inspection occurs within 30 days—applicants may hire a licensed private professional 
inspector to complete the inspection and submit an affidavit attesting to code compliance. Also requires 
cities/counties to post residential permit fee schedules. 
Role: A post-entitlement enforcement and delivery tool that ensures housing is not delayed at the final 
inspection stage. Speeds up occupancy, adds accountability to local inspection offices, and allows 
builders to default to vetted third-party inspectors when jurisdictions are too slow. 

 
AB 712 (2025): Strengthens Enforcement of State Housing Laws Against Noncompliant Cities 
Problem addressed: Local agencies routinely delay, obstruct, or illegally deny housing projects despite 
state housing reform laws; enforcement is weak, costly for applicants, and slow, enabling jurisdictions to 
continue violating State Mandates without consequence. 
Solution: Creates a robust enforcement framework requiring courts to award attorney’s fees and costs to 
prevailing housing applicants and to impose mandatory fines on violating local agencies. Extends statutes 
of limitation by 60 days when applicants issue a notice of intent to sue, and bars agencies from requiring 
applicants to indemnify them for litigation arising from the agency’s own violations. Defines “housing 
reform law” broadly to cover laws protecting housing applicants or limiting local discretion. 
Role: A statewide compliance tool that finally gives housing applicants meaningful remedies—and gives 
local governments financial and legal consequences for ignoring state housing law, thereby enabling real 
enforcement of the State’s pro-housing framework. 

 
SB 808 (2025): Fast-Tracks Judicial Review of Housing Permit Denials 
Problem addressed: Cities continue denying compliant housing projects, forcing applicants into a slow 
judicial review process where litigation delays—often lasting years—kill projects, escalate costs, or allow 
permits to expire. 
Solution: Establishes an expedited writ-of-mandate process for housing permit denials. Requires: 

• Local agencies to compile and certify the administrative record within 15 days. 
• Courts to set hearings within 45 days and issue decisions within 30 days of submission (or 75 

days from filing, whichever comes first). 
• Priority scheduling for appeals. 

Allows the applicant, Attorney General, or HCD to file the petition; authorizes temporary judicial 
assignments to meet deadlines. 

Role: A litigation-acceleration tool that prevents local agencies from using procedural delay to kill housing 
projects, ensuring that California housing laws have immediate, enforceable consequences. 
Complements AB 712 by enforcing housing rights on the judicial side. 
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SB 786 (2025): Clarifies Housing Element Law and Strengthens Court Remedies Against 
Noncompliant Cities 
Problem addressed: Conflicts between General Plan elements, vague housing-element rules, and slow 
litigation processes create uncertainty for cities, courts, and developers—leading to delays, stalled 
rezoning, and litigation bottlenecks that block housing production. 
Solution: Establishes clear hierarchy rules: when General Plan elements conflict—including quantified 
development standards—the most recently adopted, HCD-certified Housing Element controls. Tightens 
judicial timelines in Housing-Element challenges: 

• Limits continuances to 60 days, 
• Requires temporary relief whenever continuances occur, 
• Requires HCD to conduct substantial-compliance reviews when local jurisdictions miss required 

Housing-Element deadlines, 

• Extends rezoning compliance timelines to 120 days and mandates sanctions if jurisdictions fail to 
comply. 
Applies general-plan challenge rules to charter cities. 

Role: A statewide governance-and-compliance tool ensuring that Housing Elements actually function as 
the controlling document, reducing litigation gamesmanship, and compelling jurisdictions to implement 
rezoning and Housing-Element obligations on enforceable timelines. Complements AB 712 and SB 808 
as part of the Attorney General’s statewide enforcement strategy. 

 
SB 340 (2025): Expands Emergency Shelter Requirements in Housing Elements 
Problem addressed: Emergency shelter planning requirements were outdated and limited, failing to 
reflect modern shelter models (e.g., navigation centers, recuperative care) and the full range of onsite 
supportive services needed for effective homelessness response. 
Solution: Updates the definition of “emergency shelter” to require housing with supportive services (not 
minimal services) and requires Housing Elements to account for all onsite services consistent with written, 
objective standards. Imposes new obligations on cities/counties in shelter planning and broadens the 
Emergency Housing and Assistance Program definition. 
Role: A homelessness-response modernization tool ensuring jurisdictions plan realistically for service-rich 
shelter models within their Housing Elements and zoning designations. 

 
AB 610 (2025): Requires Disclosure of New Local Governmental Constraints in Housing Elements 
Problem addressed: Cities and counties were adopting new land-use constraints (fees, ordinances, 
zoning rules) during Housing-Element cycles without disclosure, undermining RHNA compliance and 
increasing barriers to housing production. 
Solution: Requires a governmental constraints disclosure statement in each Housing Element (7th Cycle 
onward), identifying all new or amended constraints adopted since the last Housing Element. Prohibits 
adoption of new constraints unless they were disclosed and the jurisdiction has completed all required 
programs to remove past constraints (except when mandated by state/federal law). Applies to charter 
cities. 
Role: A transparency and anti-backsliding tool ensuring local governments cannot quietly increase 
barriers to housing once RHNA obligations are set. 

 
AB 670 (2025): Allows Converted Affordable Units to Count Toward RHNA Reporting 
Problem addressed: Cities lacked credit in their Annual Progress Reports (APRs) for preserving or 
converting multifamily buildings into long-term deed-restricted affordable housing, despite this being a 
major preservation strategy. 
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Solution: Expands APR reporting starting in 2027 to allow units converted to affordable housing—with 
55-year covenants for low, very low, extremely low, or acutely low income households—to count toward a 
jurisdiction’s RHNA-creditable progress, if they meet specified criteria. Includes detailed new reporting 
requirements for demolitions, replacement units, and affordable conversions. 
Role: A preservation-credit tool aligning RHNA reporting with long-term affordable housing conversion 
strategies, encouraging cities to preserve expiring-affordability stock. 

 
AB 726 (2025): Allows Cities to Count Substantial Rehabilitation of Affordable Units in APRs 
Problem addressed: Deeply affordable older units (often 15+ years old) need major rehabilitation but 
cities receive zero RHNA/APR credit for investing in repairs—causing cities to prioritize new construction 
instead of preserving aging stock. 
Solution: Allows jurisdictions to include substantially rehabilitated deed-restricted affordable units (≥15 
years old, ≤45% AMI average affordability, ≥$60k local investment per unit) in APRs. These units cannot 
be counted toward eligibility for streamlining under SB 35. Updates references to the Office of Land Use 
and Climate Innovation. 
Role: A preservation-incentive tool enabling cities to earn APR credit for rehabilitating deeply affordable 
units, helping maintain long-term housing quality and prevent affordable-stock losses. 

 
AB 1275 (2025): Extends RHNA Timelines and Aligns Housing Needs with Transportation Plans 
Problem addressed: Regional Housing Needs Determinations (RHND) were rushed due to tight 
timelines (2-year lead time), leading to disputes, insufficient data review, and disconnects between 
transportation planning and housing allocations. 
Solution: Extends RHND timeline from 2 to 3 years before a Housing-Element update (with special rules 
for 2027–2029 cycles), requires earlier consultation between HCD and councils of governments (COGs), 
and mandates that RHNA methodology be informed by Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) patterns 
in regional transportation plans. Strengthens integration of job-housing balance, mobility patterns, and fair 
housing objectives. 
Role: A regional-planning alignment tool ensuring RHNA allocations better reflect transportation, climate, 
and job-housing realities, improving the planning accuracy of future housing cycles. 

 
SB 233 (2025): Requires Earlier State–Regional Consultation for RHNA Determinations 
Problem addressed: During prior RHNA cycles, HCD provided regional housing need numbers too late 
(26-month timeline), leaving councils of governments (COGs) and cities with insufficient time to plan, 
contributing to widespread late Housing-Element adoption. 
Solution: Requires HCD to meet and consult with each COG at least 38 months before a 
Housing-Element revision (one year earlier than prior law), with special rules for the 7th Cycle. Ensures 
earlier agreement on RHNA assumptions, methodologies, and data inputs. 
Role: A regional-planning coordination tool that expands the planning window for local governments, 
reducing delays, improving RHNA accuracy, and increasing likelihood of timely Housing-Element 
compliance. 

 
AB 920 (2025): Requires Centralized Online Portals for Housing Permit Applications 
Problem addressed: Local permitting processes were opaque, slow, and inconsistent across cities; 
applicants could not easily track housing development permits, resulting in delays, confusion, and high 
administrative burdens. 
Solution: Requires cities/counties with populations ≥150,000 to create a centralized online application 
portal for housing development projects, allowing electronic submissions and real-time status tracking. 
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Jurisdictions may delay implementation until 2030 only if they begin procurement by 2028. Applies to 
charter cities. 
Role: A statewide digital-permit modernization tool that increases transparency, reduces processing 
delays, and standardizes how applicants navigate housing approvals. 

 
SB 358 (2025): Reduces Traffic Impact Fees for Transit-Oriented Housing 
Problem addressed: Traffic impact fees—often 20% of project cost—were applied using outdated 
auto-trip assumptions, inflating costs for infill and transit-oriented housing that generates fewer vehicle 
trips. 
Solution: Reforms the Mitigation Fee Act to: 

• Require at least 50% fee reductions for qualifying transit-oriented housing, 
• Update eligibility criteria (parking maximums, proximity to ≥3 amenities, transit-priority locations), 
• Require fee-denial findings to be supported by substantial evidence, 
• Remove outdated convenience-retail requirements and proportional-fee provisions.  

Role: A cost-reduction and TOD-incentive tool that aligns traffic fees with actual impacts, supporting infill 
and climate-oriented housing production. 

 
AB 752 (2025): Makes Child Daycare Centers in Multifamily Housing a Use-by-Right 
Problem addressed: Cities treated daycare centers co-located with multifamily housing as commercial 
uses—triggering zoning barriers, business license fees, CEQA review, and inconsistent local 
requirements, reducing childcare capacity near where families live. 
Solution: Makes daycare centers co-located with multifamily housing or community amenities a 
residential use by right; prohibits business license fees; exempts such centers from CEQA; bars stricter 
standards on them than those applied to the co-located housing or amenity. Maintains all California 
licensing and safety requirements. 
Role: A childcare-access and land-use integration tool that reduces barriers to collocated daycare 
centers, supporting housing-adjacent amenities and family-serving communities. 

 
SB 415 (2025): Refines Statewide Warehouse & Logistics Development Standards 
(Not a housing production bill but affects land-use and zoning environments related to freight-adjacent 
communities.) 
Problem addressed: AB 98 (2024) established statewide warehouse standards but included ambiguous 
definitions and inconsistent requirements, creating confusion for local governments, developers, and 
environmental-justice communities in logistics-heavy regions. 
Solution: SB 415 clarifies key definitions (“logistics use development,” “sensitive receptor”), narrows 
exemptions, updates siting and truck-route standards, refines buffer requirements, and ensures 
21st-century warehouses meet applicable sustainable-design standards at permit issuance. Also clarifies 
where warehouse concentration regions apply. 
Role: A land-use-governance and environmental-mitigation tool improving clarity and enforceability of 
statewide logistics-facility regulations—reducing conflicts between freight operations, housing, and 
community health. 

 
AB 98 (2024–2025): Establishes Statewide Design, Siting & Environmental Standards for Logistics 
Facilities 
Problem addressed: Warehouse and logistics developments—especially in the Inland Empire—were 
producing severe air-quality, noise, traffic, and public-health impacts on nearby residential areas, schools, 
and other sensitive receptors, while local regulations were inconsistent or ineffective. 
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Solution: Expands APR reporting starting in 2027 to allow units converted to affordable housing—with 
55-year covenants for low, very low, extremely low, or acutely low income households—to count toward a 
jurisdiction’s RHNA-creditable progress, if they meet specified criteria. Includes detailed new reporting 
requirements for demolitions, replacement units, and affordable conversions. 
Role: A preservation-credit tool aligning RHNA reporting with long-term affordable housing conversion 
strategies, encouraging cities to preserve expiring-affordability stock. 

 
AB 726 (2025): Allows Cities to Count Substantial Rehabilitation of Affordable Units in APRs 
Problem addressed: Deeply affordable older units (often 15+ years old) need major rehabilitation but 
cities receive zero RHNA/APR credit for investing in repairs—causing cities to prioritize new construction 
instead of preserving aging stock. 
Solution: Allows jurisdictions to include substantially rehabilitated deed-restricted affordable units (≥15 
years old, ≤45% AMI average affordability, ≥$60k local investment per unit) in APRs. These units cannot 
be counted toward eligibility for streamlining under SB 35. Updates references to the Office of Land Use 
and Climate Innovation. 
Role: A preservation-incentive tool enabling cities to earn APR credit for rehabilitating deeply affordable 
units, helping maintain long-term housing quality and prevent affordable-stock losses. 

 
AB 1275 (2025): Extends RHNA Timelines and Aligns Housing Needs with Transportation Plans 
Problem addressed: Regional Housing Needs Determinations (RHND) were rushed due to tight 
timelines (2-year lead time), leading to disputes, insufficient data review, and disconnects between 
transportation planning and housing allocations. 
Solution: Extends RHND timeline from 2 to 3 years before a Housing-Element update (with special rules 
for 2027–2029 cycles), requires earlier consultation between HCD and councils of governments (COGs), 
and mandates that RHNA methodology be informed by Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) patterns 
in regional transportation plans. Strengthens integration of job-housing balance, mobility patterns, and fair 
housing objectives. 
Role: A regional-planning alignment tool ensuring RHNA allocations better reflect transportation, climate, 
and job-housing realities, improving the planning accuracy of future housing cycles. 

 
SB 233 (2025): Requires Earlier State–Regional Consultation for RHNA Determinations 
Problem addressed: During prior RHNA cycles, HCD provided regional housing need numbers too late 
(26-month timeline), leaving councils of governments (COGs) and cities with insufficient time to plan, 
contributing to widespread late Housing-Element adoption. 
Solution: Requires HCD to meet and consult with each COG at least 38 months before a 
Housing-Element revision (one year earlier than prior law), with special rules for the 7th Cycle. Ensures 
earlier agreement on RHNA assumptions, methodologies, and data inputs. 
Role: A regional-planning coordination tool that expands the planning window for local governments, 
reducing delays, improving RHNA accuracy, and increasing likelihood of timely Housing-Element 
compliance. 

 
AB 920 (2025): Requires Centralized Online Portals for Housing Permit Applications 
Problem addressed: Local permitting processes were opaque, slow, and inconsistent across cities; 
applicants could not easily track housing development permits, resulting in delays, confusion, and high 
administrative burdens. 
Solution: Requires cities/counties with populations ≥150,000 to create a centralized online application 
portal for housing development projects, allowing electronic submissions and real-time status tracking. 
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Jurisdictions may delay implementation until 2030 only if they begin procurement by 2028. Applies to 
charter cities. 
Role: A statewide digital-permit modernization tool that increases transparency, reduces processing 
delays, and standardizes how applicants navigate housing approvals. 

 
SB 358 (2025): Reduces Traffic Impact Fees for Transit-Oriented Housing 
Problem addressed: Traffic impact fees—often 20% of project cost—were applied using outdated 
auto-trip assumptions, inflating costs for infill and transit-oriented housing that generates fewer vehicle 
trips. 
Solution: Reforms the Mitigation Fee Act to: 

• Require at least 50% fee reductions for qualifying transit-oriented housing, 
• Update eligibility criteria (parking maximums, proximity to ≥3 amenities, transit-priority locations), 
• Require fee-denial findings to be supported by substantial evidence, 
• Remove outdated convenience-retail requirements and proportional-fee provisions.  

Role: A cost-reduction and TOD-incentive tool that aligns traffic fees with actual impacts, supporting infill 
and climate-oriented housing production. 

 
AB 752 (2025): Makes Child Daycare Centers in Multifamily Housing a Use-by-Right 
Problem addressed: Cities treated daycare centers co-located with multifamily housing as commercial 
uses—triggering zoning barriers, business license fees, CEQA review, and inconsistent local 
requirements, reducing childcare capacity near where families live. 
Solution: Makes daycare centers co-located with multifamily housing or community amenities a 
residential use by right; prohibits business license fees; exempts such centers from CEQA; bars stricter 
standards on them than those applied to the co-located housing or amenity. Maintains all California 
licensing and safety requirements. 
Role: A childcare-access and land-use integration tool that reduces barriers to collocated daycare 
centers, supporting housing-adjacent amenities and family-serving communities. 

 
SB 415 (2025): Refines Statewide Warehouse & Logistics Development Standards 
(Not a housing production bill but affects land-use and zoning environments related to freight-adjacent 
communities.) 
Problem addressed: AB 98 (2024) established statewide warehouse standards but included ambiguous 
definitions and inconsistent requirements, creating confusion for local governments, developers, and 
environmental-justice communities in logistics-heavy regions. 
Solution: SB 415 clarifies key definitions (“logistics use development,” “sensitive receptor”), narrows 
exemptions, updates siting and truck-route standards, refines buffer requirements, and ensures 
21st-century warehouses meet applicable sustainable-design standards at permit issuance. Also clarifies 
where warehouse concentration regions apply. 
Role: A land-use-governance and environmental-mitigation tool improving clarity and enforceability of 
statewide logistics-facility regulations—reducing conflicts between freight operations, housing, and 
community health. 

 
AB 98 (2024–2025): Establishes Statewide Design, Siting & Environmental Standards for Logistics 
Facilities 
Problem addressed: Warehouse and logistics developments—especially in the Inland Empire—were 
producing severe air-quality, noise, traffic, and public-health impacts on nearby residential areas, schools, 
and other sensitive receptors, while local regulations were inconsistent or ineffective. 
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Solution: Creates California’s first statewide design, siting, and operational standards for logistics 
facilities, including: 

• Mandatory buffers (500–900 feet) from sensitive receptors, 
• Truck-route and loading-bay orientation requirements, 
• Anti-idling measures and cold-storage plug-ins, 
• Title 24–level building efficiency standards (solar, EV-readiness), 
• 2:1 replacement requirement for recently occupied affordable units demolished, 
• Applicability to large new facilities and expansions ≥20% of floor area. 

Compliance required for applications submitted after Sept. 30, 2024, with most standards fully 
effective Jan. 1, 2026. 

Role: A statewide environmental-mitigation and freight-land-use tool aimed at protecting communities 
while aligning logistics growth with sustainability and public-health goals. AB 98 is foundational to later 
cleanup legislation (SB 415). 

 
AB 1007 (2025): Cuts Responsible-Agency Permit Deadlines in Half 
Problem addressed: Even after cities approved housing projects, state and regional “responsible 
agencies” (e.g., air districts, water boards) could take months to issue secondary permits, causing 
ballooning timelines and costs. Shot-clocks for these agencies (90 days) were much longer than those for 
lead agencies. 
Solution: Amends the Permit Streamlining Act to require responsible agencies to approve/disapprove 
residential, mixed-use, supportive, or farmworker housing permits within 45 days of project approval or 
application completeness—cutting the prior 90-day deadline in half. Applies statewide, including charter 
cities. 
Role: A permitting-acceleration tool ensuring faster post-entitlement approvals and reducing interagency 
delays that frequently stall housing construction. 

 
AB 1050 (2025): Allows Removal of Private Covenants Blocking Housing on Commercial 
Properties 
Problem addressed: Commercial parcels often have old CC&Rs and reciprocal easement agreements 
(REAs) that prohibit residential uses or limit density, preventing commercial-to-housing adaptive-reuse 
projects—even when allowed under State housing laws like AB 2011. 
Solution: Expands existing restrictive-covenant-modification law (previously limited to affordable housing) 
to all qualifying housing developments located on commercial sites, allowing developers to: 

• Invalidate covenants that restrict residential use, density, unit count, or occupancy, 
• Apply the process to REAs as well as CC&Rs, 
• Record a Restrictive Covenant Modification Document after county counsel review. 

Does not authorize projects inconsistent with state housing laws. 
Role: A statewide barrier-removal tool enabling adaptive reuse of commercial corridors and shopping 
centers into housing by preempting private land-use restrictions. 

 
SB 92 (2025): Closes Loopholes in the Density Bonus Law for Mixed-Use Projects 
Problem addressed: Developers exploited the Density Bonus Law to exceed commercial FAR and build 
oversized hotel-heavy or visitor-serving mixed-use projects with minimal housing (e.g., San Diego “Project 
Vela”). 
Solution: Reforms Density Bonus Law by: 

• Limiting commercial FAR increases under DBL to ≤2.5× base zoning, 
• Prohibiting incentives/waivers for transient lodging (hotels, motels, B&Bs) except residential 

hotels, 
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• Requiring ≥2/3 of mixed-use square footage to be residential to qualify, 
• Maintaining full affordability thresholds for bonus eligibility. 

Effective Jan. 1, 2026 (with grandfathering for pre-application projects). 
Role: A guardrail tool ensuring Density Bonus Law is used to build actual housing—not oversized hotel or 
commercial space leveraged through affordable-unit “tokenism.” 

 
AB 87 (2025): Prevents Density Bonus Incentives for Hotel Components of Mixed-Use Projects 
Problem addressed: Developers were using DBL concessions (height, FAR, parking waivers) to benefit 
hotel components of mixed-use projects, diluting the State’s housing incentives and enabling 
visitor-serving developments that undermined local zoning. 
Solution: Clarifies that DBL incentives may not be applied to hotel/motel/visitor-serving portions of a 
mixed-use project. Makes parallel conforming amendments to align with SB 92 if both bills are enacted. 
Applies statewide, including charter cities. 
Role: A housing-priority tool reinforcing that density bonuses are for residential production—not for 
hospitality or tourism development. 
 

APPENDIX B:  Orange County Housing Mandate Survey Questions 
Q1 What is your city’s 6th-cycle RHNA allocation, and does your Housing Element plan exceed that 

number? If so, by how much, and what factors influenced the decision to exceed the allocation? 
Q2 If the RHNA mandate were not in place, how would your housing plan differ? Would it still meet 

the demand for low-income housing? 
Q3 What strategies has your city used to inform and engage residents about the state housing 

mandate? How do you measure the effectiveness of these outreach efforts? 
Q4 What are the implications of recent state legislation on R-1 single-family zoning for your city’s 

land-use policies and community character? 
Q5 What are the most significant challenges your city faces in meeting RHNA requirements? In what 

ways has OCCOG supported your efforts to overcome these challenges? 
Q6 Do you anticipate achieving your approved Housing Element goals by the end of the 6th cycle in 

2030? What factors will most influence your success or shortfall? 
Q7 What additional information would you like to provide us regarding this topic? 
 

APPENDIX C:  Responsibilities 

Responsibilities of OCCOG 
Mission Statement: 
The Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) convenes jurisdictions throughout Orange County 
to collaboratively address land use, housing, mobility, energy, air quality, and water issues, and to ensure 
that Orange County is effectively represented in regional and state decision-making. Through sound 
governance, impartial analysis, and regional coordination, OCCOG delivers value to its member agencies 
and the residents of Orange County. 
Core Responsibilities: 
1. Sub-Regional Planning and Coordination 

a. Serves as Orange County’s official sub-regional planning organization within the six-county 
SCAG region. 
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Solution: Creates California’s first statewide design, siting, and operational standards for logistics 
facilities, including: 

• Mandatory buffers (500–900 feet) from sensitive receptors, 
• Truck-route and loading-bay orientation requirements, 
• Anti-idling measures and cold-storage plug-ins, 
• Title 24–level building efficiency standards (solar, EV-readiness), 
• 2:1 replacement requirement for recently occupied affordable units demolished, 
• Applicability to large new facilities and expansions ≥20% of floor area. 

Compliance required for applications submitted after Sept. 30, 2024, with most standards fully 
effective Jan. 1, 2026. 

Role: A statewide environmental-mitigation and freight-land-use tool aimed at protecting communities 
while aligning logistics growth with sustainability and public-health goals. AB 98 is foundational to later 
cleanup legislation (SB 415). 

 
AB 1007 (2025): Cuts Responsible-Agency Permit Deadlines in Half 
Problem addressed: Even after cities approved housing projects, state and regional “responsible 
agencies” (e.g., air districts, water boards) could take months to issue secondary permits, causing 
ballooning timelines and costs. Shot-clocks for these agencies (90 days) were much longer than those for 
lead agencies. 
Solution: Amends the Permit Streamlining Act to require responsible agencies to approve/disapprove 
residential, mixed-use, supportive, or farmworker housing permits within 45 days of project approval or 
application completeness—cutting the prior 90-day deadline in half. Applies statewide, including charter 
cities. 
Role: A permitting-acceleration tool ensuring faster post-entitlement approvals and reducing interagency 
delays that frequently stall housing construction. 

 
AB 1050 (2025): Allows Removal of Private Covenants Blocking Housing on Commercial 
Properties 
Problem addressed: Commercial parcels often have old CC&Rs and reciprocal easement agreements 
(REAs) that prohibit residential uses or limit density, preventing commercial-to-housing adaptive-reuse 
projects—even when allowed under State housing laws like AB 2011. 
Solution: Expands existing restrictive-covenant-modification law (previously limited to affordable housing) 
to all qualifying housing developments located on commercial sites, allowing developers to: 

• Invalidate covenants that restrict residential use, density, unit count, or occupancy, 
• Apply the process to REAs as well as CC&Rs, 
• Record a Restrictive Covenant Modification Document after county counsel review. 

Does not authorize projects inconsistent with state housing laws. 
Role: A statewide barrier-removal tool enabling adaptive reuse of commercial corridors and shopping 
centers into housing by preempting private land-use restrictions. 

 
SB 92 (2025): Closes Loopholes in the Density Bonus Law for Mixed-Use Projects 
Problem addressed: Developers exploited the Density Bonus Law to exceed commercial FAR and build 
oversized hotel-heavy or visitor-serving mixed-use projects with minimal housing (e.g., San Diego “Project 
Vela”). 
Solution: Reforms Density Bonus Law by: 

• Limiting commercial FAR increases under DBL to ≤2.5× base zoning, 
• Prohibiting incentives/waivers for transient lodging (hotels, motels, B&Bs) except residential 

hotels, 
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• Requiring ≥2/3 of mixed-use square footage to be residential to qualify, 
• Maintaining full affordability thresholds for bonus eligibility. 

Effective Jan. 1, 2026 (with grandfathering for pre-application projects). 
Role: A guardrail tool ensuring Density Bonus Law is used to build actual housing—not oversized hotel or 
commercial space leveraged through affordable-unit “tokenism.” 

 
AB 87 (2025): Prevents Density Bonus Incentives for Hotel Components of Mixed-Use Projects 
Problem addressed: Developers were using DBL concessions (height, FAR, parking waivers) to benefit 
hotel components of mixed-use projects, diluting the State’s housing incentives and enabling 
visitor-serving developments that undermined local zoning. 
Solution: Clarifies that DBL incentives may not be applied to hotel/motel/visitor-serving portions of a 
mixed-use project. Makes parallel conforming amendments to align with SB 92 if both bills are enacted. 
Applies statewide, including charter cities. 
Role: A housing-priority tool reinforcing that density bonuses are for residential production—not for 
hospitality or tourism development. 
 

APPENDIX B:  Orange County Housing Mandate Survey Questions 
Q1 What is your city’s 6th-cycle RHNA allocation, and does your Housing Element plan exceed that 

number? If so, by how much, and what factors influenced the decision to exceed the allocation? 
Q2 If the RHNA mandate were not in place, how would your housing plan differ? Would it still meet 

the demand for low-income housing? 
Q3 What strategies has your city used to inform and engage residents about the state housing 

mandate? How do you measure the effectiveness of these outreach efforts? 
Q4 What are the implications of recent state legislation on R-1 single-family zoning for your city’s 

land-use policies and community character? 
Q5 What are the most significant challenges your city faces in meeting RHNA requirements? In what 

ways has OCCOG supported your efforts to overcome these challenges? 
Q6 Do you anticipate achieving your approved Housing Element goals by the end of the 6th cycle in 

2030? What factors will most influence your success or shortfall? 
Q7 What additional information would you like to provide us regarding this topic? 
 

APPENDIX C:  Responsibilities 

Responsibilities of OCCOG 
Mission Statement: 
The Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) convenes jurisdictions throughout Orange County 
to collaboratively address land use, housing, mobility, energy, air quality, and water issues, and to ensure 
that Orange County is effectively represented in regional and state decision-making. Through sound 
governance, impartial analysis, and regional coordination, OCCOG delivers value to its member agencies 
and the residents of Orange County. 
Core Responsibilities: 
1. Sub-Regional Planning and Coordination 

a. Serves as Orange County’s official sub-regional planning organization within the six-county 
SCAG region. 
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b. Leads the preparation of required regional and sub-regional planning documents that allow 
Orange County jurisdictions to compete for state and federal funding. [occog.com], [occog.com] 

2. Regional Representation and Advocacy 
a. Ensures Orange County’s interests are represented in regional policy development by 

coordinating the county’s representation on the SCAG Regional Council and committees. 
b. Works to align countywide perspectives on policy issues affecting transportation, housing, 

sustainability, and infrastructure. 
3. Housing, Transportation, and Sustainable Communities Planning 

a. Supports housing and transportation planning coordination, including RHNA-related activities and 
implementation discussions. 

b. May serve as the lead agency for a sub-regional Sustainable Communities Strategy if Orange 
County elects to pursue one under SB 375, consistent with SCAG’s Regional Transportation 
Plan. 

4. Technical Analysis, Studies, and Data Support 
a. Conducts countywide and sub-regional studies, prepares technical reports, and provides 

data-driven analysis to support policymaking by member agencies. 
b. Develops best-practice guidance (e.g., Complete Streets, mobility and infrastructure tools) for 

voluntary adoption by cities and the County. 
5. Intergovernmental Collaboration and Consensus-Building 

a. Functions as a forum for cooperation among cities, the County, and special districts on issues of 
shared concern. 

b. Facilitates coordination on funding strategies, infrastructure planning, and policy alignment 
without supplanting local land-use authority.82 

Responsibilities of SCAG 
Mission Statement 
The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) serves as the regional planning agency for 
Southern California, coordinating among local, regional, state, and federal partners to advance 
transportation, housing, land-use, and environmental planning that supports sustainable growth, 
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shaping statewide housing policy, and enforcing housing laws to promote equity, environmental quality, 
and community stability across the state. 

HCD’s mission is to lead and implement California’s housing policy by determining regional housing 
needs, reviewing and enforcing Housing Element compliance, administering state and federal housing 
funds, and holding local jurisdictions accountable for fulfilling their obligations under state housing law.84 
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SSUUMMMMAARRYY  
Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) form a broad class of thousands of 
synthetic chemicals characterized by strong carbon–fluorine bonds and are among the 
most durable compounds in organic chemistry. This bond strength makes PFAS highly 
resistant to breaking down, allowing them to persist in the environment for decades or 
longer. Because of this persistence, PFAS are often called “forever chemicals.” 

Various industries have used PFAS in consumer and commercial applications since the 
1940s because their chemical properties provide water, oil, and stain resistance, as well 
as heat stability. These properties support applications across numerous sectors, 
including aerospace, automotive, textiles, firefighting foams, food packaging, 
electronics, and medical devices. As a result of their widespread use and persistence, 
PFAS now appear globally in water, air, soil, wildlife, and human blood. 

Scientific studies continue to show associations between PFAS exposure and harmful 
health effects in humans and animals, although the degree of risk varies by compound. 
In response, federal and state agencies, including the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and the United States Food and Drug Administration (FDA), 
began accelerating regulatory actions in the 2010s to reduce PFAS exposure, enhance 
monitoring, and develop treatment and disposal methods.  

This report identifies and describes PFAS levels detected by Orange County drinking 
water agencies. It evaluates how these agencies have responded to recent PFAS 
regulatory requirements. It also examines the progress of PFAS treatment facility 
planning and installation, along with implementation of public education programs 
related to PFAS in drinking water. This report’s findings and recommendations aim to 
strengthen PFAS reporting in annual Water Quality Reports (Consumer Confidence 
Reports) and expand public outreach by Orange County drinking water agencies. 

BBAACCKKGGRROOUUNNDD  
PFAS are a large group of man-made "forever chemicals" produced since the 1940s, 
known for extreme persistence, environmental mobility, and bioaccumulation due to 
strong carbon-fluorine bonds.1 Used in water/stain-resistant coatings, firefighting foams, 
industrial processes, PFAS have contaminated soil, water, and air globally.  

 
1 Elsie M. Sunderland, et al., “A review of the pathways of human exposure to poly- and perfluoroalkyl 
substances (PFASs) and present understanding of health effects,” Journal of Exposure Science & 
Environmental Epidemiology, November 23, 2018, accessed March 16, 2026, 
https://sunderlandlab.org/assets/sunderland_jeseerev_2018wsi.pdf. 
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1 Elsie M. Sunderland, et al., “A review of the pathways of human exposure to poly- and perfluoroalkyl 
substances (PFASs) and present understanding of health effects,” Journal of Exposure Science & 
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Contaminated drinking water has led to high levels of exposure to PFOA, PFOS, and 
other PFAS2 for some populations residing near manufacturing facilities. Workers in 
facilities that make or use PFAS can be exposed to higher amounts of these chemicals 
and have higher levels in their blood.3 Infants may be exposed to PFAS through 
breastfeeding.4 

 
Figure 1 - Potential Major Exposure Pathways of PFAS to Humans5 

PFAS, especially PFOA and PFOS, have been detected in air, water, and soil in and 
around manufacturing facilities. However, these releases have been declining since 
companies began phasing out the production and use of several PFAS in the early 
2000s.6 Due to their chemical structure, PFAS are very stable in the environment and 
are resistant to breaking down. Some PFAS are volatile and can be carried long 
distances through the air, which may lead to contamination of soils and groundwater far 
from the source of the PFAS emission.7 

The four major sources of PFAS are: fire training/fire response sites, industrial sites, 
landfills, and wastewater treatment plants/biosolids. PFAS can get into drinking water 
when products containing them are used or spilled onto the ground or into lakes and 
rivers. Once in groundwater, PFAS are easily transported long distances and can 

 
2 Kyle Steenland, Tony Fletcher, and David A. Savitz, “Epidemiologic Evidence on the Health Effects of 
Perfluorooctanoic Acid (PFOA),” National Library of Medicine, accessed May 12, 2026, 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2920088/.  
3 Sunderland, “A review of the pathways of human exposure.” 
4 Ibid. 
5 Ibid. 
6 Ibid. 
7 “Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) PFAS General," California State Water Resources Control Board, 
March 4, 2019, https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/pfas/docs/pfas_general_faq.pdf. 
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contaminate drinking wells. PFAS in the air can also end up in rivers and lakes used for 
drinking water.8 

PFAS have been used extensively in surface coating and protectant formulations due to 
their unique ability to repel oil, grease, and water. Major applications have included 
protectants for paper and cardboard packaging products, carpets, leather products, and 
textiles that enhance water, grease, and soil repellency, and in firefighting foams. PFAS 
have also been used as processing aids in the manufacture of nonstick coatings on 
cookware. Common consumer products containing PFAS include Teflon, Gore-Tex and 
Scotchgard.9 

Background Summary of PFAS and Its Effects 
Source and Exposure: Primary sources include industrial sites, firefighting training, 
landfills, and wastewater treatment plants. They enter drinking water, food, and indoor 
dust, resulting in widespread human exposure. 

Health and Environmental Impact: PFAS are associated with adverse effects, 
including cancer (i.e. testicular, kidney), developmental delays, liver damage, and high 
cholesterol. They do not break down easily, leading to "background" contamination even 
in remote areas.10 

Regulation and Action: While major US manufacturing of certain PFAS ended around 
2015, they remain in products and in the environment. The EPA has established 
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) for drinking water.11 

"Forever Chemicals" Definition: Their chemical structure, featuring one of the 
strongest bonds in organic chemistry, makes them resistant to heat, water, and oil, thus 
earning them the nickname "forever chemicals.”12 

In Orange County, PFAS have been detected in the Orange County Groundwater 
Basin, which provides 77% to 85% of the drinking water for north and central parts of 
the county. Local agencies have taken a proactive stance, shutting down dozens of 
impacted wells and building some of the nation's largest treatment facilities to ensure 
tap water meets safety standards.13 

 
8 “PFAS background,” California State Water Resources Control Board, January 14, 2025, 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/pfas/background.html 
9 Ibid. 
10 “PFAS Explained,” EPA, accessed March 11, 2026, https://www.epa.gov/pfas/pfas-explained. 
11 “Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS), Final PFAS National Primary Drinking Water Regulation,” 
Accessed May 12, 2026, https://www.epa.gov/sdwa/and-polyfluoroalkyl-substances-pfas. 
12 Ibid. 
13 University of California, Irvine, “UCI PFAS Health Study, Frequently Asked Questions,” accessed May 
12, 2026, https://sites.uci.edu/pfas/frequently-asked-questions/. 
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9 Ibid. 
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12 Ibid. 
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RREEAASSOONN  FFOORR  SSTTUUDDYY  
Recent regulatory actions related to PFAS have created significant operational, 
financial, and communication challenges for drinking water agencies across California. 
Orange County agencies face an intensifying timeline due to the region’s reliance on 
groundwater supplies, the presence of PFAS in local aquifers, and the need to comply 
with evolving state and federal standards. As regulatory and monitoring requirements 
expand, agencies must rapidly adapt their treatment strategies, capital planning, and 
public outreach efforts. 

This study is necessary to provide a clear, up‑to‑date understanding of how Orange 
County drinking water agencies are responding to these new requirements. Evaluating 
the status of PFAS treatment planning and installation helps illustrate the extent of 
infrastructure readiness, the pace of implementation, and the challenges agencies 
encounter as they work to bring new systems online. At the same time, assessing the 
development and delivery of PFAS‑related education programs offers insight into how 
effectively agencies are communicating risks, regulatory changes, and water quality 
information to the public. 

By documenting current conditions and identifying gaps or emerging needs, the study 
supports informed decision‑making among water providers, policymakers, and 
ratepayers. This work helps ensure that Orange County communities receive safe 
drinking water and that agencies are equipped to meet regulatory expectations while 
maintaining public trust. 

MMEETTHHOODD  OOFF  SSTTUUDDYY  
The Orange County Grand Jury investigated the PFAS in Orange County drinking water 
to provide a clear and accurate assessment. The Grand Jury based its study on a 
comprehensive review of multiple sources, including interviews, public records, field 
investigations, and relevant news articles. Multiple independent sources corroborated 
and validated all facts, findings, and recommendations presented in the report. 

• Interviewed several Orange County governmental leaders and senior staff 
directly involved in managing drinking water quality 

• Reviewed and analyzed key documents related to the investigation, including:  
o Published Water Quality reports from all Orange County water retailers  
o Records from all Orange County water agencies 

• Examined news articles and publications relevant to the topic. 
• Conducted extensive internet research. 
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• Performed field investigations in which Grand Jury members visited several 
water management agencies to directly observe and assess drinking water 
processes. 

IINNVVEESSTTIIGGAATTIIOONN  AANNDD  AANNAALLYYSSIISS  
The 2025-2026 Orange County Grand Jury investigated the presence of PFAS in 
Orange County drinking water and the response of Orange County community water 
systems. Community water systems (CWS) are city, county, regulated utilities, regional 
water systems and even small water companies and districts where people live. Non-
community water system.14 Provide drinking water to the public at locations where 
people do not reside permanently. The investigation included evaluation of Orange 
County CWS compliance with federal and state PFAS monitoring and reporting 
requirements and the extent of the voluntary response to PFAS contamination. The 
Grand Jury also evaluated annual Consumer Confidence Reports, also called Annual 
Water Quality Reports, which are issued annually by CWS and distributed to their 
customers. 

Orange County Drinking Water Systems 
The Grand Jury investigation was limited to community water systems (CWS) operated 
by cities or special districts that are regulated under the Safe Drinking Water Act .15 
CWS are defined as public water systems that serve at least 15 service connections 
used by yearlong residents, or regularly serve at least 25 yearlong residents of the area 
served by the system.16 In Orange County, there are 31 such CWS that are operated by 
cities or special districts and that sell drinking water directly to customers on a retail 
basis. In this report, these Orange County CWS may be referred to as retail water 
districts or water retailers. 

Drinking Water Sources 

North and Central Orange County 

Orange County is divided into two distinct areas when it comes to drinking water 
sources. There are 2.5 million residents of north and central Orange County, who 
receive about 85% of their drinking water supplies from the Orange County 
Groundwater Basin, and the remaining 15% of their water supplies are imported from 

 
14 “California Code, Health and Safety Code - HSC § 116275,” FindLaw, accessed May 21,2026, 
https://codes.findlaw.com/ca/health-and-safety-code/hsc-sect-116275/. 
15 “Summary of the Safe Drinking Water Act,” EPA, describing statutory authority at 42 U.S.C. § 300f et 
seq., accessed My 21, 2026, https://www.epa.gov/laws-regulations/summary-safe-drinking-water-act. 
16 “California Code, Health and Safety Code - HSC § 116275,” FindLaw. 
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expand, agencies must rapidly adapt their treatment strategies, capital planning, and 
public outreach efforts. 

This study is necessary to provide a clear, up‑to‑date understanding of how Orange 
County drinking water agencies are responding to these new requirements. Evaluating 
the status of PFAS treatment planning and installation helps illustrate the extent of 
infrastructure readiness, the pace of implementation, and the challenges agencies 
encounter as they work to bring new systems online. At the same time, assessing the 
development and delivery of PFAS‑related education programs offers insight into how 
effectively agencies are communicating risks, regulatory changes, and water quality 
information to the public. 

By documenting current conditions and identifying gaps or emerging needs, the study 
supports informed decision‑making among water providers, policymakers, and 
ratepayers. This work helps ensure that Orange County communities receive safe 
drinking water and that agencies are equipped to meet regulatory expectations while 
maintaining public trust. 

MMEETTHHOODD  OOFF  SSTTUUDDYY  
The Orange County Grand Jury investigated the PFAS in Orange County drinking water 
to provide a clear and accurate assessment. The Grand Jury based its study on a 
comprehensive review of multiple sources, including interviews, public records, field 
investigations, and relevant news articles. Multiple independent sources corroborated 
and validated all facts, findings, and recommendations presented in the report. 

• Interviewed several Orange County governmental leaders and senior staff 
directly involved in managing drinking water quality 

• Reviewed and analyzed key documents related to the investigation, including:  
o Published Water Quality reports from all Orange County water retailers  
o Records from all Orange County water agencies 

• Examined news articles and publications relevant to the topic. 
• Conducted extensive internet research. 
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• Performed field investigations in which Grand Jury members visited several 
water management agencies to directly observe and assess drinking water 
processes. 

IINNVVEESSTTIIGGAATTIIOONN  AANNDD  AANNAALLYYSSIISS  
The 2025-2026 Orange County Grand Jury investigated the presence of PFAS in 
Orange County drinking water and the response of Orange County community water 
systems. Community water systems (CWS) are city, county, regulated utilities, regional 
water systems and even small water companies and districts where people live. Non-
community water system.14 Provide drinking water to the public at locations where 
people do not reside permanently. The investigation included evaluation of Orange 
County CWS compliance with federal and state PFAS monitoring and reporting 
requirements and the extent of the voluntary response to PFAS contamination. The 
Grand Jury also evaluated annual Consumer Confidence Reports, also called Annual 
Water Quality Reports, which are issued annually by CWS and distributed to their 
customers. 

Orange County Drinking Water Systems 
The Grand Jury investigation was limited to community water systems (CWS) operated 
by cities or special districts that are regulated under the Safe Drinking Water Act .15 
CWS are defined as public water systems that serve at least 15 service connections 
used by yearlong residents, or regularly serve at least 25 yearlong residents of the area 
served by the system.16 In Orange County, there are 31 such CWS that are operated by 
cities or special districts and that sell drinking water directly to customers on a retail 
basis. In this report, these Orange County CWS may be referred to as retail water 
districts or water retailers. 

Drinking Water Sources 

North and Central Orange County 

Orange County is divided into two distinct areas when it comes to drinking water 
sources. There are 2.5 million residents of north and central Orange County, who 
receive about 85% of their drinking water supplies from the Orange County 
Groundwater Basin, and the remaining 15% of their water supplies are imported from 

 
14 “California Code, Health and Safety Code - HSC § 116275,” FindLaw, accessed May 21,2026, 
https://codes.findlaw.com/ca/health-and-safety-code/hsc-sect-116275/. 
15 “Summary of the Safe Drinking Water Act,” EPA, describing statutory authority at 42 U.S.C. § 300f et 
seq., accessed My 21, 2026, https://www.epa.gov/laws-regulations/summary-safe-drinking-water-act. 
16 “California Code, Health and Safety Code - HSC § 116275,” FindLaw. 
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the State Water Project and Colorado River delivered by Municipal Water District of 
Orange County (MWDOC).17 

South Orange County  

Approximately 600,000 residents of south Orange County rely primarily on imported 
water supplies delivered by MWDOC, and a few south County communities also have 
groundwater supplies from the San Juan Basin and surface water supplies from Irvine 
Lake (also referred to as the Santiago Reservoir).18 

Public Supply Wells 

According to the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) as of November 
2024,19 there were a total of 217 public supply wells for drinking water in Orange 
County. Of the 217 total wells, 211 were CWS wells and six were non-community water 
system wells. See Figure 2 for a Department of Water Resources map of Orange 
County groundwater public supply wells. This map illustrates the reliance of north and 
central Orange County on groundwater sources, and the reliance of south Orange 
County on imported water supplies. 

 
17 “How water works in Orange County,” OCWD, accessed May 21, 2026, https://www.ocwd.com/learning-
center/how-water-works-in-oc/. 
18 Ibid. 
19 “California’s Groundwater Live: Well Infrastructure,” California Department of Water Resources, 
accessed April 13, 2026, https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/f2b252d15a0d4e49887ba94ac17cc4bb.  
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      Source: State of California, Department of Water Resources 

Figure 2 - Orange County Groundwater Public Supply Wells 

Orange County Water District 

Orange County Water District (OCWD) manages the Orange County Groundwater 
Basin to ensure sustainable use through replenishment of groundwater and delivery of 
water supplies to its 19 member agencies. Some OCWD member agencies are also 
members of MWDOC. 
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17 “How water works in Orange County,” OCWD, accessed May 21, 2026, https://www.ocwd.com/learning-
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Figure 3 - Orange County Water District (OCWD) Service Area 

Municipal Water District of Orange County 

MWDOC is the wholesale water provider and resource planning agency that partners 
with the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) to deliver imported 
water to its 27 member agencies.20 Some MWDOC member agencies are also 
members of OCWD. 

 
20 “How water works in Orange County,” OCWD. 
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         Source: MWDOC 

Figure 4 - Municipal Water District of Orange County (MWDOC) Service Area 

PFAS and the Health Effects of Exposure 

What are PFAS? 

PFAS are a large group of many thousands of manufactured chemicals that are 
resistant to heat, oil, and water. Among the many thousands of different PFAS, some 
have been more widely used and studied than others.21 PFAS have been used 
extensively in surface coating and protectant formulations due to their unique ability to 
reduce the surface tension of liquids, and their ability to repel oil, grease, water, and 
staining. Major applications have included use as processing aids in the manufacture of 
nonstick coatings on cookware, surface protectants for paper and cardboard such as 
disposable food packaging, microwave popcorn bags, pizza boxes, and candy 
wrappers. Other surface protectants include those used on furniture and carpets, 

 
21 “PFAS Explained,” EPA.  

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026Page 12

5



PFAS and Public Awareness 

Page 12 of 62 Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 

 
Figure 3 - Orange County Water District (OCWD) Service Area 

Municipal Water District of Orange County 

MWDOC is the wholesale water provider and resource planning agency that partners 
with the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) to deliver imported 
water to its 27 member agencies.20 Some MWDOC member agencies are also 
members of OCWD. 

 
20 “How water works in Orange County,” OCWD. 

  PFAS and Public Awareness 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026   Page 13 of 62 

 
         Source: MWDOC 

Figure 4 - Municipal Water District of Orange County (MWDOC) Service Area 

PFAS and the Health Effects of Exposure 

What are PFAS? 

PFAS are a large group of many thousands of manufactured chemicals that are 
resistant to heat, oil, and water. Among the many thousands of different PFAS, some 
have been more widely used and studied than others.21 PFAS have been used 
extensively in surface coating and protectant formulations due to their unique ability to 
reduce the surface tension of liquids, and their ability to repel oil, grease, water, and 
staining. Major applications have included use as processing aids in the manufacture of 
nonstick coatings on cookware, surface protectants for paper and cardboard such as 
disposable food packaging, microwave popcorn bags, pizza boxes, and candy 
wrappers. Other surface protectants include those used on furniture and carpets, 
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leather products, outdoor gear, and textiles.22 PFAS are also one of the main 
components of aqueous film forming foams (AFFF) used frequently at airports and 
military bases for firefighting and emergency response training activities.23 It is important 
to note that PFAS-containing firefighting foams and other emergency response 
materials containing PFAS are no longer in use at Orange County airports and 
harbors.24 

PFOA and PFOS are two types of PFAS of particular concern that are no longer 
manufactured or imported into the US. Trace amounts of PFOA and PFOS may still be 
contained in some imported goods and in other PFAS goods and materials that are still 
produced and used in the US.25 Under the PFOA Stewardship Program with the EPA, 
eight major PFAS producers have phased out PFOA and other PFAS substances from 
their emissions and products; however, manufacturers are replacing substances in the 
PFAS family with others such as GenX and ADONA.26 

Understanding the PFAS Cycle: How PFAS Moves Through the Environment 

PFAS move through the environment in a repeating cycle through air, water, soil, 
products, animals, and humans. This is known as the PFAS cycle. This cycle can be 
described in four stages and is illustrated at Figure 5.27 

Manufacturing and use. The PFAS cycle begins during manufacturing or everyday 
use of PFAS-containing consumer and industrial products. During manufacture and 
use, PFAS are released into the air, water, and soil. As more PFAS are 
manufactured and used, the more they accumulate because they are persistent and 
resistant to degradation. 

Environmental spread. After PFAS are released to the environment, they move 
through wind, snowfall, rain, and runoff to soil and surface water, and infiltration to 
groundwater. Industrial sites and wastewater treatment plants are key entry points 

 
22 “Our Current Understanding of the Human Health and Environmental Risks of PFAS,” EPA, Accessed 
May 21, 2026, https://www.epa.gov/pfas/our-current-understanding-human-health-and-environmental-
risks-pfas. 
23 Sunderland. “A review of the pathways of human exposure.” 
24 “SB-1044 Compliance: Phasing Out PFAS in Class B Firefighting Foam,” CAL FIRE, accessed April 17, 
2026, https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/what-we-do/pipeline-safety-and-cupa/fire-fighting-equipment-and-foam-
pfas. 
25 “PFAS – Frequently Asked Questions,” California State Water Resources Control Board Division of 
Water Quality (SWRCB), 5, [3] 3M Company, “Fluorochemical use, distribution and release overview.,” 
AR226-0550, 1999, updated March 19, 2020, accessed March 25, 2026, 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/pfas/docs/master_pfas_faq_mar.pdf.  
26 “Risk Management for Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) under TSCA,” EPA, accessed May 
21, 2026, https://www.epa.gov/assessing-and-managing-chemicals-under-tsca/risk-management-and-
polyfluoroalkyl-substances-pfas. 
27 “Understanding the PFAS Cycle,” EcoPulse, accessed April 13, 2026, 
https://www.ecopulsenow.com/insights/understanding-the-pfas-cycle.  
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into the environment. PFAS are absorbed from the environment by plants and 
animals, and then move up the food chain. 

Human exposure. Most people are exposed to PFAS through using PFAS-
contaminated products, drinking contaminated water, and eating contaminated food 
such as fish caught from water contaminated by PFAS, and dairy products from 
livestock exposed to PFAS.28 The US Centers for Disease Control (CDC) National 
Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES) estimated that in NHANES 
2017–2018 data 98% of the US population had combined PFAS serum levels 
greater than 2 nanograms per milliliter.29 

Re-entry. Even after disposal of PFAS products, PFAS can re-enter the environment 
through landfill leachate or runoff to soils, agricultural spreading of biosolids, and 
municipal wastewater treatment effluent discharges to surface water, resulting in 
PFAS cycling back into soil, animal feed crops, and water. 

 
    Source: Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 

Figure 5 - The PFAS Cycle 

What is the Source of PFAS in Orange County Groundwater? 

Wastewater treatment plants located along the Santa Ana River that discharge effluent 
to the Santa Ana River upstream of managed aquifer recharge operations are sources 

 
28 “Risk Management for Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) under TSCA,” EPA. 
29 “National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey. NHANES 2017-18 Overview,” Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention (CDC), accessed April 16, 2026, 
https://wwwn.cdc.gov/nchs/nhanes/continuousnhanes/default.aspx?BeginYear=2017. 
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pfas. 
25 “PFAS – Frequently Asked Questions,” California State Water Resources Control Board Division of 
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AR226-0550, 1999, updated March 19, 2020, accessed March 25, 2026, 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/pfas/docs/master_pfas_faq_mar.pdf.  
26 “Risk Management for Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) under TSCA,” EPA, accessed May 
21, 2026, https://www.epa.gov/assessing-and-managing-chemicals-under-tsca/risk-management-and-
polyfluoroalkyl-substances-pfas. 
27 “Understanding the PFAS Cycle,” EcoPulse, accessed April 13, 2026, 
https://www.ecopulsenow.com/insights/understanding-the-pfas-cycle.  
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28 “Risk Management for Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) under TSCA,” EPA. 
29 “National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey. NHANES 2017-18 Overview,” Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention (CDC), accessed April 16, 2026, 
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of PFAS contamination for public water systems downstream of these wastewater 
treatment plants.30 The OCWD Groundwater Replenishment System (GWRS) actively 
manages and recharges the Orange County groundwater basin with surface water from 
the Santa Ana River, imported surface water, and purified recycled water from the 
GWRS. For much of the year, flow in the Santa Ana River consists predominantly of 
effluent from municipal wastewater treatment plants upstream from the Orange County 
groundwater basin.31 Figure 6 illustrates these upstream wastewater discharges to the 
Santa Ana River.32 PFAS has recently been measured in the Santa Ana River at 
concentrations consistent with wells surrounding the recharge facilities, suggesting that 
historic concentrations of PFAS in the Santa Ana River may be a primary input of PFAS 
in the Orange County groundwater basin.33 

 
Figure 6 - Wastewater Treatment Discharges to the Santa Ana River  

How Much PFAS is Found in the General Population? 

Because of their widespread use and their persistence in the environment, many PFAS 
are found in the blood of people and animals all over the world.34 CDC scientists have 
measured PFAS in the blood serum (the clear portion of blood) of 98% of participants 

 
30 “Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS), What are PFAS?” SWRCB, accessed May 21, 2026, 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/santaana/water_issues/programs/pfas/. 
31 “UCI PFAS Health Study,” University of California, Irvine, accessed May 12, 2026, 
https://sites.uci.edu/pfas/. 
32 National Water Research Institute, Report of the Scientific Advisory Panel: Orange County Water 
District’s Santa Ana River Water Quality and Health Study, Fountain Valley, CA, 2004, accessed April 14, 
2026, https://www.ocwd.com/wp-content/uploads/sarwqh-final-nwri-panel-report-2004.pdf.  
33 Russ Detwiler, Reconstructing historical PFAS concentrations in groundwater using a reduced-order 
modeling framework. Alburquerque NM, InterPore2025, May 20, 2025, accessed April 16, 2026, 
https://events.interpore.org/event/56/contributions/7590/.  
34 “PFAS Explained,” EPA. 
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aged 12 years and older since 1999, indicating widespread exposure to PFAS in the US 
population.35 

Researchers at the University of California, Irvine (UCI) are participating in the CDC 
Multi-site Study (MSS).36 The MSS provides information to communities about the 
health effects of exposure to PFAS. The UCI MSS site is the area in Orange County, 
shown at On the chart, the Orange County study site is labeled “CA.” Orange County is 
the only California location included in the study. 

Figure 7. 

At the July 2025 MSS update, the 
UCI researchers shared results 
showing average levels of certain 
PFAS chemicals in the blood of 
adults who participated at the 
Orange County study site. They 
compared Orange County results 
with other study locations and with 
national averages. For adults at the 
Orange County site, the average 
blood levels were estimated to be 
2.4 for PFOS, 1.2 for PFOA, 1.3 for 
PFHxS, and 0.27 for PFNA 
(measured in nanograms per 
milliliter, ng/L) These levels were 
lower than the averages seen 
across all study sites. In addition, all 
of these levels, except PFHxS, were 
lower than the average levels found 
in the general U.S. population. See 
Figure 8 for the UCI MSS chart of 

 
35 “PFAS Frequently Asked Questions,” SWRCB, 5, [8] CDC, “National Report on Human Exposure to 
Environmental Chemicals,” 2019, accessed April 23, 2026, 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/pfas/docs/master_pfas_faq_mar.pdf. 
36 “Multi-site Study,” CDC, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), Per- and 
Polyfluoralkyl Substances (PFAS) and Your Health, accessed April 16, 2026, 
https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/pfas/health-studies/multi-site-study.html.  

 

Source: CDC 

Figure 7 - CDC Multi-site Study Site Orange 
County, CA 
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30 “Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS), What are PFAS?” SWRCB, accessed May 21, 2026, 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/santaana/water_issues/programs/pfas/. 
31 “UCI PFAS Health Study,” University of California, Irvine, accessed May 12, 2026, 
https://sites.uci.edu/pfas/. 
32 National Water Research Institute, Report of the Scientific Advisory Panel: Orange County Water 
District’s Santa Ana River Water Quality and Health Study, Fountain Valley, CA, 2004, accessed April 14, 
2026, https://www.ocwd.com/wp-content/uploads/sarwqh-final-nwri-panel-report-2004.pdf.  
33 Russ Detwiler, Reconstructing historical PFAS concentrations in groundwater using a reduced-order 
modeling framework. Alburquerque NM, InterPore2025, May 20, 2025, accessed April 16, 2026, 
https://events.interpore.org/event/56/contributions/7590/.  
34 “PFAS Explained,” EPA. 
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35 “PFAS Frequently Asked Questions,” SWRCB, 5, [8] CDC, “National Report on Human Exposure to 
Environmental Chemicals,” 2019, accessed April 23, 2026, 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/pfas/docs/master_pfas_faq_mar.pdf. 
36 “Multi-site Study,” CDC, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), Per- and 
Polyfluoralkyl Substances (PFAS) and Your Health, accessed April 16, 2026, 
https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/pfas/health-studies/multi-site-study.html.  

 

Source: CDC 

Figure 7 - CDC Multi-site Study Site Orange 
County, CA 
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Average PFAS Levels in Blood.37 On the chart, the Orange County study site is labeled 
“CA.” Orange County is the only California location included in the study. 

 
  Source: CDC 

Figure 8 - Average PFAS Levels in Blood, CDC Multi-site Study Virtual Open House, 
July 2025 

Because of the phasing out of certain PFAS compounds, serum levels of PFOA and 
PFOS in the general population of the US have decreased dramatically in recent years. 
According to the CDC, blood levels of both PFOS and PFOA have steadily decreased in 
US residents since 1999-2000.38 

The half-life of PFAS in the human body is defined as the time required for the PFAS 
concentrations in serum or plasma to fall by half from the starting concentration.39 
Thirteen studies conducted mainly in Europe and the US involving both general 
populations and exposed workers resulted in half-life estimates for PFOA of 2.73 years 
(range: 1.48 to 5.1 years), 4.70 years for PFOS (range: 1.69 to 5.7 years), and 5.31 
years for PFHxS (range: 2.84 to 8.5 years).40 Based on that information, with no 

 
37 “PFAS Multi-site Study (MSS), Virtual Open House,” CDC, ATSDR, July 28, 2025, accessed April 16, 
2026, https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/media/pdfs/2025/08/Open-House-Slides-508.pdf.  
38 “Per- and Polyfluoralkyl Substances (PFAS) and Your Health, Fast Facts: PFAS in the U.S. Population,” 
CDC, ATSDR, https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/pfas/data-research/facts-stats/index.html. 
39 Isabella Rosato, et al. “Estimation of per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) half-lives in  
human studies: a systematic review and meta-analysis,” Environmental Research, Volume 242, February 
1, 2024, 117743, accessed April 13, 2026, 
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0013935123025471. 
40 Isabella Rosato, et al. “Estimation of per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) half-lives.” 

  PFAS and Public Awareness 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026   Page 19 of 62 

additional exposure, it could be anticipated that PFAS may be cleared from the body 
after an average of five years. However, PFAS exposures continue in general 
populations primarily through food and water despite production phase outs and 
regulatory interventions.  

How Are People Exposed to PFAS? 

There is general agreement that dietary intake is the largest source of PFAS exposure 
rather than inhalation or dermal contact.41 Direct exposures due to use in products can 
be quickly phased out by production phaseouts but exposures driven by PFAS 
accumulation in the environment, food chains, and contamination of groundwater and 
drinking water persist because of the continuing PFAS cycle. Human exposures to 
PFOS and PFOA, the two PFAS that are of greatest regulatory concern, have been 
declining due to regulatory interventions while understanding of their adverse effects on 
human health has been rapidly advancing. At the same time, a proliferation of new 
PFASs has rapidly replaced PFOS and PFOA with shorter chain length PFASs and new 
chemicals that are difficult to detect using standard methods.42 Emerging evidence from 
animal experiments suggests some of these alternative PFASs can be equally 
hazardous.43  

 
41 Sunderland, “A review of the pathways of human exposure,” 136. 
42 Sunderland, “A review of the pathways of human exposure,” 132. 
43 Ibid. 
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Average PFAS Levels in Blood.37 On the chart, the Orange County study site is labeled 
“CA.” Orange County is the only California location included in the study. 

 
  Source: CDC 

Figure 8 - Average PFAS Levels in Blood, CDC Multi-site Study Virtual Open House, 
July 2025 

Because of the phasing out of certain PFAS compounds, serum levels of PFOA and 
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37 “PFAS Multi-site Study (MSS), Virtual Open House,” CDC, ATSDR, July 28, 2025, accessed April 16, 
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CDC, ATSDR, https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/pfas/data-research/facts-stats/index.html. 
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  PFAS and Public Awareness 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026   Page 19 of 62 

additional exposure, it could be anticipated that PFAS may be cleared from the body 
after an average of five years. However, PFAS exposures continue in general 
populations primarily through food and water despite production phase outs and 
regulatory interventions.  

How Are People Exposed to PFAS? 

There is general agreement that dietary intake is the largest source of PFAS exposure 
rather than inhalation or dermal contact.41 Direct exposures due to use in products can 
be quickly phased out by production phaseouts but exposures driven by PFAS 
accumulation in the environment, food chains, and contamination of groundwater and 
drinking water persist because of the continuing PFAS cycle. Human exposures to 
PFOS and PFOA, the two PFAS that are of greatest regulatory concern, have been 
declining due to regulatory interventions while understanding of their adverse effects on 
human health has been rapidly advancing. At the same time, a proliferation of new 
PFASs has rapidly replaced PFOS and PFOA with shorter chain length PFASs and new 
chemicals that are difficult to detect using standard methods.42 Emerging evidence from 
animal experiments suggests some of these alternative PFASs can be equally 
hazardous.43  

 
41 Sunderland, “A review of the pathways of human exposure,” 136. 
42 Sunderland, “A review of the pathways of human exposure,” 132. 
43 Ibid. 
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Figure 9 - How are people exposed to PFAS?44 

PFAS Exposure and Excretion 

Exposure happens when a person breathes, eats, drinks, or touches a chemical and it 
enters their body. Excretion is the process whereby substances, like PFAS, leave the 
body. All PFAS can leave the body over time through urine, through menstrual blood or 
blood donation, or through breast milk. All of these factors could affect PFAS levels 
measured in blood.45 While PFAS blood test results can tell you the amount of certain 
PFAS in your blood, the test results will not provide information to pinpoint a health 
problem and will not predict future health outcomes. You can talk with your healthcare 
provider about the benefits and limitations of PFAS blood testing.46 

  

 
44 “PFAS Explained,” EPA, 2, March 11, 2026, https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2023-10/final-
virtual-pfas-explainer-508.pdf. 
45 “Per- and Polyfluoralkyl Substances (PFAS) and Your Health, Preventing PFAS Exposure,” CDC, 
ATSDR, accessed April 16, 2026, https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/pfas/prevent-exposure/your-body.html.  
46 “Per- and Polyfluoralkyl Substances (PFAS) and Your Health, Testing for PFAS,” CDC, ATSDR, 
accessed April 17, 2026, https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/pfas/blood-testing/index.html.  
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What are the Health Effects of Exposure? 

Exposure to unsafe levels of PFOA/PFOS may result in adverse health effects including 
developmental effects to fetuses during pregnancy, cancer, liver effects, immune effects, 
thyroid effects, and other effects such as cholesterol changes.47  

Laboratory studies in animals who were exposed to PFAS found links between the 
chemicals and increased cholesterol, changes in the body’s hormones, alterations of 
the immunologic system, decreased fertility, increased risk of cancer (especially kidney 
and testicular), low birth weight, delayed puberty onset, and birth defects. Since humans 
and animals react differently to PFAS, not all effects observed in animals may occur in 
humans. Although many epidemiology studies have examined the potential of PFAS to 
result in adverse health effects, most of the studies are cross-sectional in design and do 
not establish causality. Based on several factors outlined in the report of PFAS by the 
CDC including the consistency of findings across studies, the available epidemiology 
studies suggest associations between PFAS exposure and several health outcomes in 
humans.48 

 
47 “PFAS Frequently Asked Questions,” SWRCB, 5, [6] A. M. Calafat, L.-Y. Wong, Z. Kuklenyik, J. A. Reidy, 
and L. L. Needham, “Polyfluoroalkyl Chemicals in the US Population: Data from the National Health and 
Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES) 2003–2004 and Comparisons with NHANES 1999–2000,” 
Environ. Health Perspect., vol. 115, no. 11, pp. 1596 - 1602, Nov. 2007, 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/pfas/docs/master_pfas_faq_mar.pdf.  
48 “PFAS Frequently Asked Questions,” SWRCB, 8, [1] ATSDR, “Toxicological Profile for Perfluoroalkyls, 
Draft for Public Comment,” 2018, https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/pfas/docs/master_pfas_faq_mar.pdf. 
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Figure 10 - Are PFAS Safe?49 

PFAS Regulatory Requirements 

Public drinking water systems are required to follow certain regulations to ensure that 
the water they serve to their customers is safe to drink.50 

In recent years, specific regulations have been issued to address PFAS contamination 
that require monitoring and taking actions when PFAS is detected in drinking water 
sources. The following sections present PFAS regulations in the order they were issued 
by the EPA and California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). 

PFAS Monitoring Requirements 

Monitoring refers to the collection and evaluation of data for contaminants that are 
suspected of being present in water. Samples are collected and analyzed according to 
EPA-approved laboratory methods. Monitoring results are reported to either the EPA or 
SWRCB. This data serves as a primary source of occurrence and exposure information 
used to develop regulatory decisions. 

OCWD conducts all sampling and analyses and reporting of monitoring results to 
regulatory agencies on behalf of its member agencies. OCWD owns and operates its 

 
49 “PFAS Explained,” EPA, 1, accessed March 11, 2026, 
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2023-10/final-virtual-pfas-explainer-508.pdf. 
50 “Drinking Water Standards and Regulations: An Overview,” CDC, accessed May 21, 2026, 
https://www.cdc.gov/drinking-water/about/drinking-water-standards-and-regulations-an-overview.html. 
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own EPA-certified laboratory where it can use analytical methods approved by the EPA. 
MWDOC member agencies conduct monitoring activities using either their own staff or 
contractors to collect samples, which are delivered to EPA-certified laboratories for 
analyses. Laboratories report the results of their analyses to each MWDOC water 
retailer, who then reports the results to either the EPA or SWRCB. 

EPA Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule 

EPA uses the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule (UCMR) to collect data every 
five years for no more than 30 priority contaminants that are suspected to be present in 
drinking water and do not have health-based standards set under the Safe Drinking 
Water Act (SDWA).51 The UCMR applies to all large public water systems (PWSs) 
serving greater than 10,000 people, all small PWSs serving between 3,300 and 10,000 
people, and a representative sample of small PWSs serving fewer than 3,300 people. 

EPA establishes the list of contaminants for each five-year UCMR cycle, considering an 
initial list of contaminants that are not regulated by the National Primary Drinking Water 
Regulations, are known or anticipated to occur at PWSs, and may warrant regulation 
under the SDWA.52  

The SDWA Public Notification Rule ensures that consumers will receive notice if there is 
a risk to public health from their drinking water. The Public Notification Rule requires 
that all PWSs notify their customers of the availability of UCMR results no later than 12-
months after results are known. CWS are required to report UCMR results in their 
Consumer Confidence Report (CCR) when unregulated contaminants are detected. The 
annual drinking water quality report must include notice of availability of unregulated 
contaminant monitoring results, the average of the year’s results and the range of 
detections.53  

The Grand Jury obtained UCMR monitoring data for all sampling and analyses 
conducted to fulfill UCMR requirements for its member agencies. The highest PFAS 
detections for all OCWD sources during the UCMR 3 and UCMR 5 monitoring cycles 
are shown at Figure 11. 

 

 
51 “Summary of the Safe Drinking Water Act,” EPA. 
52 “Learn About the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule,” EPA, accessed April 7, 2026, 
https://www.epa.gov/dwucmr/learn-about-unregulated-contaminant-monitoring-rule.  
53 “Public Notification Rule,” EPA, accessed April 7, 2026, https://www.epa.gov/dwreginfo/public-
notification-rule#rule-summary.  
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own EPA-certified laboratory where it can use analytical methods approved by the EPA. 
MWDOC member agencies conduct monitoring activities using either their own staff or 
contractors to collect samples, which are delivered to EPA-certified laboratories for 
analyses. Laboratories report the results of their analyses to each MWDOC water 
retailer, who then reports the results to either the EPA or SWRCB. 

EPA Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule 

EPA uses the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule (UCMR) to collect data every 
five years for no more than 30 priority contaminants that are suspected to be present in 
drinking water and do not have health-based standards set under the Safe Drinking 
Water Act (SDWA).51 The UCMR applies to all large public water systems (PWSs) 
serving greater than 10,000 people, all small PWSs serving between 3,300 and 10,000 
people, and a representative sample of small PWSs serving fewer than 3,300 people. 

EPA establishes the list of contaminants for each five-year UCMR cycle, considering an 
initial list of contaminants that are not regulated by the National Primary Drinking Water 
Regulations, are known or anticipated to occur at PWSs, and may warrant regulation 
under the SDWA.52  

The SDWA Public Notification Rule ensures that consumers will receive notice if there is 
a risk to public health from their drinking water. The Public Notification Rule requires 
that all PWSs notify their customers of the availability of UCMR results no later than 12-
months after results are known. CWS are required to report UCMR results in their 
Consumer Confidence Report (CCR) when unregulated contaminants are detected. The 
annual drinking water quality report must include notice of availability of unregulated 
contaminant monitoring results, the average of the year’s results and the range of 
detections.53  

The Grand Jury obtained UCMR monitoring data for all sampling and analyses 
conducted to fulfill UCMR requirements for its member agencies. The highest PFAS 
detections for all OCWD sources during the UCMR 3 and UCMR 5 monitoring cycles 
are shown at Figure 11. 

 

 
51 “Summary of the Safe Drinking Water Act,” EPA. 
52 “Learn About the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule,” EPA, accessed April 7, 2026, 
https://www.epa.gov/dwucmr/learn-about-unregulated-contaminant-monitoring-rule.  
53 “Public Notification Rule,” EPA, accessed April 7, 2026, https://www.epa.gov/dwreginfo/public-
notification-rule#rule-summary.  
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Source: Compiled from OCWD data 

Figure 11 - Highest PFAS Detections Among All OCWD Sources During UCMR 3 and 
UCMR 5 Monitoring Cycles 

California State Water Resources Control Board PFAS General Monitoring Orders 

Beginning in 2020, the SWRCB Division of Drinking Water, based on review of 
monitoring results from its 2019 PFAS monitoring orders, determined that it was 
necessary to expand monitoring to groundwater sources located within the vicinity of the 
PFAS detections. Several PFAS general monitoring orders were issued to PWSs 2020, 
2021, 2022, and 2025 that included Orange County groundwater well locations.54 

Each of the SWRCB PFAS monitoring orders included requirements for sample 
collection and laboratory analysis by specific dates, to be followed by monitoring 
conducted every calendar quarter thereafter.55 These PFAS monitoring orders 
established Consumer Confidence Report Detection Levels (CCRDL), and Notification 
and Response Levels for each PFAS chemical to be monitored. A list of the SWRCB 
PFAS monitoring orders and exhibits identifying groundwater sources required to be 
monitored are shown at Appendix A, as well as copies of the CCRDL for each 
monitoring order. 

The Grand Jury obtained monitoring data for all sampling and analyses conducted to 
fulfill SWRCB monitoring order requirements for sources listed in the monitoring orders 
that are owned by their member agencies. The highest PFAS detections for all these 
OCWD sources are shown at Figure 12. 

  

 
54 “PFAS DDW General Orders,” SWRCB, accessed May 21, 2026, 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking_water/certlic/drinkingwater/pfas_ddw_general_order/. 
55 Ibid. 

EPA UCMR Number of PFAS on
 UCMR Contaminants List

Maximum PFAS Detection 
Among all OCWD Sources

2012-2016 UCMR 3 6 PFAS
Figure 20, Appendix A 70 ng/L

2022-2026 UCMR 5 29 PFAS
Figure 21, Appendix A 29 ng/L
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1OCWD monitoring data as of March 19, 2026 
2Outlier result. Next maximum PFAS result 88 ng/L   
3Outlier result. Next maximum PFAS result 73.7 ng/L     

Source: Compiled from OCWD data 

Figure 12 - Highest PFAS Detections Among All OCWD Sources Listed on Each 
SWRCB Monitoring Order Exhibit A 

2025 SWRCB General Order DW 2025-0002-DDW 

The 2025 SWRCB General Order, issued on December 12, 2025, adopted the initial 
monitoring requirements in the federal PFAS Rule for each California CWS and non-
transient, non-community water system. The 2025 SWRCB Order allows previously 
acquired data to count toward initial monitoring if collected on or after January 1, 2019, 
and reported concentrations no greater than the respective MCL.56 

The 2025 SWRCB General Order also included a list of Orange County groundwater 
sources showing that 151 of the 198 listed sources had completed initial monitoring as 
required by the federal PFAS Rule.57 

PFAS Notification and Response Requirements 

Notification and response levels are health-based advisory levels established by the 
SWRCB Division of Drinking Water (DDW) for chemicals in drinking water that do not 
have established MCLs.  

When chemicals are found in drinking water at concentrations greater than their 
notification levels, PWSs are required by law to make specific notifications. When 

 
56 “ORDER DW 2025-0002-DDW,” SWRCB, accessed May 21, 2026, 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking_water/certlic/drinkingwater/pfas_ddw_general_order/docs/order-
dw-2025-0002-ddw-pfas-initial-monitoring.pdf.  
57 “Exhibit A – List of Sources and Required Monitoring Frequency,” SWRCB, accessed May 21, 2026, 
https://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.waterboards.ca.gov%2Fdrinkin
g_water%2Fcertlic%2Fdrinkingwater%2Fpfas_ddw_general_order%2Fdocs%2Forder-dw-2025-0002-
ddw-exhibit-a.xlsx&wdOrigin=BROWSELINK. 

SWRCB Order Number of PFAS on 
Order CCRDL

Selected 
Monitoring Date 

Range

Maximum PFAS Detection 
Among All OCWD Sources 
Listed on Order Exihibit A

2020-0003-DDW 18 PFAS 
Figure 23, Appendix A 8/27/20 - 2/15/21 67.5 ng/L

2021-0003-DDW 18 PFAS 
Figure 24, Appendix A 2/16/21 - 10/30/22 470 ng/L2

2022-0001-DDW 25 PFAS 
Figure 25, Appendix A 10/31/22 - 4/24/24 169 ng/L3

2025-0002-DDW 25 PFAS 
Figure 26, Appendix A 4/25/24 - 3/19/261 73.7 ng/L
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2022-0001-DDW 25 PFAS 
Figure 25, Appendix A 10/31/22 - 4/24/24 169 ng/L3

2025-0002-DDW 25 PFAS 
Figure 26, Appendix A 4/25/24 - 3/19/261 73.7 ng/L
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chemicals are found in drinking water at concentrations greater than their response 
levels, DDW recommends removal of a drinking water source from service.58 

PFAS notification and response levels specified in CCRDLs attached to SWRCB 
general monitoring orders remain in effect until MCLs are established and become 
effective. For example, MCLs for specific PFAS will become effective in 2029, and at 
that time will supersede notification and response levels specified the 2022 CCRDL. 

PFAS National Primary Drinking Water Regulation 

In April 2024 EPA announced the final National Primary Drinking Water Regulation for 
six PFAS (the federal PFAS Rule).59 The PFAS Rule applies to all CWS. The EPA 
expects that over many years this rule will prevent PFAS exposure in drinking for 
approximately 100 million people, prevent thousands of deaths, and reduce tens of 
thousands of serious PFAs-attributable illnesses.60 

The PFAS Rule establishes initial monitoring and compliance monitoring requirements, 
and enforceable maximum contaminant levels (MCL) for six PFAS in drinking water. 
Initial monitoring for six listed PFAS must be implemented beginning April 2024 and 
must be completed no later than April 26, 2027. Compliance monitoring requirements 
beginning April 26, 2027, will be either triennial, annual, or quarterly as determined by 
the SWRCB based on results of the initial monitoring. 

Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) is the highest level of a contaminant allowed in 
drinking water. EPA has established legally enforceable MCLs of 4.0 parts per trillion 
(ppt) for PFOA and PFOS, and 10.0 ppt for PFHxS, PFNA, and HFPO-DA (GenX 
chemicals). Figure 13 shows the MCLs and MCLG effective April 26, 2029. 

Ensuring compliance with drinking water MCLs for the PFAS of most concern is the 
reason over $600 million (see Figure 17) is being spent to construct PFAS treatment 
facilities in Orange County. 

 
58 “Drinking Water Notification Levels,” SWRCB, accessed May 21, 2026, 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking_water/certlic/drinkingwater/NotificationLevels.html. 
59 “Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS), Final PFAS National Primary Drinking Water Regulation,” 
EPA, accessed May 21, 2026, https://www.epa.gov/sdwa/and-polyfluoroalkyl-substances-pfas. 
60 Ibid. 
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Figure 13 - PFAS Rule Enforceable Maximum Contaminant Levels and Maximum 
Contaminant Level Goals61 

In addition to ongoing compliance monitoring and MCLs, the PFAS Rule also includes 
additional requirements with future effective dates. Between April 2027 and April 2029, if 
monitoring shows that drinking water levels exceed MCLs, CWS must implement 
solutions that reduce these PFAS; results of initial monitoring must be included in the 
CCR; results of compliance monitoring must be included in the CCR; and public 
notification is required for monitoring and testing violations. Starting April 2029, CWS 
that have MCL violations must take action to reduce levels of these PFAS in their 
drinking water, and public notification is required for MCL violations. 

Compliance with Regulatory Requirements 
Consumer Confidence Reports 

The Grand Jury reviewed the 2025 Consumer Confidence Reports (Water Quality 
Reports) issued by 31 water retailers serving Orange County. The CCR is to be 
delivered to all billing customers by July 1 of each year and must include specified 
information. All 31 water retailers complied with the eight content requirements specified 
by the EPA, shown in Appendix B.62 Seven of the 11 water retailers operating PFAS 

 
61 “PFAS National Primary Drinking Water Regulation, April 2024,” EPA, accessed May 12, 2026, 
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2024-04/pfas-npdwr_fact-sheet_general_4.9.24v1.pdf. 
62 “Consumer Confidence Report Rule: A Quick Reference Guide,” EPA, accessed April 18, 2026, 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2014-05/documents/guide_qrg_ccr_2011.pdf. 
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chemicals are found in drinking water at concentrations greater than their response 
levels, DDW recommends removal of a drinking water source from service.58 

PFAS notification and response levels specified in CCRDLs attached to SWRCB 
general monitoring orders remain in effect until MCLs are established and become 
effective. For example, MCLs for specific PFAS will become effective in 2029, and at 
that time will supersede notification and response levels specified the 2022 CCRDL. 
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In April 2024 EPA announced the final National Primary Drinking Water Regulation for 
six PFAS (the federal PFAS Rule).59 The PFAS Rule applies to all CWS. The EPA 
expects that over many years this rule will prevent PFAS exposure in drinking for 
approximately 100 million people, prevent thousands of deaths, and reduce tens of 
thousands of serious PFAs-attributable illnesses.60 

The PFAS Rule establishes initial monitoring and compliance monitoring requirements, 
and enforceable maximum contaminant levels (MCL) for six PFAS in drinking water. 
Initial monitoring for six listed PFAS must be implemented beginning April 2024 and 
must be completed no later than April 26, 2027. Compliance monitoring requirements 
beginning April 26, 2027, will be either triennial, annual, or quarterly as determined by 
the SWRCB based on results of the initial monitoring. 

Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) is the highest level of a contaminant allowed in 
drinking water. EPA has established legally enforceable MCLs of 4.0 parts per trillion 
(ppt) for PFOA and PFOS, and 10.0 ppt for PFHxS, PFNA, and HFPO-DA (GenX 
chemicals). Figure 13 shows the MCLs and MCLG effective April 26, 2029. 

Ensuring compliance with drinking water MCLs for the PFAS of most concern is the 
reason over $600 million (see Figure 17) is being spent to construct PFAS treatment 
facilities in Orange County. 

 
58 “Drinking Water Notification Levels,” SWRCB, accessed May 21, 2026, 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking_water/certlic/drinkingwater/NotificationLevels.html. 
59 “Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS), Final PFAS National Primary Drinking Water Regulation,” 
EPA, accessed May 21, 2026, https://www.epa.gov/sdwa/and-polyfluoroalkyl-substances-pfas. 
60 Ibid. 
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61 “PFAS National Primary Drinking Water Regulation, April 2024,” EPA, accessed May 12, 2026, 
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2024-04/pfas-npdwr_fact-sheet_general_4.9.24v1.pdf. 
62 “Consumer Confidence Report Rule: A Quick Reference Guide,” EPA, accessed April 18, 2026, 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2014-05/documents/guide_qrg_ccr_2011.pdf. 
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treatment facilities in Orange County included a PFAS advisory section in their CCRs, 
while only 55 percent of the 31 water retailers included any PFAS advisory statement. 

The Grand Jury found that the 31 Orange County water retailers reported either “not 
detected” results or concentrations below notification thresholds for the six PFAS listed 
in the EPA PFAS Rule on their 2025 CCRs. After PFAS treatment facilities became 
operational, OCWD member retailers operating these facilities consistently reported “not 
detected” results for the same six PFAS. The Grand Jury found that PFAS results from 
individual wells do not necessarily reflect the quality of water delivered to customers, as 
some tested wells were later placed into inactive status or destroyed. CCRs 
documented PFAS constituents exceeding notification levels as required and did not 
report “not detected” results for those constituents. Monitoring results and CCRs are 
available in the Safe Drinking Water Information System (SDWIS), California’s official 
database for tracking public water systems, drinking water quality monitoring, regulatory 
compliance, and enforcement.63  

Notification and Response 

As of 2020, drinking water retailers with PFAS detections above notification and 
response levels at wells without PFAS treatment facilities began to rely on imported 
water, or groundwater blended with imported water to deliver drinking water with PFAS 
concentrations below notification and response levels. As of 2021, multiple water 
retailers in Orange County shut down groundwater wells after PFAS concentrations at 
those wells exceeded established response levels.64 

PFAS Rule Initial Monitoring 

When the 2025 SWRCB General Order adopting the PFAS National Primary Drinking 
Water Regulation was issued in December 2025, 76% of listed Orange County 
groundwater sources had already completed initial monitoring required to be completed 
by April 2027. Most of the remaining Orange County sources received credit for 
previously acquired data, leaving only 6% with all requirements to be completed by April 
2027. 

  

 
63 “Drinking Water Watch,” SWRCB, Division of Drinking Water, Safe Drinking Water Information System 
(SDWIS), accessed April 26, 2026, https://sdwis.waterboards.ca.gov/PDWW/.  
64 “Orange County launches first water plant to remove PFAS toxins,” Solano Public Health, accessed 
April 29, 2026, 
https://publichealth.networkofcare.org/solano/CommunityResources/News/Article?articleId=124536.  
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Proactive Response to PFAS Impacts 
PFAS Impacts and OCWD Response 

OCWD coordinated a regional response to PFAS contamination in partnership with its 
member agencies. These efforts focus on restoring the groundwater basin, which 
supplies up to 85 percent of the water used by approximately 2.5 million residents in 
north and central Orange County. A timeline of OCWD response to PFAS in the Orange 
County Groundwater Basin is shown in Figure 14. As PFAS-impacted groundwater wells 
began to be shut down in early 2020, public education became a critical component of 
community water systems’ response. OCWD dedicated resources to public outreach, 
including the development of informational web pages to inform the public about PFAS 
impacts and the measures being implemented to address them.65 

 
Source: Compiled from multiple OCWD sources 

Figure 14 - Timeline of OCWD Response to PFAS in the Santa Ana River Basin 

PFAS contamination has impacted more than 100 groundwater wells across 15 water 
retailers. As of this report, 53 wells have returned to service following construction of 
treatment facilities. Figure 15 Figure 15 - Map of Current and Future PFAS Treatment 
shows a map of current and future PFAS treatment locations in Orange County. 

 
65 “PFAS education center,” Orange County Water District, accessed April 8, 2026, 
https://www.ocwd.com/what-we-do/water-quality/pfas/. 
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63 “Drinking Water Watch,” SWRCB, Division of Drinking Water, Safe Drinking Water Information System 
(SDWIS), accessed April 26, 2026, https://sdwis.waterboards.ca.gov/PDWW/.  
64 “Orange County launches first water plant to remove PFAS toxins,” Solano Public Health, accessed 
April 29, 2026, 
https://publichealth.networkofcare.org/solano/CommunityResources/News/Article?articleId=124536.  
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65 “PFAS education center,” Orange County Water District, accessed April 8, 2026, 
https://www.ocwd.com/what-we-do/water-quality/pfas/. 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 Page 29

5



PFAS and Public Awareness 

Page 30 of 62 Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 

 
Figure 15 - Map of Current and Future PFAS Treatment Locations 

PFAS Treatment Facilities and Capital Costs 

Construction of PFAS treatment facilities began in 2020. OCWD executed the PFAS 
Treatment Facilities and Program Agreement, under which OCWD funds capital costs 
and shares operating and maintenance (O&M) costs with participating water retailers. 

Figure 16 summarizes projected PFAS capital funding sources as of January 2026, 
including OCWD pay-as-you-go (PAYGO) revenue, state and federal grants, an EPA 
Water Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (WIFIA) loan, and litigation settlement 
proceeds. The Grand Jury commends OCWD for securing diversified funding sources to 
advance timely treatment facility construction. 
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   Source: OCWD data 

Figure 16 - Approximate PFAS Capital Funding Sources 

Figure 17 - Summary of PFAS Treatment FacilitiesFigure 17 Summary of PFAS 
Treatment Facilities summarizes PFAS treatment facilities by water retailer, opening 
date, treatment technology, capacity, location, connections, number of wells, and capital 
costs. Facilities began entering service in mid‑2021, starting with a treatment plant in 
Fullerton, with additional facilities becoming operational over time. Most facilities use ion 
exchange technology. Capital costs vary based on the number of affected wells, 
conveyance pipeline requirements, and treatment facility configuration. 

OCWD is funding the reasonable costs of designing and constructing PFAS treatment 
facilities for its member water retailers. Each retailer could either have OCWD design 
and build the treatment facility or receive reimbursement for designing and constructing 
the treatment system independently. As of this report, 38 wells with PFAS treatment 
were built by OCWD and fifteen wells with PFAS treatment were designed and built by 
the water retailers. 

Eighteen wells with PFAS treatment construction projects by OCWD have been 
completed on schedule. Ten wells with PFAS treatment projects, which were built by 
OCWD, were completed on schedule; however, OCWD experienced cost overruns due 
to specialized design requirements or owner-requested improvements. An additional 10 
wells with PFAS treatment projects that were done by OCWD were completed late and 
over budget, primarily due to pandemic-related material delays, design complexity, 
owner-requested improvements, and utility coordination challenges. 
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Source: Multiple OCWD and water retailer data 

Figure 17 - Summary of PFAS Treatment Facilities 

Community Water System
Opening 

Date Type Capacity Location Connections Wells
Total Cost 

($M)
Actual-to 
Date ($M)

Remaining 
Budget ($M)

Sep-2024 Ion Exchange 51,000 gal/min 

Nine (9) PFAS treatment facilities 
at Linda Vista, Katella Ave., Santa 

Cruz, Energy Field, Brookhurst, 
Willow Park, Downtown, Boysen 

Park, and La Palma

14 $117.1 $117.1 $0.0

Dec-2028 Ion Exchange 8,000 gal/min Wells 48 & 53 2 $16.0 $0.8 $15.3
Dec-2028 Ion Exchange 8,000 gal/min Wells 39 & 47 2 $16.0 $0.9 $15.1
Dec-2029 Ion Exchange TBD Well 51 1 $7.0 $0.0 $7.0

City of Buena Park Jun-2026 Packer 2,200 gal/min
Linden Well - Install Packer to 

reduce flow from PFAS zone(s) in 
the well - not treatment.

1 $0.6 $0.1 $0.6

Jun-2021 Ion Exchange 2,400 gal/min Kimberly Well 1A 1 $5.3 $4.1 $1.3

Dec-2023
Granular 
Activated 

Carbon (GAC)
5,000 gal/min Main Plant 3A 1 $13.7 $13.7 $0.0

Dec-2026
Granular 
Activated 

Carbon (GAC)
4,000 gal/min Main Plant Wells 5,6,7,8 4 $12.5 $2.6 $9.9

Jun-2027 Ion Exchange 4,400 gal/min Kimberly Well 2 1 $10.9 $4.3 $6.6

Dec-2029 Ion Exchange 1,600 gal/min
Sunclipse Well 10 - Pipeline for 
Treatment at Kimberly 2 Plant    

Well 15 - New Well Site Needed
2 $15.3 $0.0 $15.3

Jun-2023 Ion Exchange 17,600 gal/min Wells 21, 23, 28, 29, 30, 31 6 $24.3 $24.3 $0.0
Dec-2026 Ion Exchange 2,000 gal/min Well 19 1 $6.5 $1.9 $4.7
Dec-2028 Ion Exchange 13,590 gal/min Wells 22, 26, and 27 3 $31.7 $1.6 $30.2
Dec-2030 Ion Exchange 2,000 gal/min Well 25 1 $7.0 $0.0 $7.0
Dec-2029 Ion Exchange 3,000 gal/min Well 3A 1 $8.0 $0.0 $8.0
Dec-2030 Ion Exchange 3,000 gal/min Well 6 1 $8.0 $0.0 $8.0
Sep-2022 Ion Exchange 8,420 gal/min Wells 9, 19, 23, 24 4 $10.0 $9.9 $0.1
Apr-2026 Ion Exchange 7,940 gal/min Wells 20, 21, 22 3 $14.7 $14.7 $0.0
Apr-2026 Ion Exchange 3,200 gal/min Well 28 1 $5.0 $4.0 $1.0
Dec-2028 Ion Exchange 5,500 gal/min Wells 25, 27 2 $13.0 $0.4 $12.7
Dec-2029 Ion Exchange 3,200 gal/min Well 26 1 $7.0 $0.1 $6.9

Dec-2029 Ion Exchange TBD Well 29 - New Well Currently Being 
Drilled by City

1 $6.0 $1.0 $5.0

May-2023 Ion Exchange 2,500 gal/min Well 40 1 $5.8 $5.8 $0.0
Sep-2026 Ion Exchange 2,500 gal/min Well 38 1 $7.4 $7.4 $0.0
Dec-2026 Ion Exchange 2,000 gal/min Well 31 1 $8.5 $6.8 $1.7
Apr-2027 Ion Exchange 3,600 gal/min Well 27&28 2 $17.0 $8.7 $8.3

May-2027 Ion Exchange 9,200 gal/min Wells 27, 28, 31, 38, 40 at John 
Garthe Reservoir

5 $31.4 $0.0 $31.4

Dec-2029 Ion Exchange 12,400 gal/min Wells 16, 29, 33, 41, 43(fut) at 
Walnut Reservoir

5 $25.0 $0.1 $24.9

May-2025 Ion Exchange 6,400 gal/min
Main Street and Prospect Avenue 

to remove PFAS from four (4) wells 
in Tustin

4 $32.7 $32.7 $0.0

Dec-2029 Ion Exchange 2,000 gal/min Edinger Well 1 $7.0 $0.0 $7.0
Dec-2030 Ion Exchange 2,300 gal/min 17th St Wells (2 wells treated) 2 $7.0 $0.0 $7.0
Dec-2030 Ion Exchange 2,500 gal/min WM-3 (New Well) 1 $8.0 $0.0 $8.0
Dec-2030 Ion Exchange 2,500 gal/min WM-SC4 (New Well) 1 $8.0 $0.0 $8.0

East Orange County Water 
District

Jun-2024 Ion Exchange 3,200 gal/min Treatment for East and 
VanderWerff Wells

19,000 2 $8.9 $8.9 $0.0

Nov-2023 Ion Exchange 3,200 gal/min Bradford and Fairhaven Plants 3 $4.4 $4.4 $0.0
Jul-2027 Ion Exchange 940 gal/min Sherrill Plant 1 $3.1 $0.8 $2.4

Dec-2028 Ion Exchange 7,620 gal/min La Jolla, Fern Plants 3 $8.3 $0.5 $7.8
Dec-2028 Ion Exchange 7,620 gal/min Clair, Beach, and Dale Plants 4 $12.8 $0.9 $11.9
Dec-2030 Ion Exchange 2,500 gal/min Lowden 1 $8.0 $0.0 $8.0
Dec-2030 Ion Exchange 2,500 gal/min Orangewood 1 $8.0 $0.0 $8.0

Irvine Ranch Water District Oct-2024 Ion Exchange 3,200 gal/min Orange Park Acres Well No. 1 125,000 1 $7.2 $7.2 $0.0
Serrano Water District Feb-2022 Ion Exchange 3,200 gal/min Wells 3 and 5 5,659 2 $6.0 $6.0 $0.0

Yorba Linda Water District Dec-2021 Ion Exchange 13,200 gal/min All ten (10) Yorba Linda wells 11,786 10 $27.7 $27.7 $0.0

Note: $M = Dollars in Millions 106 $607.8 $318.9 $288.9

City of Anaheim

City of Tustin 14,500

64,000

City of Fullerton 32,000

Golden State Water 
Company

City of Garden Grove 34,300

City of Orange

46,300

36,000

45,576City of Santa Ana

City of Westminster

City of Huntington Beach
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Operations and Maintenance Costs 

Under the PFAS Treatment Facilities and Program Agreement, OCWD reimburses 50 
percent of eligible operations and maintenance (O&M) costs incurred by participating 
water agencies. Eligible O&M costs include treatment media replacement, power and 
chemical costs, routine maintenance, repairs, staffing, compliance monitoring, 
regulatory compliance activities, additional pumping, waste disposal, sewer costs, and 
other necessary system maintenance expenses. 

Actual PFAS treatment expenses (see Figure 18), which can be found in Annual 
Comprehensive Financial Reports (ACFRs),66 varied primarily due to construction timing 
and the performance of ion exchange resin media. Specialized resins are a key element 
in PFAS treatment and help remove PFAS from water using electrostatics. Construction 
delays meant some treatment facilities were not operational as expected, resulting in 
lower O&M costs. In FY22 and FY23, initial resin media lasted longer than anticipated 
and reduced O&M costs. In contrast, FY25 experienced more resin changeouts than 
anticipated and higher O&M costs. Resin media life varies by treatment system and 
operating conditions, such as run time, cycling frequency, and production flow rates. 
OCWD is updating resin performance assumptions and changeout frequency estimates 
to improve future O&M forecasts. 

 
Source: OCWD 

Figure 18 – OCWD’s Share of PFAS Treatment Facility Annual O&M Cost 

Program Status and Future Plans 

The overall OCWD PFAS Treatment Systems Project currently includes 11 water 
retailers, with construction planned or underway for four additional retailers, expanding 
the program to 15. Fifty-three treatment systems are operational. Construction 

 
66 “Sound financial management,” Orange County Water District, accessed April 8, 2026, 
https://www.ocwd.com/what-we-do/sound-financial-management/. 
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Source: Multiple OCWD and water retailer data 

Figure 17 - Summary of PFAS Treatment Facilities 

Community Water System
Opening 

Date Type Capacity Location Connections Wells
Total Cost 

($M)
Actual-to 
Date ($M)

Remaining 
Budget ($M)

Sep-2024 Ion Exchange 51,000 gal/min 

Nine (9) PFAS treatment facilities 
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Willow Park, Downtown, Boysen 

Park, and La Palma
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Dec-2028 Ion Exchange 8,000 gal/min Wells 48 & 53 2 $16.0 $0.8 $15.3
Dec-2028 Ion Exchange 8,000 gal/min Wells 39 & 47 2 $16.0 $0.9 $15.1
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the well - not treatment.
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Dec-2023
Granular 
Activated 

Carbon (GAC)
5,000 gal/min Main Plant 3A 1 $13.7 $13.7 $0.0

Dec-2026
Granular 
Activated 

Carbon (GAC)
4,000 gal/min Main Plant Wells 5,6,7,8 4 $12.5 $2.6 $9.9

Jun-2027 Ion Exchange 4,400 gal/min Kimberly Well 2 1 $10.9 $4.3 $6.6

Dec-2029 Ion Exchange 1,600 gal/min
Sunclipse Well 10 - Pipeline for 
Treatment at Kimberly 2 Plant    

Well 15 - New Well Site Needed
2 $15.3 $0.0 $15.3

Jun-2023 Ion Exchange 17,600 gal/min Wells 21, 23, 28, 29, 30, 31 6 $24.3 $24.3 $0.0
Dec-2026 Ion Exchange 2,000 gal/min Well 19 1 $6.5 $1.9 $4.7
Dec-2028 Ion Exchange 13,590 gal/min Wells 22, 26, and 27 3 $31.7 $1.6 $30.2
Dec-2030 Ion Exchange 2,000 gal/min Well 25 1 $7.0 $0.0 $7.0
Dec-2029 Ion Exchange 3,000 gal/min Well 3A 1 $8.0 $0.0 $8.0
Dec-2030 Ion Exchange 3,000 gal/min Well 6 1 $8.0 $0.0 $8.0
Sep-2022 Ion Exchange 8,420 gal/min Wells 9, 19, 23, 24 4 $10.0 $9.9 $0.1
Apr-2026 Ion Exchange 7,940 gal/min Wells 20, 21, 22 3 $14.7 $14.7 $0.0
Apr-2026 Ion Exchange 3,200 gal/min Well 28 1 $5.0 $4.0 $1.0
Dec-2028 Ion Exchange 5,500 gal/min Wells 25, 27 2 $13.0 $0.4 $12.7
Dec-2029 Ion Exchange 3,200 gal/min Well 26 1 $7.0 $0.1 $6.9

Dec-2029 Ion Exchange TBD Well 29 - New Well Currently Being 
Drilled by City

1 $6.0 $1.0 $5.0

May-2023 Ion Exchange 2,500 gal/min Well 40 1 $5.8 $5.8 $0.0
Sep-2026 Ion Exchange 2,500 gal/min Well 38 1 $7.4 $7.4 $0.0
Dec-2026 Ion Exchange 2,000 gal/min Well 31 1 $8.5 $6.8 $1.7
Apr-2027 Ion Exchange 3,600 gal/min Well 27&28 2 $17.0 $8.7 $8.3

May-2027 Ion Exchange 9,200 gal/min Wells 27, 28, 31, 38, 40 at John 
Garthe Reservoir

5 $31.4 $0.0 $31.4

Dec-2029 Ion Exchange 12,400 gal/min Wells 16, 29, 33, 41, 43(fut) at 
Walnut Reservoir

5 $25.0 $0.1 $24.9

May-2025 Ion Exchange 6,400 gal/min
Main Street and Prospect Avenue 

to remove PFAS from four (4) wells 
in Tustin

4 $32.7 $32.7 $0.0

Dec-2029 Ion Exchange 2,000 gal/min Edinger Well 1 $7.0 $0.0 $7.0
Dec-2030 Ion Exchange 2,300 gal/min 17th St Wells (2 wells treated) 2 $7.0 $0.0 $7.0
Dec-2030 Ion Exchange 2,500 gal/min WM-3 (New Well) 1 $8.0 $0.0 $8.0
Dec-2030 Ion Exchange 2,500 gal/min WM-SC4 (New Well) 1 $8.0 $0.0 $8.0

East Orange County Water 
District

Jun-2024 Ion Exchange 3,200 gal/min Treatment for East and 
VanderWerff Wells

19,000 2 $8.9 $8.9 $0.0

Nov-2023 Ion Exchange 3,200 gal/min Bradford and Fairhaven Plants 3 $4.4 $4.4 $0.0
Jul-2027 Ion Exchange 940 gal/min Sherrill Plant 1 $3.1 $0.8 $2.4

Dec-2028 Ion Exchange 7,620 gal/min La Jolla, Fern Plants 3 $8.3 $0.5 $7.8
Dec-2028 Ion Exchange 7,620 gal/min Clair, Beach, and Dale Plants 4 $12.8 $0.9 $11.9
Dec-2030 Ion Exchange 2,500 gal/min Lowden 1 $8.0 $0.0 $8.0
Dec-2030 Ion Exchange 2,500 gal/min Orangewood 1 $8.0 $0.0 $8.0

Irvine Ranch Water District Oct-2024 Ion Exchange 3,200 gal/min Orange Park Acres Well No. 1 125,000 1 $7.2 $7.2 $0.0
Serrano Water District Feb-2022 Ion Exchange 3,200 gal/min Wells 3 and 5 5,659 2 $6.0 $6.0 $0.0

Yorba Linda Water District Dec-2021 Ion Exchange 13,200 gal/min All ten (10) Yorba Linda wells 11,786 10 $27.7 $27.7 $0.0

Note: $M = Dollars in Millions 106 $607.8 $318.9 $288.9

City of Anaheim

City of Tustin 14,500

64,000

City of Fullerton 32,000

Golden State Water 
Company

City of Garden Grove 34,300

City of Orange

46,300

36,000

45,576City of Santa Ana

City of Westminster

City of Huntington Beach
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Operations and Maintenance Costs 

Under the PFAS Treatment Facilities and Program Agreement, OCWD reimburses 50 
percent of eligible operations and maintenance (O&M) costs incurred by participating 
water agencies. Eligible O&M costs include treatment media replacement, power and 
chemical costs, routine maintenance, repairs, staffing, compliance monitoring, 
regulatory compliance activities, additional pumping, waste disposal, sewer costs, and 
other necessary system maintenance expenses. 

Actual PFAS treatment expenses (see Figure 18), which can be found in Annual 
Comprehensive Financial Reports (ACFRs),66 varied primarily due to construction timing 
and the performance of ion exchange resin media. Specialized resins are a key element 
in PFAS treatment and help remove PFAS from water using electrostatics. Construction 
delays meant some treatment facilities were not operational as expected, resulting in 
lower O&M costs. In FY22 and FY23, initial resin media lasted longer than anticipated 
and reduced O&M costs. In contrast, FY25 experienced more resin changeouts than 
anticipated and higher O&M costs. Resin media life varies by treatment system and 
operating conditions, such as run time, cycling frequency, and production flow rates. 
OCWD is updating resin performance assumptions and changeout frequency estimates 
to improve future O&M forecasts. 

 
Source: OCWD 

Figure 18 – OCWD’s Share of PFAS Treatment Facility Annual O&M Cost 

Program Status and Future Plans 

The overall OCWD PFAS Treatment Systems Project currently includes 11 water 
retailers, with construction planned or underway for four additional retailers, expanding 
the program to 15. Fifty-three treatment systems are operational. Construction 

 
66 “Sound financial management,” Orange County Water District, accessed April 8, 2026, 
https://www.ocwd.com/what-we-do/sound-financial-management/. 
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continues on 20 additional systems, with design work underway for 24 more. Here is a 
list of PFAS projects in design or under construction as of May 2026: 

• Golden State Water Company Wells SLON and SORG are still in planning. Well 
SSYC is in design and is anticipated to start construction in Fiscal Year 26/27. 

• Tustin 17th Street Well is nearing the start of design. 

• Huntington Beach Well 3A, Anaheim Wells 39 and 47, Tustin Edinger Well are all 
in the design phase and are anticipated to start construction in Fiscal Year 26/27. 

• Buena Park Linden Well is currently in construction. 

Figure 19 - PFAS Monthly Cost to OCWD Service Area ResidentsFigure 19 PFAS 
Monthly Cost to OCWD Service Area Residents indicates the estimated average 
monthly cost of PFAS treatment to OCWD service area residents is $1.42 per person. 
OCWD anticipates continued design and construction activity over several years. 

 
Source: OCWD 

Figure 19 - PFAS Monthly Cost to OCWD Service Area Residents

   

Total Capital Costs $570,000,000
State & Fed Grants $152,000,000
Litigation Proceeds $121,000,000

Net Capital Costs $297,000,000

Amortized Debt Costs

4.50% Interest Rate

25 Years

$297,000,000 Amount

Annual Debt Payment $20,029,391  

Estimated Annual O&M Cost $22,000,000  
Total Annual Cost $42,029,391  
Total Monthly Cost $3,502,449  

  

OCWD Population from 19 
Member Agencies 2,469,000                persons

Monthly cost per person $1.42

Average PFAS Impact to OCWD Service Area Residents
Over a 25 year period
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FFIINNDDIINNGGSS 
In accordance with California Penal Code Sections 933 and 933.05, the 2025-2026 
Orange County Grand Jury requires (or, as noted, requests) responses from each 
agency affected by the findings presented in this section. The responses are to be 
submitted to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court. 

Based on its investigation described herein, the 2025-2026 Orange County Grand Jury 
has arrived at the following six principal findings: 

F1 Commercial and industrial chemical manufacturers are a major source of PFAS 
contamination. Settlement litigation funds are available for community water 
systems to make claims. 

F2 PFAS is widespread, and contamination has been detected in Orange County 
groundwater sources. Community water systems are required to report PFAS 
monitoring results in their annual Consumer Confidence Reports. 

F3 PFAS exposure is associated with potential adverse human health effects. 

F4 OCWD has taken a proactive leadership role in addressing PFAS in the Orange 
County Groundwater Basin, though PFAS treatment implementation varies 
across local cities and water districts.  

F5 Groundwater supplies must either be treated to remove PFAS or must be 
replaced with imported water supplies that are significantly more expensive than 
groundwater. Over $500 million is being spent on construction, operations, and 
maintenance of PFAS treatment facilities in Orange County. 

F6 Orange County drinking water meets or exceeds state and federal standards and 
is safe for consumption without additional home filtration. 

F7 Research on newer PFAS compounds and long-term exposure effects is 
ongoing. 

  

F8 There are limited online PFAS education and outreach programs among Orange 
County water retailers. Most retailers rely on OCWD for PFAS education and 
outreach. PFAS advisories were included in approximately 55% of the Orange 
County water retailers’ annual water quality reports in 2025.  
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RREECCOOMMMMEENNDDAATTIIOONNSS 
In accordance with California Penal Code Sections 933 and 933.05, the 2025-2026 
Orange County Grand Jury requires (or, as noted, requests) responses from each 
agency affected by the recommendations presented in this section. The responses are 
to be submitted to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court. 

Based on its investigation described herein, the 2025-2026 Orange County Grand Jury 
makes the following recommendations: 

R1 By September 30, 2026, Orange County Water District (OCWD), in coordination 
with state and federal agencies, should pursue cost recovery efforts against 
PFAS manufacturers to offset treatment, monitoring, and long-term remediation 
costs incurred by local water agencies and ratepayers. [F1, F5] 

R2 By July 1, 2029, OCWD and its member agencies should monitor PFAS in 
groundwater and surface water sources and promptly implement PFAS treatment 
when response levels are exceeded. [F2, F4] 

R3 By September 30, 2026, OCWD, in collaboration with the Orange County Health 
Care Agency, should update public education and guidance continually as 
scientific understanding and regulatory standards evolve. [F3] 

R4  By July 1, 2029, all Orange County water retailers should consistently include a 
PFAS advisory, treatment facilities status, and compliance information in 
consumer confidence reports and on agency websites, using clear and 
understandable language for the public. [F2, F8] 

R5 By September 30, 2026, OCWD and all Orange County water retailers should 
enhance coordinated public education efforts to reassure their customers about 
drinking water safety. [F6, F8] 

R6 By September 30, 2026, OCWD should continuously monitor national and 
international PFAS research developments and incorporate new findings into 
future groundwater management, treatment planning, and regulatory compliance 
strategies. [F7]   
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CCOOMMMMEENNDDAATTIIOONNSS  
Many Orange County water agencies have demonstrated exceptional leadership in 
addressing PFAS through large‑scale treatment investments, rigorous monitoring, and 
public communication. Together, these agencies serve more than two million residents 
and have implemented some of the most advanced PFAS treatment systems in the 
nation. The following commendations recognize high‑impact programs and measurable 
achievements across the region. 

Orange County Water District (OCWD) 

OCWD has implemented the largest PFAS treatment program in the United States, 
designing and constructing treatment systems for over 100 impacted wells across 15 
cities and retail water districts, improving water quality for approximately 1.5 million 
people. OCWD secured a $94M EPA Water Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act 
(WIFIA) loan, $152M in state and federal grant funding, and $131M in PFAS 
manufacturers litigation settlement funds to support this effort, which includes the 
build‑out of more than 30 PFAS treatment facilities. 

The Grand Jury offers additional commendations to OCWD and its member agencies 
for their collaborative cost‑sharing agreement. Under this arrangement, OCWD fully 
funds all PFAS facility design and construction capital expenditures. Ongoing operations 
and maintenance costs are then shared equally, with OCWD covering 50% and each 
participating water retailer contributing the remaining 50% for the PFAS treatment 
facilities they operate. This approach reflects progressive public‑sector planning, 
demonstrating how agencies can work together to address complex and costly 
challenges. It also serves as a strong model for future government/private-sector 
cost‑sharing agreements, illustrating how thoughtful collaboration can enhance 
efficiency and long‑term public benefit. 

Anaheim Water Utility 

Anaheim has launched one of the largest municipal PFAS treatment programs in the 
country, a multi‑phase, $150M effort to construct treatment systems at nine groundwater 
sites. The utility serves 64,000 metered customers, historically relying on groundwater 
for 80% of its supply. PFAS treatment systems for Wells 39 and 47 are among the first 
in a series of facilities designed to restore local production while meeting stringent state 
and federal standards. 
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Yorba Linda Water District (YLWD) 

YLWD operates the J. Wayne Miller, Ph.D. Water Treatment Plant, recognized as the 
nation’s largest PFAS ion‑exchange treatment facility. The plant serves approximately 
80,000 customers and has delivered PFAS‑free water for nearly three consecutive 
years. This facility allows YLWD to optimize its groundwater resources while proactively 
meeting evolving PFAS regulatory standards. 
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RREESSPPOONNSSEESS  
The following excerpts from the California Penal Code provide the requirements for 
public agencies to respond to the Findings and Recommendations of this Grand Jury 
report: 

§933 

(c) No later than 90 days after the grand jury submits a final report on the operations of 
any public agency subject to its reviewing authority, the governing body of the public 
agency shall comment to the presiding judge of the superior court on the findings and 
recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of the governing body, and 
every elected county officer or agency head for which the grand jury has responsibility 
pursuant to Section 914.1 shall comment within 60 days to the presiding judge of the 
superior court, with an information copy sent to the board of supervisors, on the findings 
and recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of that county officer or 
agency head and any agency or agencies which that officer or agency head supervises 
or controls. In any city and county, the mayor shall also comment on the findings and 
recommendations. All of these comments and reports shall forthwith be submitted to the 
presiding judge of the superior court who impaneled the grand jury. A copy of all 
responses to grand jury reports shall be placed on file with the clerk of the public 
agency and the office of the county clerk, or the mayor when applicable, and shall 
remain on file in those offices. One copy shall be placed on file with the applicable 
grand jury final report by, and in the control of the currently impaneled grand jury, where 
it shall be maintained for a minimum of five years. 

§933.05. 

(a) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury finding, the 
responding person or entity shall indicate one of the following: 

(1) The respondent agrees with the finding. 

(2) The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding, in which case the 
response shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include an 
explanation of the reasons, therefore. 

(b) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury 
recommendation, the responding person or entity shall report one of the following 
actions: 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026Page 38

5



PFAS and Public Awareness 

Page 38 of 62 Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 

Yorba Linda Water District (YLWD) 

YLWD operates the J. Wayne Miller, Ph.D. Water Treatment Plant, recognized as the 
nation’s largest PFAS ion‑exchange treatment facility. The plant serves approximately 
80,000 customers and has delivered PFAS‑free water for nearly three consecutive 
years. This facility allows YLWD to optimize its groundwater resources while proactively 
meeting evolving PFAS regulatory standards. 

   

  PFAS and Public Awareness 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026  Page 39 of 62 

RREESSPPOONNSSEESS  
The following excerpts from the California Penal Code provide the requirements for 
public agencies to respond to the Findings and Recommendations of this Grand Jury 
report: 

§933 

(c) No later than 90 days after the grand jury submits a final report on the operations of 
any public agency subject to its reviewing authority, the governing body of the public 
agency shall comment to the presiding judge of the superior court on the findings and 
recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of the governing body, and 
every elected county officer or agency head for which the grand jury has responsibility 
pursuant to Section 914.1 shall comment within 60 days to the presiding judge of the 
superior court, with an information copy sent to the board of supervisors, on the findings 
and recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of that county officer or 
agency head and any agency or agencies which that officer or agency head supervises 
or controls. In any city and county, the mayor shall also comment on the findings and 
recommendations. All of these comments and reports shall forthwith be submitted to the 
presiding judge of the superior court who impaneled the grand jury. A copy of all 
responses to grand jury reports shall be placed on file with the clerk of the public 
agency and the office of the county clerk, or the mayor when applicable, and shall 
remain on file in those offices. One copy shall be placed on file with the applicable 
grand jury final report by, and in the control of the currently impaneled grand jury, where 
it shall be maintained for a minimum of five years. 

§933.05. 

(a) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury finding, the 
responding person or entity shall indicate one of the following: 

(1) The respondent agrees with the finding. 

(2) The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding, in which case the 
response shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include an 
explanation of the reasons, therefore. 

(b) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury 
recommendation, the responding person or entity shall report one of the following 
actions: 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 Page 39

5



PFAS and Public Awareness 

Page 40 of 62 Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 

(1) The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the 
implemented action. 

(2) The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the 
future, with a timeframe for implementation. 

(3) The recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and the scope 
and parameters of an analysis or study, and a timeframe for the matter to be prepared 
for discussion by the officer or head of the agency or department being investigated or 
reviewed, including the governing body of the public agency when applicable. This 
timeframe shall not exceed six months from the date of publication of the grand jury 
report. 

(4) The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not 
reasonable, with an explanation, therefore. 

(c) However, if a finding or recommendation of the grand jury addresses budgetary or 
personnel matters of a county agency or department headed by an elected officer, both 
the agency or department head and the board of supervisors shall respond if requested 
by the grand jury, but the response of the board of supervisors shall address only those 
budgetary or personnel matters over which it has some decision-making authority. The 
response of the elected agency or department head shall address all aspects of the 
findings or recommendations affecting his or her agency or department. 

(d) A grand jury may request a subject person or entity to come before the grand jury for 
the purpose of reading and discussing the findings of the grand jury report that relates 
to that person or entity in order to verify the accuracy of the findings prior to their 
release. 

(e) During an investigation, the grand jury shall meet with the subject of that 
investigation regarding the investigation, unless the court, either on its own 
determination or upon request of the foreperson of the grand jury, determines that such 
a meeting would be detrimental. 

(f) A grand jury shall provide to the affected agency a copy of the portion of the grand 
jury report relating to that person or entity two working days prior to its public release 
and after the approval of the presiding judge. No officer, agency, department, or 
governing body of a public agency shall disclose any contents of the report prior to the 
public release of the final report. 

(Amended by Stats. 1997, Ch. 443, Sec. 5. Effective January 1, 1998.) 

Comments to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court in compliance with Penal 
Code §933.05 are required from:  
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Orange County Board of Supervisors   90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F3 

Recommendations:     R3 

 

Orange County Water District Board of Directors 90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8 

Recommendations:     R1, R2, R3, R5, R6 

 

Orange County Health Care Agency   90 Day Response Requested 

Findings:       F3 

Recommendations:     R3 

 

City of Anaheim      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F4, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R2, R4, R5 

 

City of Brea       90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R4, R5 

 

City of Buena Park      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F4, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R2, R4, R5 

 

City of Fountain Valley      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F4, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R2, R4, R5 
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(1) The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the 
implemented action. 

(2) The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the 
future, with a timeframe for implementation. 

(3) The recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and the scope 
and parameters of an analysis or study, and a timeframe for the matter to be prepared 
for discussion by the officer or head of the agency or department being investigated or 
reviewed, including the governing body of the public agency when applicable. This 
timeframe shall not exceed six months from the date of publication of the grand jury 
report. 

(4) The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not 
reasonable, with an explanation, therefore. 

(c) However, if a finding or recommendation of the grand jury addresses budgetary or 
personnel matters of a county agency or department headed by an elected officer, both 
the agency or department head and the board of supervisors shall respond if requested 
by the grand jury, but the response of the board of supervisors shall address only those 
budgetary or personnel matters over which it has some decision-making authority. The 
response of the elected agency or department head shall address all aspects of the 
findings or recommendations affecting his or her agency or department. 

(d) A grand jury may request a subject person or entity to come before the grand jury for 
the purpose of reading and discussing the findings of the grand jury report that relates 
to that person or entity in order to verify the accuracy of the findings prior to their 
release. 

(e) During an investigation, the grand jury shall meet with the subject of that 
investigation regarding the investigation, unless the court, either on its own 
determination or upon request of the foreperson of the grand jury, determines that such 
a meeting would be detrimental. 

(f) A grand jury shall provide to the affected agency a copy of the portion of the grand 
jury report relating to that person or entity two working days prior to its public release 
and after the approval of the presiding judge. No officer, agency, department, or 
governing body of a public agency shall disclose any contents of the report prior to the 
public release of the final report. 

(Amended by Stats. 1997, Ch. 443, Sec. 5. Effective January 1, 1998.) 

Comments to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court in compliance with Penal 
Code §933.05 are required from:  
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City of Fullerton       90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F4, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R2, R4, R5 

 

City of Garden Grove      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F4, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R2, R4, R5 

 

City of Huntington Beach     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F4, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R2, R4, R5 

 

City of La Habra      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R4, R5 

 

City of La Palma      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F4, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R2, R4, R5 

 

City of Newport Beach     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F4, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R2, R4, R5 

 

City of Orange      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F4, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R2, R4, R5 
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City of San Clemente     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R4, R5 

 

City of Santa Ana     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F4, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R2, R4, R5 

 

City of Seal Beach     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F4, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R2, R4, R5 

 

City of Tustin      90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F4, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R2, R4, R5 

 

City of Westminster     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F4, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R2, R4, R5 

 

East Orange County Water District   90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F4, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R2, R4, R5 

 

El Toro Water District     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R4, R5 
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Emerald Bay Service District    90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R4, R5 

 

Golden State Water Company     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F4, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R2, R4, R5 

 

Irvine Ranch Water District    90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F4, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R2, R4, R5 

 

Laguna Beach County Water District   90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R4, R5 

 

Mesa Water District     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F4, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R2, R4, R5 

 

Moulton Niguel Water District    90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R4, R5 

 

Santa Margarita Water District    90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R4, R5 
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Serrano Water District     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F4, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R2, R4, R5 

 

South Coast Water District    90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R4, R5 

 

Trabuco Canyon Water District   90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R4, R5 

 

Yorba Linda Water District    90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F4, F6, F8 

Recommendations:     R2, R4, R5 
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Serrano Water District     90 Day Response Required 

Findings:       F2, F4, F6, F8 
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AAccrroonnyymmss    
ACFRS Annual comprehensive financial reports 

ADONA Ammonium 4 8-dioxa-3h-perfluorononanoate 

AFFF  Aqueous film forming foams used frequently at airports and military bases 
for firefighting and emergency response training activities 

AL  Regulatory Action Level The concentration of a contaminant which, if 
exceeded, triggers treatment or other requirements that a water system 
must follow 

ATSDR Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 

CCR Consumer Confidence Report 

CCRDL Consumer Confidence Report Detection Levels 

CDC United States Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 

CWS Community Water System 

DDW Division of Drinking Water 

DWR Department of Water Resources 

Effluent Liquid waste from industrial facilities 

EPA  US Environmental Protection Agency 

FDA  Food and Drug Administration   

GenX  Is a Chemours trademark name for a synthetic, short 
chain organofluorine chemical compound, the ammonium 
salt of hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA). It can also be 
used more informally to refer to the group of related fluorochemicals that 
are used to produce GenX. 

GWRS Ground water replacement system 

HALF LIFE Time required for a quantity to reduce to half of its original value 

 HFPO-DA Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid 

 MSS  Multi site study 

 MCL  Glossary of Terms Maximum Contaminant Level. The highest level of a 
contaminant that is allowed in drinking water. Primary MCLs are set as 
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close to the public health goals and maximum contaminant level goals as 
is economically and technologically feasible. Secondary MCLs are set to 
protect the odor, taste, and appearance of drinking water. 

MCLG Maximum Contaminant Level Goal. The level of a contaminant in drinking 
water below which there is no known or expected risk to health. The 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) sets maximum 
contaminant level goals. 

MRDL  Maximum Residual Disinfectant Level. The highest level of a disinfectant 
allowed in drinking water. There is convincing evidence that the addition of 
a disinfectant is necessary for control of microbial contaminants. 

MRDLG  Maximum Residual Disinfectant Level Goal The level of a drinking water 
disinfectant below which there is no known or expected risk to health. 
MRDLGs do not reflect the benefits of the use of disinfectants to control 
microbial contaminants. 

MWD Metropolitan Water District 

MWDOC Municipal Water District of Orange County 

N/A   Not applicable 

ND   Not detected 

NHANES National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey  

NL  California Notification Level Non-regulatory, health-based advisory levels 
established by the State Board for contaminants in drinking water for 
which an MCL has not been established 

NR  Not required to be tested; < = average is less than the detection limit for 
reporting purposes 

NTU  Nephelometric turbidity units 

OCWD Orange County Water District 

O & M  Operations and Management 

PAYGO “Pay as you go” 

PDWS  Primary Drinking Water Standard MCLs, MRDLs and treatment techniques 
(TTs) for contaminants that affect health, along with their monitoring and 
reporting requirements 

pCi/L  picoCuries per liter 
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PFAS RULE Establishes enforceable drinking water standards for six PFAS chemicals 

PFAS   Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances 

PFBA Perfluoro Butanoic Acid  

PFBS Perfluoro Butane Sulfonic Acid 

PFHpA Perfluoro Heptanoic Acid 

PFHxA Perfluoro Hexanoic Acid  

PFHxS Perfluoro Hexane Sulfonic Acid 

PFNA Perfluorononanoic acid 

PFOA Perfluoro Octanoic Acid 

PFOS Perfluoro Octane Sulfonic Acid  

PFPeA Perfluoro Pentanoic Acid 

PHG  Public Health Goal The level of a contaminant in drinking water below 
which there is no known or expected risk to health. The California 
Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) sets public health goals. 

PPB Parts per billion 

PPM    Parts per million 

PPT    Parts per trillion 

PQL Practical Quantitation Level 

PWS Public water supply 

RAA   Highest Running Annual Average 

SAR  Santa Ana River 

SDWA  Safe Drinking Water Act 

SDWIS Safe Drinking Water Information System 

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 

WIFIA  Water Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act 

TT Treatment Technique. A required process intended to reduce the level of a 
contaminant in drinking water 

UCI University of California, Irvine 
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UCMR Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule 

US United States 

µmho/cm  Micromho per centimeter (equivalent to 1 microsiemens/cm) 
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GGlloossssaarryy  
Cross Sectional Study  Examines prevalence of a condition or characteristic 

at a single point in time across a population to identify 
patterns, associations, and risk factors 

Ion Exchange Technology  Process that removes/replaces dissolved ions in a 
solution using solid materials. 

Non-Community Water Systems  Public water systems at locations where people do 
not reside 

Non-Transient Water Systems  Public water systems that service at least 25 of the 
same people over six months of the year, but do not 
live there 
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Figure 21 - UCMR 5 Contaminants List, PFAS Contaminants  
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3A%2F%2Fwww.waterboards.ca.gov%2Fdrinking_water
%2Fcertlic%2Fdrinkingwater%2Fpfas_ddw_general_ord
er%2Fdocs%2Forder-dw-2025-0002-ddw-exhibit-
a.xlsx&wdOrigin=BROWSELINK 

Figure 22 - SWRCB PFAS General Monitoring Orders Issued 2020 through 2025 
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Figure 21 - UCMR 5 Contaminants List, PFAS Contaminants  
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Figure 23 - SWRCB General Monitoring Order 2020-0003-DDW, PFAS Constituents 
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Figure 24 - SWRCB General Monitoring Order 2021-0001-DDW, PFAS Constituents 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026Page 58

5



PFAS and Public Awareness 

Page 58 of 62 Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 

State Water Resources Control Board General 
Monitoring Orders PFAS Constituents Lists 

 
Figure 23 - SWRCB General Monitoring Order 2020-0003-DDW, PFAS Constituents 
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Figure 24 - SWRCB General Monitoring Order 2021-0001-DDW, PFAS Constituents 
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Figure 25 - SWRCB General Monitoring Order 2022-0001-DDW, PFAS Constituents 
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Figure 26 - SWRCB General Monitoring Order 2025-0002-DDW, PFAS Constituents 
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Figure 25 - SWRCB General Monitoring Order 2022-0001-DDW, PFAS Constituents 
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Figure 26 - SWRCB General Monitoring Order 2025-0002-DDW, PFAS Constituents 
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Figure 27 - EPA Eight Content Requirements of a Consumer Confidence Report 
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SSUUMMMMAARRYY  
Growing Political Appointees and Discretionary Spending at the 

Orange County Board of Supervisors. 

Over the past three decades, the Orange County Board of Supervisors’ (Board) 
administrative expansion, evidenced by their rising individual department budgets and 
staff headcounts, has outpaced population growth, inflation, and the County’s direct 
service responsibilities. As much of the County has incorporated into independent cities 
and overall population growth has leveled off, the Board’s internal administrative footprint 
has continued to expand. While county governance has grown more complex, these 
demands are more appropriately addressed by the County Executive Office and 
professional department leadership rather than through continued expansion of Board-
controlled staff positions. 

Each Orange County Supervisor now operates with a departmental budget of $2.5 million 
for Fiscal Year 2025–2026, totaling $12.5 million across all five districts. These funds 
support up to 12 paid staff per supervisor, inclusive of salaries and benefits, in addition a 
range of discretionary spending with over $4,000,000 granted in 2025 for all five 
Supervisorial offices. A recent Orange County Grand Jury report identified significant 
increases in Supervisors’ salary and financial resources, including a $611,000 increase in 
the Board’s individual departmental budgets over the prior fiscal year. This expansion 
occurred during a period of significant countywide fiscal constraint, including hiring 
freezes and substantial unfunded legal liabilities. 

This administrative expansion has increased Supervisors’ reliance on politically appointed 
staff for policy guidance and operational insight. This has the potential to create distance 
from the Board and County Executive Team including department heads who hold 
subject-matter expertise. Concurrently, Board-designated discretionary spending has 
continued to grow without clear alignment to countywide and citywide priorities. Without 
reform, administrative costs are likely to rise due to internal political considerations rather 
than operational necessity. The recommendations in this report call for a realignment of 
Board resources to better match service demands to reinforce transparency, fiscal 
discipline, collaboration with executive leadership, and overall financial accountability. 

 

BBAACCKKGGRROOUUNNDD  
The Orange County Board of Supervisors has traditionally maintained departmental 
budgets and staff to support policy development, constituent services, and operational 
responsiveness within each district. Over time, both budgets and staffing levels have 
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expanded, providing Supervisors with larger teams, and increased discretionary 
resources. Funds not allocated to staffing are often used at the discretion of individual 
Board members (over $4,000,000 distributed in 2025) supporting various projects and 
community-based expenditures that fall outside the County’s core service obligations. 

Preliminary analysis shows that year-over-year growth in Board office budgets and 
headcount significantly exceeds inflation and appears disproportionate to the County’s 
current governance responsibilities, particularly given that the Board now employs 
approximately 60 support staff. This growth raises a critical question: does the increasing 
reliance on politically appointed staff within each supervisorial office hinder effective 
communication and coordination with the County Executive Team and department heads 
(the designated subject-matter experts) responsible for developing and implementing 
Board policy? 

These concerns are especially relevant during periods of fiscal constraint. Historically, the 
Board has adjusted its own staffing levels in response to countywide financial pressures. 
During the Orange County bankruptcy (December 6, 1994), for example, Board-
appointed staff positions were reduced from eight to six, reflecting the need to prioritize 
limited resources. The continued expansion of Board office staffing today contrasts with 
the 1994 approach and warrants renewed scrutiny of whether current staffing levels are 
aligned with the County’s operational priorities and fiscal realities. 

 

RREEAASSOONN  FFOORR  SSTTUUDDYY  
In December 2025, the Orange County Grand Jury issued a report regarding the curious 
timing and manner of the Board of Supervisors’ salary increase as part of the 2025–2026 
Orange County Budget. The investigation further determined that the Board approved a 
$611,000 increase to individual departmental budgets to offset the salary increase while 
funding previously approved staffing levels and expanded discretionary spending. 

These increases occurred at a time when the County was implementing a hiring freeze 
due to budget shortfalls, confronting approximately $400 million in reported liability 
stemming from the Airport Fire, and preparing for labor negotiations with all nine unions 
whose contracts are going to expire in June 2026. Given these fiscal pressures, the 
Orange County Grand Jury determined that a broader examination of year- to-year 
budget allocations and staffing growth within the Board of Supervisors’ offices is 
warranted. 

This report, therefore, provides a data-driven analysis of the Board’s departmental 
budgets and headcount growth based on published annual budget information. It also 
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evaluates how city incorporations across Orange County have reduced the County’s 
municipal service responsibilities, and assesses Countywide and unincorporated 
population trends to better understand the changing scope of the Board’s direct 
governance obligations. 

 

MMEETTHHOODD  OOFF  SSTTUUDDYY  
The Orange County Grand Jury employed a data-driven approach to evaluate long-term 
trends in the Board of Supervisors’ staffing levels, departmental budgets, and governance 
responsibilities. The methods used in this study include: 

• Review of historical Orange County annual budgets to assess Board-approved 
staffing levels, departmental expenditures, and discretionary spending 

• Analysis of quantitative data, including: 
o Board office headcount for each Supervisor 
o Board office budgets over time 
o Total Orange County population 
o Population residing in unincorporated areas 
o Percentage of County residents living in unincorporated communities 
o Number of incorporated cities within the County 

• Analysis of metrics to evaluate the relationship between resource allocation and 
governance responsibilities, including: 

o The number of residents directly represented by the Board of Supervisors 
(unincorporated population) 

• Review of publicly available materials, including: 
o The Orange County Board of Supervisors’ official website for organizational 

structure, staffing information, and departmental functions 
o United States Census Bureau data for historical and current Orange County 

population trends 
o United States Bureau of Labor Statistics Inflation reports 

• Survey of Southern California Counties Appointed Positions 

These methods enabled the Orange County Grand Jury to construct an objective, year- 
to-year assessment of how Board office staffing, budget allocation, and discretionary 
practices have evolved relative to changes in County demographics, economic realities, 
and jurisdictional responsibilities. 
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IINNVVEESSTTIIGGAATTIIOONN  AANNDD  AANNAALLYYSSIISS  
Over the past three decades, the responsibilities, resource levels, and population 
dynamics surrounding the Orange County Board of Supervisors have shifted significantly. 
This analysis examines long-term trends in Countywide population, the shrinking number 
of residents living in unincorporated areas, the stabilization of city incorporations, the 
consistency of overall County governance services, and the corresponding growth in the 
Board of Supervisors’ staffing levels and administrative budget. Population data and city 
incorporations were analyzed from 1970 onward to provide historical context, while Board 
budget and staffing data were evaluated from Fiscal Year 1995–1996 through Fiscal Year 
2025–2026. The analysis evaluates the degree to which changes in Board resources 
align with the needs of the population directly served. 

By the published position description of the Board of Supervisors1 (Appendix C), they 
serve as the County’s primary legislative authority and provide executive oversight of 
County operations. Their duties include setting policy, adopting budgets, overseeing 
County agencies, and providing municipal governance for unincorporated communities. 
Supervisors also maintain Administrative/District Offices that provide constituent services, 
policy research, communications, and administrative support.2 While some growth in 
administrative capacity is expected over a thirty-year span, the scale and timing of this 
growth must be evaluated in relation to Countywide population changes, inflation, and 
shifts in governance responsibility, particularly reductions in direct constituents. 

To provide context for evaluating budget and staffing growth over the review period, it is 
important to consider the regional inflation rate affecting Orange County. The Bureau of 
Labor Statistics (BLS) tracks consumer prices for the Los Angeles–Long Beach–Anaheim 
metropolitan area, which includes Orange County, and this index shows that inflation 
increased steadily but moderately across the last three decades. Annual inflation 
generally ranged between 1% and 4% for most years from the early 2000s through the 
mid-2010s, with notable spikes to 7.4% in 2022 during the statewide post-pandemic 
surge, before settling back to 3.8% in 2023. The cumulative inflation rate is approximately 
120% from 1996 to 2026. When viewed against this backdrop, the Board of Supervisors’ 
administrative budget, which grew by more than 600% during the same period, far 
exceeds what would be expected based on inflation alone.3 

Analysis of the County’s total population shows that Orange County experienced steady 
growth from the 1970s through the mid-2010s. During this period, the County added 

 
1 Homepage | Orange County Board of Supervisors 
2 Homepage | Orange County Board of Supervisors 
3 Inflation in Los Angeles, Long Beach and Anaheim | US Inflation Calculator 
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1 Homepage | Orange County Board of Supervisors 
2 Homepage | Orange County Board of Supervisors 
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several hundred thousand residents, reaching a population exceeding 3.1 million. This is 
reflected in the chart below, Orange County Population. 

 
Figure 1 - Orange County Population Graph 

Data source: United States Census Bureau and Orange County Data Book 

Population growth flattened around 2016 and has since plateaued or, in some years, 
declined slightly. While population growth can sometimes drive administrative expansion 
in County government, the stagnation of the last decade suggests that recent increases 
in staffing or budget for the Board of Supervisors are not justified by population trends. 

In addition to overall population trends, the number of incorporated cities in Orange 
County grew through the year 2000, when it reached 34 cities—and where it has 
remained for the past 26 years, as shown in the chart on city incorporations below. The 
wave of incorporations in prior decades significantly reduced the unincorporated area and 
population governed directly by the Board of Supervisors in its municipal capacity. Since 
2000, no new incorporations have occurred, and the County’s governance structure has 
largely stabilized. 
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Figure 2 - Orange County Incorporated Cities Graph 

Data source: Orange County Data Book 

A particularly notable demographic trend is a steep decline in the population of people 
living in unincorporated Orange County, the residents for whom the Board continues to 
serve as the local municipal government. This decline is primarily attributable to city 
incorporations and annexations, which have reduced the citizens under direct Board 
governance. The chart below illustrates the unincorporated population has fallen to just 
over 4% of the County’s total population (3.1 million), representing approximately 
132,000 residents in recent years. 

 
Figure 3 - Orange County Unincorporated Population Graph. 

Data source: Orange County Data Book 
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As communities incorporated or were annexed into existing cities, the number of 
residents depending directly on the Board for municipal service delivery diminished. 
Despite this reduced municipal responsibility, neither Board staffing levels nor its 
administrative budget followed a corresponding downward trajectory. 

Headcount within the Board’s offices remained relatively stable—between 32 and 38 
positions—for nearly twenty years. Beginning around Fiscal Year 2016–17, total staffing 
rose from 40 to 50 positions and later expanded to 60 positions by Fiscal Year 2023–24, 
as reflected in the chart below on total headcount. 

  
Figure 4 - Orange County Board of Supervisors Headcount Graph 

Data source: Orange County Annual Budgets 

This graph indicates an 82% increase from the levels recorded in 1996. While inflation 
over the same period was substantial, it does not fully account for the magnitude or 
timing of the budget increases, nor does the decline in direct municipal responsibility 
support such expansion. Staffing levels should correspond to workload rather than 
inflation. While state and federal mandates are increasing policy complexity, the Board 
should be relying on County executive expertise instead of creating their own policy 
advisors. 

The rapid growth in Board office headcount over the past decade has widened the 
distance between the Supervisors and the County’s executive leadership structure. A 
recent editorial highlighted structural organizational confusion along with additional 
concerns.4 

 
4 Santana: Orange County Supervisors Confront Themselves 
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As district offices expand, Supervisors increasingly rely on their own policy aides, 
analysts, and communications staff rather than on the County Executive Officer and 
department heads, who are the subject-matter experts responsible for managing County 
operations. Staff increases create a duplicative layer of analysis and decision-support 
that mirrors work already performed by the County’s professional management teams. 
The result is not only higher administrative costs but also a governance model in which 
significant information flow, policy development, and operational guidance occur outside 
the County’s established executive channels. Over time, headcount increases can 
diminish the value of the centralized expertise the County has built, complicate 
coordination, impede fiscal oversight and reduce the efficiency and effectiveness of policy 
implementation. 

Staffing levels for support of County Boards of Supervisors across Southern California 
vary substantially.  

County Average Number of Staff Positions 
Los Angeles County 35 

San Diego County 15 

Orange County 12 

Riverside County 9 

San Bernadino County 8 

Santa Barbara County 2 

Imperial County 1 
Figure 5 - County’s Average Number of Headcount Table 

 Data Source: Website of each County 

Given the shared scope of authority, the comparative review raises a central question: 
how are multiple counties (i.e. Riverside, San Bernardino, Santa Barbara and Imperial) to 
effectively perform these complex duties with relatively minimal numbers of political 
appointees per Supervisor? While political staff may assist individual Supervisors with 
policy development, communications, and coordination, the data suggest that large 
numbers of such positions are not inherently required to support effective governance. 
Counties with smaller supervisory staffs continue to function within the same statutory 
framework, relying more heavily on professional county executives and department 
leadership. This comparison invites further evaluation of whether additional appointed 
headcount enhances decision-making or primarily reflects local political preference rather 
than operational necessity. 

Despite this variation, there is little meaningful differentiation in California law regarding 
the roles, responsibilities, and authority of county boards. In all counties, boards of 
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Staffing levels for support of County Boards of Supervisors across Southern California 
vary substantially.  

County Average Number of Staff Positions 
Los Angeles County 35 

San Diego County 15 

Orange County 12 

Riverside County 9 

San Bernadino County 8 

Santa Barbara County 2 

Imperial County 1 
Figure 5 - County’s Average Number of Headcount Table 

 Data Source: Website of each County 

Given the shared scope of authority, the comparative review raises a central question: 
how are multiple counties (i.e. Riverside, San Bernardino, Santa Barbara and Imperial) to 
effectively perform these complex duties with relatively minimal numbers of political 
appointees per Supervisor? While political staff may assist individual Supervisors with 
policy development, communications, and coordination, the data suggest that large 
numbers of such positions are not inherently required to support effective governance. 
Counties with smaller supervisory staffs continue to function within the same statutory 
framework, relying more heavily on professional county executives and department 
leadership. This comparison invites further evaluation of whether additional appointed 
headcount enhances decision-making or primarily reflects local political preference rather 
than operational necessity. 

Despite this variation, there is little meaningful differentiation in California law regarding 
the roles, responsibilities, and authority of county boards. In all counties, boards of 
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supervisors serve as the primary legislative body and executive oversight, charged with 
setting policy, adopting budgets, disbursing public funds, overseeing county departments, 
and governing unincorporated communities5. 

While county size, geography, and population density differ, the core responsibilities of 
county governance remain largely consistent. All Boards must ensure that essential 
services are delivered by managing law enforcement budgets and corrections budgets; 
providing oversight of county appraisal; undertaking sound investment practices; and 
ensuring that health and human services meet community needs. In addition, county 
boards oversee the administration of substantial state and federal programs, including 
compliance with associated mandates and fiscal controls. These responsibilities 
necessarily involve complex policy considerations regardless of county size or staffing 
model. 

In Fiscal Year 1995–1996, the Board of Supervisors administered total Board of 
Supervisor’s departmental budget was approximately $1.98 million. By Fiscal Year 2025–
2026, that budget had risen to $12.5 million, representing an increase of more than 600 
percent. The chart on total Board budget below shows the scale and acceleration of this 
growth. 

 
Figure 6 - Orange County Board of Supervisors’ Budget Graph 

Data source: Orange County Annual Budgets 

While moderate budget increases over time are expected, growth at several times the 
rate of cumulative inflation raises concerns. Such increases may reflect internal 

 
5 California Government Code Section 25303. 
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administrative expansion or rising discretionary spending rather than workload-driven 
operational needs. 

Over the past decade, a sizable portion of the Board of Supervisors’ budget has been 
devoted to salaries and discretionary spending, and these categories have expanded far 
faster than both inflation and overall County service demands. Salary costs have 
increased as district offices added policy aides, communications staff, and administrative 
personnel, resulting in a larger and more costly support structure. Discretionary6 
spending has similarly grown, funding a wide range of district-level initiatives that often 
extend beyond the Board’s core responsibilities. 

For example, in 2025 the Board of Supervisors granted over $4,000,0007 to different 
organizations within their respective districts. A substantial share of these discretionary 
expenditures was directed toward community-based grants awarded to individuals, 
nonprofits, and local organizations located within a supervisor’s district, even when those 
recipients reside in incorporated cities and are already served by their own city councils. 
While many of these grants support worthwhile programs, the practice effectively allows 
Supervisors to allocate public funds to groups and constituencies outside the County’s 
direct governance responsibilities. This practice can create the appearance that 
discretionary spending and grantmaking are being used to cultivate goodwill or curry 
political favor with residents, organizations, and voters who fall under municipal, not 
County, jurisdiction. Collectively, the growth in salaries, discretionary spending, and 
politically advantageous grantmaking underscores the extent to which the Board’s budget 
has expanded beyond what is required to serve its shrinking unincorporated constituency. 

When the Board’s increased staffing and budget are compared with population trends in 
Orange County, the findings become clear. While Countywide population grew for part of 
this period, it has since stabilized, and the population directly governed by the Board 
steadily declined. No major shift in responsibilities appears to necessitate such notable 
budget expansion. Yet the Board’s headcount has doubled, and its budget multiplied 
more than six-fold. The disconnect between population-based workload and headcount 
growth creates a misalignment that warrants scrutiny. Taken together, these trends 
demonstrate that the Board’s budget expansion is not aligned with measurable changes 
in inflation, population, workload, or municipal governance responsibilities. 

 

 

 
6 District Discretionary Funds | Orange County 
7 District Discretionary Funds | Orange County 
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“There’s no area more in need of reform -- or more like termination 
-- than county supervisors discretionary spending, which was 

minimal for decades with traditional OC leaders having an aversion 
to what many call political slush funds.”8 

  

 
8 Santana: Orange County Supervisors Confront Themselves 
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FFIINNDDIINNGGSS  
In accordance with California Penal Code §933 and §933.05, the 2025-2026 Orange 
County Grand Jury requires (or, as noted, requests) responses from each agency 
affected by the Findings presented in this section. Responses are to be submitted to the 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court. 

Based on its investigation “A Breach of Public Trust in Orange County” the 2025-2026 
Orange County Grand Jury has arrived at six findings, as follows: 

 

F1 Headcount and discretionary spending over the recent budget years for the 
Board far exceeds inflation and outpaces the demographic changes that would 
typically justify increased staffing or budgets. 

F2 The Board’s municipal governance responsibilities have dwindled as the 
unincorporated population of Orange County shrank yet staffing and 
expenditures have increased. 

F3 Staffing expansions within Board offices are not tied to demonstrable needs. 

F4 The expansion of district-level discretionary spending, including grants to 
individuals and organizations located within incorporated cities, extends the 
Board’s influence into areas that fall under municipal responsibilities, not the 
County’s direct jurisdictional responsibilities.  

F5 The significant growth in Board office staffing has led to the appearance of an 
administrative structure that parallels work already performed by the County 
Executive Office and department heads. 

F6 The widening distance between Supervisors and the Executive Team 
undermines the value of the County Executive Team and complicates 
coordination, slows policy implementation, and contributes to fragmented 
decision-making.  
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RREECCOOMMMMEENNDDAATTIIOONNSS  
In accordance with California Penal Code Sections 933 and 933.05 the 2025-2026 
Orange County Grand Jury requires (or, as noted, requests) Responses from each 
agency affected by the Recommendations presented in this section. Responses are to be 
submitted to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court. 

Based on its investigation described herein, the 2025-2026 Orange County Grand Jury 
makes the following seven recommendations: 

R1 Starting with the budget for Fiscal Year 2027-2028 (and ongoing), zero-based 
budgeting should be used by the Board to require justification for all Board of 
Supervisors departmental positions and expenditures. (F1, F2, F4, F5) 

R2 Starting with the budget for Fiscal Year 2027-2028 (and ongoing), an audit of 
municipal service workload in the unincorporated areas should be conducted to 
determine the appropriate level of Board staffing necessary to support the 4% 
of County residents still directly governed by the Board. (F1, F2, F3, F5) 

R3 Starting with the budget for Fiscal Year 2027-2028 (and ongoing), the Board’s 
discretionary funds should be eliminated with the funds redirected to County 
public-facing services such as public safety, infrastructure, and health and 
human service programs. (F1, F4) 

R4 Starting October 31, 2026 (and ongoing), if discretionary funds are retained by 
the Board, the Board should limit discretionary grants to County-related 
purposes within its direct service and governance responsibilities and adopt 
uniform eligibility and reporting standards to ensure transparency and eliminate 
the appearance of political favoritism. (F1, F2, F4) 

R5 Starting October 31, 2026 (and ongoing), staffing levels within Board offices 
should be reviewed for redundancy relative to the County Executive Office and 
department-level subject-matter expertise. Positions that duplicate existing 
County functions should be eliminated. (F5) 

R6 Starting October 31, 2026, the Board should realign their engagement with the 
County Executive Team and department heads on policy matters to enhance 
collaboration. (F5, F6) 

R7 Starting with the budget for Fiscal Year 2027-2028, the Board should adopt a 
formal policy that governs their future departmental headcount and the 
elimination of discretionary spending that meets the above Recommendations. 
(F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6) 
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RREEQQUUIIRREEDD  RREESSPPOONNSSEESS  
California Penal Code Section 933 requires the governing body of any public agency 
which the Orange County Grand Jury has reviewed, and about which it has issued a final 
report, to comment to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court on the findings and 
recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of the governing body. Such 
comment shall be made no later than 90 days after the Orange County Grand Jury 
publishes its report (filed with the Clerk of the Court). Additionally, in the case of a report 
containing findings and recommendations pertaining to a department or agency headed 
by an elected County official (e.g., District Attorney, Sheriff, etc.), such elected County 
official shall comment on the findings and recommendations pertaining to the matters 
under that elected official’s control within 60 days to the Presiding Judge with an 
information copy sent to the Board of Supervisors.  
 
Furthermore, California Penal Code Section 933.05 specifies the manner in which such 
comment(s) are to be made as follows:  
 

(a) As to each Grand Jury finding, the responding person or entity shall indicate 
one of the following:  

 
(1) The respondent agrees with the finding.   

 
(2) The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding, in which 

case the response shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed 
and shall include an explanation of the reasons therefor. 

 
(b) As to each Grand Jury recommendation, the responding person or entity shall 

report one of the following actions: 
 

(1) The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding 
the implemented action. 

 
(2) The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be 

implemented in the future, with a time frame for implementation. 
 

(3) The recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and 
the scope and parameters of an analysis or study, and a time frame for 
the matter to be prepared for discussion by the officer or head of the 
agency or department being investigated or reviewed, including the 
governing body of the public agency when applicable. This time frame 
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shall not exceed six months from the date of publication of the Grand 
Jury report. 

 
(4) The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not 

warranted or is not reasonable, with an explanation therefor. 
 

(c) If a finding or recommendation of the Grand Jury addresses budgetary or 
personnel matters of a county agency or department headed by an elected 
officer, both the agency or department head and the Board of Supervisors shall 
respond if requested by the Grand Jury, but the response of the Board of 
Supervisors shall address only those budgetary /or personnel matters over 
which it has some decision-making authority. The response of the elected 
agency or department head shall address all aspects of the findings or 
recommendations affecting his or her agency or department.  

 
The Orange County Grand Jury requires the following responses: 
 

90 Day Response Required 

Orange County Board of Supervisors Findings:   F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 

Orange County Board of Supervisors Recommendations: R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6, R7 
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GGLLOOSSSSAARRYY  AANNDD  AACCRROONNYYMMSS    
 
Elected Officials Elected officials are individuals who hold public office as a result 

of being chosen by voters in an election. They are entrusted with 
the responsibility to represent the interests of their constituents 
and to make decisions on public policy, laws, and governance. 
Examples include Board of Supervisors, Assessor, Auditor 
Controller, Clerk-Recorder, District Attorney, Sheriff/Coroner, 
Treasure Tax Collector. 
 

Executive Team Unelected Department Heads of the County of Orange including 
the Chief Executive Officer, Chief Financial Officer, Chief Human 
Resources Officer, Chief Information Officer, Chief Real Estate 
Officer, Chief Operating Officer, County Council, Internal Audit. 
 

Grand Jury A grand jury is a legal body empowered to investigate the 
operations of the various officers, departments, and agencies of 
local government, conduct official proceedings to investigate 
potential criminal conduct and determine whether criminal 
charges should be brought. 
 

OC Orange County 
 

OCGJ 2025-2026 Orange County Grand Jury 
 

Zero Based 
Budgeting 

Zero-Based Budgeting (ZBB) is a budgeting method in which all 
expenses must be justified from scratch for each budget period, rather 
than relying on the previous year’s budget as a baseline. Under ZBB, 
every program, position, and expenditure start at “zero” and must 
demonstrate its necessity, effectiveness, and alignment with 
organizational goals before funding is approved. This approach 
contrasts with incremental budgeting, where budgets are typically built 
by adjusting prior-year spending levels up or down.   
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BBIIBBLLIIOOGGRRAAPPHHYY  
This report includes pertinent reference materials, such as letters, Board of Supervisors 
resolutions, audit reports, and excerpts from laws and regulations (especially applicable 
California Codes).  

Center for Demographic Research. “Orange County Progress Report”. Cal State 
Fullerton, April 9, 2026. products | CSUF - Center for Demographic Research 
 
CoinNews. “Inflation in Los Angeles, Long Beach and Anaheim Metropolitan Area”. US 
Inflation Calculator, Accessed May 15, 2026.  Inflation in Los Angeles, Long Beach and 
Anaheim | US Inflation Calculator 
 
County of Orange, California. “County of Orange Organizational Chart”. OC Government, 
July 12, 2024.  County of Orange JULY 2024 v3b.pdf 
 
Santana Jr., Norberto, “Orange County Supervisors Confront Themselves”, Voice of OC. 
April 2, 2026.  Santana: Orange County Supervisors Confront Themselves 
 
The OC. “Budget – FY 2025-2026”. County of Orange Budget & Finance Office, 
Accessed April 7, 2026.  Budget | Orange County Budget Office  
 
The OC. “District Discretionary Funds”. County of Orange, Accessed April 7, 2026.  
District Discretionary Funds | Orange County  
 
The OC. “Homepage”. Board of Supervisors County of Orange, Accessed April 7, 2026.  
Homepage | Orange County Board of Supervisors  
 
United States Department of Labor. “Economic News Releases”. U.S. Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, Accessed April 7, 2026. Economic News Releases : U.S. Bureau of Labor 
Statistics  
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AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX  AA99  

 

 
9 Data source: Summary of County Budget Documents Budget Archive | Orange County Budget Office 
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AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX  CC  
The Board of Supervisors is the governing body of the County. The Supervisors 
are elected from one out of the five Supervisorial Districts in the County and serve 
both legislative and executive roles. In their legislative roles, the Supervisors pass 
all ordinances and resolutions governing the County. In their executive role, the 
Supervisors oversee County government and are responsible for seeing that 
functions delegated to the County are properly discharged. 

The Board of Supervisors establishes policy; approves the annual budget; 
appoints a County Executive Officer, County Counsel, Clerk of the Board, Internal 
Auditor, Public Defender and Public Guardian; approves contracts for projects and 
services; conducts public hearings on land-use and other matters; and makes 
appointments to boards, committees and commissions.11 

 
11 Homepage | Orange County Board of Supervisors 
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SSUUMMMMAARRYY  
The Grand Jury reviewed the County of Orange’s (County) governance framework and 
found that deeply embedded structural constraints in the California Constitution and 
State Law restrict the Orange County Board of Supervisors’ (Board) ability to hold 
elected officials accountable. Lacking the authority to remove or meaningfully sanction 
officials, even in the face of serious violations uncovered through internal investigations, 
the Board is rendered powerless. 
 
This vacuum creates an environment where misconduct and mismanagement can 
persist unchecked, erodes public trust, and compromises the integrity of County 
administration. The Grand Jury’s concerns are illustrated through investigations into two 
elected County offices: the County of Orange Assessor (Assessor) and the County of 
Orange Treasurer-Tax Collector (Treasurer). 
 

The Board lacks authority to impose corrective action  
or remove an elected official from office, 

 even when workplace misconduct or  
managerial instability is substantiated. 

 
The Grand Jury’s investigation identified a sustained pattern of unprofessional and 
irregular conduct by the Assessor, raising significant concerns regarding the effective 
administration of the office. The County Human Resource Services department (County 
HR) previously substantiated findings that the Assessor violated established workplace 
anti-harassment policies and recommended corrective training. Notwithstanding these 
findings and corrective measures, the conduct has reportedly persisted.  
 
Testimony obtained during the investigation consistently characterized the office as 
lacking in stable executive leadership. Witness accounts describing inconsistent 
decision-making and repeated lapses in judgment raise doubts about the Assessor’s 
ability to manage the operational and administrative responsibilities of a complex public 
agency. These concerns are further compounded by the Assessor’s limited physical 
presence in the office and a tendency to often focus on nonessential or unconventional 
matters while at work.  These reported observations call into question the Assessor’s 
executive effectiveness and administrative competence. 
 
The Assessor’s longstanding resistance to modernization left the department 
technologically stagnant for nearly a decade. A previous 2023-2024 Grand Jury report 
documented persistent inefficiencies stemming from outdated manual processes and a 
reluctance to adopt centralized technology systems. These limitations hindered public 
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access to essential services and left the County significantly behind its peers.1 Despite 
improvements in 2024, Orange County still delivers only basic online services that trail 
behind peer counties. 
 
The Grand Jury’s investigation into the Treasurer’s office uncovered pervasive 
executive dysfunction, workplace misconduct, and administrative failure so severe that 
the Board, in December 2025, took the extraordinary step of divesting the Treasurer of 
her delegated investment authority effective for 2026.2 
 
The Board noted that although the Orange County Treasury Pool (County investment 
pool)3 had not yet incurred financial losses, the Treasurer’s documented misconduct 
created significant fiduciary risk. It found that the hostile work environment, staffing 
instability, and failure to meet statutory duties threatened the proper management and 
stability of the investment pool. As a result, the Board characterized its action as a 
preventative measure to protect the pool from potential mismanagement, operational 
disruption, and a loss of public confidence.4 
 
The Board has no authority to intervene, correct, or discipline an elected official under 
state law. This could allow ethical lapses, mismanagement practices, and questionable 
actions to occur with impunity. It highlights a gap in accountability and underscores the 
need for reform to ensure that the County and the public are protected from the 
consequences of unchecked executive authority. 
 
Highlighting a lack of effective oversight, Supervisors often learned of misconduct or 
mismanagement only through media reports.5 The Grand Jury recommends expanding 
audit measures to step-up performance reviews of elected officials. This would allow 
problems to be identified early, ensuring transparent corrective action, and preventing 
issues from escalating into costly public failures. 
 

 
1 Superior Court of California, County of Orange, OC Grand Jury,2023-2024 Reports (in order of release) | 
Orange County Grand Jury Review of the Assessor’s Office 06/14/24 
2 Orange County Board of Supervisors Signed Minute Order: December 16, 2025 Item 13. Treasurer-Tax 
Collector - Deleted Adopt resolution approving 2026 Statement of Investment Policy and delegating 
investment authority to Treasurer-Tax Collector 
3 Orange County Treasury Pool (OCTP). Government Code Sections 53600 et seq., 53630 et seq. and 
2700.3 guide the investment requirements of the OCTP. 
4 Orange County Board of Supervisors Meeting of 02/25/2025 Item S36C. 
https://ocgov.granicus.com/player/clip/5376?view_id=20&redirect=true#:~:text=S36C.%20County%20Cou
nsel%C2%A0%2D%20Consider%20second%20reading%20and%20adoption%20of%20%E2%80%9CAn
%20Ordinance%20of%20the%20County%20of%20Orange%2C%20California%20Amending%20Section
%201%2D2%2D320%2C%20Subsection%20(d)%20of%20the%20Codified%20Ordinances%20of%20the
%20County%20of%20Orange%20Regarding%20Investment%20Authority%E2%80%9D%20%2D 
5 Elattar, Hosam. Voice of OC Feb. 26, 2025. 
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To strengthen accountability across elected offices, the Grand Jury recommends 
considering County charter reforms proven in other jurisdictions: 

• Ability to remove an official from office for misconduct  
• Shifting some elected offices to appointed positions   
• Consolidating County departments to enhance oversight and improve 

performance. 
 

This report suggests charter reforms designed to safeguard the County from public 
officials’ misconduct or mismanagement. It further calls on the Board to implement more 
rigorous performance reviews for elected leaders. Without these measures, the County 
remains vulnerable to recurring misconduct, administrative failures and crisis 
management. With reform, the County can establish a system of checks and balances 
that holds independently elected officials more accountable. 
 
The Grand Jury also urges both the media and the voting public to more thoroughly 
examine the conduct, professionalism and ethical fitness of candidates seeking public 
office. Stronger public scrutiny and informed participation are essential to improving the 
quality of leadership in Orange County and reducing the significant financial and 
operational costs associated with misconduct, legal settlements and organizational 
instability. Through vigilant oversight and engaged civic participation, the community can 
help ensure that its leaders uphold the standards of integrity and accountability 
necessary for effective governance. 
 
 

BBAACCKKGGRROOUUNNDD  
Orange County’s government is structured so that the Board sets policy, approves 
budgets, and provides general oversight of County operations. However, when it comes 
to independently elected officials, the Board’s authority is sharply limited. State law and 
the California Constitution provide the Board with little power beyond ensuring that 
elected officials perform their basic statutory duties. 
 
Two offices illustrate the consequences of this structure: 
•  The County Assessor, elected every four years, manages the valuation of more 

than $850 billion6 in taxable property with a staff of roughly 250 employees. 

 
6 Orange County Assessor Claude Parrish has delivered the 2025-26 Local Assessment Roll of Values th
at includes all locally assessable property in Orange County. The total net value on the Roll is over $850.1
1 billion. The Roll of Values is up 5.07% or $41.06 billion more than last year (FY 2024-25).  Press Releas
e 2025-070125.pdf  
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•  The County Treasurer‑Tax Collector, elected every four years, oversees tax 
collection and treasury functions with approximately 70 employees. Until late 
2024, the office was delegated authority to manage a $17 billion investment pool, 
a responsibility the Board has not delegated to Treasurer in 2025 or 2026.7 

 
Under Article XI of the California Constitution and Government Code §24009,8 these 
officials are accountable to voters, not to the Board. Courts have repeatedly affirmed 
that while the Board may supervise generally, it cannot direct how elected officials carry 
out their duties nor can it intervene in their day‑to‑day operations.9 The California State 
Association of Counties reinforces this distinction in its official “Role of Counties” 
guidance, by stating that the County Board of Supervisors “supervise County officers to 
ensure they fulfill their duties but cannot modify or relieve them of their legal 
responsibilities.”10 
 
This autonomy became especially visible in recent years. In 2023, an external 
investigation commissioned by County Human Resources (County HR)11 substantiated 
misconduct by the Assessor. A year earlier, a separate HR investigation found the 
Treasurer had engaged in workplace misconduct, including creating a hostile 
environment12. Although the Board was formally notified, the public, and in some cases 
even individual Supervisors, did not learn the full details until media outlets obtained the 
reports through public records requests.13 
 
These episodes underscore a structural reality: even when serious misconduct is 
documented, the Board has no substantive authority to take corrective action, discipline 
an elected official, or remove them from office. Without meaningful measures for 
intervention, problems can persist unchecked, leaving the County vulnerable to 
operational failures, ethical breaches, and the erosion of public trust. This governance 
framework forms the backdrop for the Grand Jury’s examination of the structural 

 
7 Orange County Board of Supervisors Signed Minute Order: December 16, 2025, Item 13. Treasurer-Tax 
Collector - Deleted Adopt resolution approving 2026 Statement of Investment Policy and delegating 
investment authority to Treasurer-Tax Collector 
8 See Appendix A: California Constitution Article XI and Government Code §24009 
9 See Appendix A: California Constitution Article XI and Government Code §24009 
10 See Appendix B: The California State Association of Counties 
11 Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP: Confidential Investigation Report, Prepared for the County of 
Orange, May 16, 2023  https://s3.documentcloud.org/documents/25563834/workplace-misconduct-
investigation-report-regarding-oc-assessor-claude-
parrish.pdf?_gl=1*12m5v6a*_gcl_au*ODU1NzA3NDg5LjE3NzQ0NjA0NDk. 
12 Brown, Janice P. and PeBenito, Angelica M. Confidential Investigation Report Sheri Friedenrich Key-
Throwing Investigation Report released by County of Orange April 29, 2022. 
13 Farzan, Yusra and Gerda, Nick. LAist March 19, 2025. OC Investigation found elected Assessor 
Treated Womer as Subservient, Harassed Employees Over Her Disability. 
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imbalance between the impunity of independently elected offices and the Board’s 
constrained capacity for oversight. 
 
 

RREEAASSOONN  FFOORR  SSTTUUDDYY  
‘‘The government you elect is the government you deserve.” 

Thomas Jefferson 
Scandal, investigation, or criminal conviction have touched major offices in Orange 
County over the past five decades. The breadth of misconduct from bribery to fiscal 
mismanagement to federal corruption underscores a structural weakness that 
transcends ideology, personality, and political moment.  
 
What follows is not merely a recounting of past controversies, but an examination of a 
governance model that has repeatedly failed to protect the public from the predictable 
risks of concentrated power.14   
 
Thomas Jefferson once quipped, “The government you elect is the government you 
deserve.” This resonates with force when viewed through the lens of Orange County’s 
political history. For more than fifty years, the County’s own public records reveal not a 
series of isolated lapses, but a persistent cycle of ethical breaches and criminal 
convictions that resurface across eras, offices, and party lines. What emerges is a 
pattern so consistent that it reads less like coincidence and more like a structural flaw. 
 
Taken together, these episodes form a collection of political missteps that amount to a 
documented pattern of governance failure. Orange County’s history shows that 
unethical behavior and corruption are neither rare nor random, but cyclical. Each 
decade brings a new set of names, but the underlying dynamics remain stubbornly the 
same. This is the context in which Jefferson’s warning lands with weight.  
 
When institutions lack durable safeguards, the electorate suffers the consequences. 
Government integrity cannot depend on the character of individual elected officials 
alone. It requires systematic guardrails, meaningful checks and balances, independent 
oversight bodies with real authority, institutional transparency, financial controls, 
enforceable ethics standards, and active citizen engagement through the ballot box. 
 
The following chart traces this pattern over time, illustrating how the lack of durable 
institutional safeguards has repeatedly shaped local governance. 

 
14 See Table 1. Chronology of Orange County Public Officials’ Misconduct and/or Controversy, page 8 
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Chronology Of Orange County Public Officials’ Misconduct and/or Controversy 

Name Position Tenure Misconduct-Controversy 

Andrew Do OC Supervisor 2015-2024 

Pled guilty to conspiracy to commit bribery; directed 
$13 million to nonprofits tied to his family. Currently 
serving five-year sentence. Board censured 
Supervisor prior to court case. 

Claude Parrish 
OC Assessor 

 
2015-present 

2023 County investigation substantiated EEO 
harassment and retaliation violations. County HR 
issued cease and desist order and recommended 
HR/EEO training. 

Shari Freidenrich OC Treasurer-Tax 
Collector 2011-present 

In 2024, Board discontinued the investment 
authority of Treasurer because of management 
concerns. 2022 County commissioned investigation 
substantiated EEO harassment and retaliation 
violations. County HR issued cease and desist 
order and recommended HR/EEO training. 

Todd Spitzer OC District Attorney 2019-present 

Civil suit over mishandling harassment and 
retaliation complaints. Lost litigation in 2025. 
County current and future legal costs estimated at 
over $18 million. 

Tony Rackauckas OC District Attorney 1999-2019 Criticized for jailhouse informant scandal and 
alleged evidence fabrication. 

Eric Woolery OC Auditor-Controller 2015-2019 

Accused of misusing staff for personal errands; 
Privately took up residency in another state while 
continuing as OC Auditor-Controller. Died 
unexpectedly while out of state which revealed his 
change in residency. 

Webster Guillory OC Assessor 1998-2014 Convicted of filing false nomination papers for re-
election. 

Carlos Bustamante 
Santa Ana Councilman; 

OC Public Works 
Executive 

2004-2012 
Convicted of attempted sexual battery, stalking, and 
theft of public funds. Served jail time. 

John Williams OC Public Administrator 
/ Guardian 2003-2012 

Public Administrator’s office was consolidated with 
the OC District Attorney’s office shortly after 
Williams resigned, amidst allegations of 
mismanagement and pension spiking.  

Chriss Street OC Treasurer-Tax 
Collector 2007-2011 

Board strips Treasurer of investment authority after 
reports of fiduciary misconduct tied to his actions 
before taking office. 

Mike Carona OC Sheriff-Coroner 1999-2008 Convicted of witness tampering in federal corruption 
probe. Sentenced to prison time. 

Don Roth OC Supervisor 1987-1993 
Pled guilty to seven misdemeanor conflict-of-
interest charges for failing to report gifts and then 
voting on matters that benefitted the gift givers. 

Robert L. Citron OC Treasurer-Tax 
Collector 1970-1994 

Catalyst for $2 billion bankruptcy via risky 
investments; pled guilty to six felonies. Served jail 
time. 

Phillip Anthony OC Supervisor 
OC Water District 

1976-1980; 
1981-2018 

Pled no contest to campaign finance violations; 
indicted for laundering campaign funds. 

Ralph Diedrich OC Supervisor 1972-1979 Convicted of bribery and conspiracy related to land 
development in Anaheim Hills. Served jail time. 

Andrew J. Hinshaw OC Assessor 
U.S. Congressman 

1965-1972; 
1973-1977 

In 1977 was convicted of accepting bribes from the 
Tandy Corporation in his previous job as OC 
Assessor as well as using County staff and supplies 
for his 1972 campaign for Congress. Served eight 
months in prison. 

Bob Battin OC Supervisor 1969-1977 Convicted of misusing public funds for campaign; 
fined and served minor jail time. 
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14 See Table 1. Chronology of Orange County Public Officials’ Misconduct and/or Controversy, page 8 
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Perhaps most telling is the span of offices touched by scandal. Nearly every major 
County office has faced serious allegations or criminal convictions at some point in the 
past half-century. This is a structural vulnerability, and the record clearly shows it has 
been demonstrated again and again. 
 
From the bribery convictions of Supervisors Ralph Diedrich and Bob Battin in the 1970s, 
to Treasurer Robert Citron’s disastrous investment schemes that triggered the 1994 
bankruptcy, to the federal corruption case that brought down Sheriff Mike Carona, to the 
2024 guilty plea and conspiracy conviction of Supervisor Andrew Do and the recent 
investigations of County officials, the storyline repeats with unsettling regularity. The 
office holder changes, the decade changes, the specific misconduct changes but the 
underlying dynamic does not. Concentrated authority, when left without durable 
safeguards, invites abuse. 
 
During their terms in office, both the Assessor and the Treasurer have themselves 
become part of the broader historical pattern. Reports of internal investigations, 
substantiated violations of employee abuse, and the revocation of certain fiscal authority 
of the Treasurer underscore the vulnerabilities in these offices.  Their inclusion in the 
chronology reinforces the central lesson of the last fifty years: no office is immune, no 
era is exempt, and structural safeguards must be strengthened not after a scandal, but 
beforehand. 
 
 

MMEETTHHOODD  OOFF  SSTTUUDDYY  
The Grand Jury reviewed information and data from the following sources: 

• Investigative reports commissioned by the County 
• Public statements, press reports, and records released via public records request 

(media disclosures) 
• County policies and procedures on harassment, disability, discrimination, 

retaliation, workplace violence and employee training 
• Record requests from the Assessor’s and Treasurer’s offices 
• Relevant state statutory and regulatory requirements governing elected county 

officers and oversight authority of the Board of Supervisors 
• Interviews with multiple County witnesses across various departments 
• County personnel and administrative data 
• Internet websites including County departments, public court records, 

professional associations, multiple news agencies, local press, on-line 
publications/articles, County documents/records 

• Department tours. 
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• California Penal Codes. 
• Attended public meetings.  
• On-line recorded public meetings. 

 
 

IINNVVEESSTTIIGGAATTIIOONN  AANNDD  AANNAALLYYSSIISS  
Ensuring the safe and responsible management 

of public funds is one of the most fundamental obligations 
of county government. 

Two of the most financially significant elected offices in the County are the offices of the 
Assessor and the Treasurer. These offices collectively oversee the valuation of taxable 
property and the management of billions of dollars in public assets. As a result, any 
deficiencies in leadership, accountability, or operational integrity carry substantial 
implications for residents, public agencies, and the County’s long‑term financial position. 
Given the magnitude of their responsibilities, the Grand Jury undertook a review of both 
offices to independently assess their operations and methods of performing their duties 
in light of the standards of professionalism, competence, and public trust required of 
positions with such far‑reaching impact.  
 
THE ORANGE COUNTY ASSESSOR 

Harassment and Retaliation in the Workplace 
The Assessor’s office administers one of the most significant responsibilities in County 
government. It oversees the appraisal valuation of more than three‑quarters of a trillion 
dollars in taxable property, forming the financial foundation for public services 
throughout Orange County15. Consequently, the professionalism, and executive 
leadership of the Assessor are essential to maintaining public confidence in the integrity 
and competence of this elected office. 
 
A 2023 Equal Employment Opportunity investigation commissioned by County HR 
found multiple instances of misconduct by the Assessor16. In response, the County 
issued a formal cease and desist order and recommended that the Assessor complete 
harassment‑prevention training. The seriousness of the findings was made clear in the 
County’s written notice: 

 
15 Orange County’s Assessor’s Webpage, Mission Statement, Department Overview | Orange County 
Assessor Department 
16 Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP: Confidential Investigation Report, Prepared for the County of 
Orange, May 16, 2023  https://s3.documentcloud.org/documents/25563834/workplace-misconduct-
investigation-report-regarding-oc-assessor-claude-
parrish.pdf?_gl=1*12m5v6a*_gcl_au*ODU1NzA3NDg5LjE3NzQ0NjA0NDk. 
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“As an elected County Department Head, you are tasked with ensuring a safe 
and healthy working environment which is free from discrimination, harassment, 
retaliation, and abusive conduct (AKA bullying) for the employees assigned to 
your office. The County’s Equal Employment Opportunity Policy (“EEO”) applies 
to all County employees and officials and states that ‘… the County is committed 
to ensuring that no employee is subjected to unlawful discrimination, harassment, 
retaliation, or abusive conduct.’ As you know, you were the subject of an 
independent investigation into claims that you violated this policy.  

 
“To ensure fairness and to avoid an actual or perceived conflict of interest, the 
County retained the services of Burke, Williams & Sorenson, LLP law firm (‘the 
investigator’). Their investigation has resulted in both sustained and unfounded 
findings of fact and violations of policy. The investigator’s findings raise serious 
concerns about your treatment of Assessor employees. There were thirteen 
complaints against you; six of which were wholly or partially sustained and in 
violation of the County’s EEO policy. These include sustained findings of 
harassment and/or retaliation based on disability, sex or gender, and race. 
Allegations of abusive conduct, not based on a protected class, were also 
sustained.  
 
“As the County’s Chief Human Resources Officer, I am obligated to instruct you 
to cease and desist from any and all conduct that violates County policy… As an 
elected Department Head, it is your duty to provide a safe, healthy, and positive 
working environment for the County’s employees assigned to you. To that end, I 
strongly recommend that you read the attached EEO and Anti-Harassment Policy 
and complete the following two-hour Workplace Harassment Prevention Training 
for Supervisors via Skillsoft using the attached instructions.”17 

 
In summary, the substantiated complaints demonstrate a failure to meet the minimum 
standards of workplace conduct expected of an elected department head. The Grand 
Jury’s investigation revealed that the Assessor’s conduct remains problematic. 
 
Deficiencies in Leadership, Professional Conduct, and Office Management 
During this investigation, the Grand Jury conducted interviews with witnesses, reviewed 
relevant records and internal communications, and examined publicly available 
information regarding the administration and leadership of the Assessor. The evidence 
gathered revealed issues regarding the Assessor’s professional conduct. 
 

 
17 See Appendix C: 12/21/2023 letter to: Claude Parrish, from: Colette Farnes, re: cease and desist 
workplace harassment and recommended EEO training 
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Multiple witnesses reported instances in which the Assessor displayed anger and 
frustration toward subordinates when they did not carry out directives exactly as 
instructed. The investigation also found that the Assessor’s attention was frequently 
focused on non-essential office matters. Witnesses commented on the Assessor’s 
inconsistent decision‑making and difficulty in retaining key information. Witness 
testimonies conveyed that these behavior patterns point to performance‑related 
challenges that affect the Assessor’s executive functioning within the office.  
 
The Grand Jury was made aware of an open secret within the department: the 
Assessor’s limited presence in the office. Multiple witnesses consistently described a 
routine in which the Assessor arrives around 3:30 p.m. While elected officials are not 
bound to rigid hourly schedules, a reasonable argument can be made that effective 
leadership of an organization requires sustained executive involvement, accessibility to 
staff, and regular attention to administrative matters in the workplace.  
 
Public administration best practices18 emphasize that the chief executive of a complex 
public office must provide visible leadership, accountability, and a consistent presence 
to guide professional staff and maintain operational excellence. This expectation is 
reinforced by federal governance standards, as the U.S. Government Accountability 
Office (GAO) mandates that effective internal control systems depend on leadership that 
establishes accountability, monitors performance, and maintains an active presence 
sufficient to ensure operational integrity.19 Against these established standards, 
prolonged executive absence or minimal workplace presence is not a benign 
management style; it is a material failure of duty. 
The Assessor’s overall demeanor raises substantial concerns regarding accountability 
and adherence to expected performance standards. Based on these findings, the Grand 
Jury believes the Assessor’s behavior is not merely a matter of personal style or 
temperament. Rather, it reflects conduct that falls short of the professionalism required 
of an executive to effectively administer a critical public function. 
 
Resistance to Implementing Technology 
Over the past decade, the County has steadily modernized its internal operations, 
investing in cloud-based platforms, digital workflows, and public online services.20 

 
18 International City/County Management Association (ICMA) — Practices for Effective Local Government 
Management and Leadership Leading By Example: Building an Ethical Culture from the Top Down 
Leading By Example: Building an Ethical Culture from the Top Down | icma.org 
19 U.S. Government Accountability Office, Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government 
(GAO‑14‑704G), Green Book Standards for  Internal Control in the Federal Government 
https://www.gao.gov/search?keyword=effective+internal+controls 
20 Superior Court of California, County of Orange, OC Grand Jury,2023-2024 Reports (in order of release) 
| Orange County Grand Jury Review of the Assessor’s Office. 06/14/24 

7
Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026Page 12



Unbalanced Authority 

Page 12 of 59  Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 
 

“As an elected County Department Head, you are tasked with ensuring a safe 
and healthy working environment which is free from discrimination, harassment, 
retaliation, and abusive conduct (AKA bullying) for the employees assigned to 
your office. The County’s Equal Employment Opportunity Policy (“EEO”) applies 
to all County employees and officials and states that ‘… the County is committed 
to ensuring that no employee is subjected to unlawful discrimination, harassment, 
retaliation, or abusive conduct.’ As you know, you were the subject of an 
independent investigation into claims that you violated this policy.  

 
“To ensure fairness and to avoid an actual or perceived conflict of interest, the 
County retained the services of Burke, Williams & Sorenson, LLP law firm (‘the 
investigator’). Their investigation has resulted in both sustained and unfounded 
findings of fact and violations of policy. The investigator’s findings raise serious 
concerns about your treatment of Assessor employees. There were thirteen 
complaints against you; six of which were wholly or partially sustained and in 
violation of the County’s EEO policy. These include sustained findings of 
harassment and/or retaliation based on disability, sex or gender, and race. 
Allegations of abusive conduct, not based on a protected class, were also 
sustained.  
 
“As the County’s Chief Human Resources Officer, I am obligated to instruct you 
to cease and desist from any and all conduct that violates County policy… As an 
elected Department Head, it is your duty to provide a safe, healthy, and positive 
working environment for the County’s employees assigned to you. To that end, I 
strongly recommend that you read the attached EEO and Anti-Harassment Policy 
and complete the following two-hour Workplace Harassment Prevention Training 
for Supervisors via Skillsoft using the attached instructions.”17 

 
In summary, the substantiated complaints demonstrate a failure to meet the minimum 
standards of workplace conduct expected of an elected department head. The Grand 
Jury’s investigation revealed that the Assessor’s conduct remains problematic. 
 
Deficiencies in Leadership, Professional Conduct, and Office Management 
During this investigation, the Grand Jury conducted interviews with witnesses, reviewed 
relevant records and internal communications, and examined publicly available 
information regarding the administration and leadership of the Assessor. The evidence 
gathered revealed issues regarding the Assessor’s professional conduct. 
 

 
17 See Appendix C: 12/21/2023 letter to: Claude Parrish, from: Colette Farnes, re: cease and desist 
workplace harassment and recommended EEO training 

  Unbalanced Authority 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026  Page 13 of 59 
 

Multiple witnesses reported instances in which the Assessor displayed anger and 
frustration toward subordinates when they did not carry out directives exactly as 
instructed. The investigation also found that the Assessor’s attention was frequently 
focused on non-essential office matters. Witnesses commented on the Assessor’s 
inconsistent decision‑making and difficulty in retaining key information. Witness 
testimonies conveyed that these behavior patterns point to performance‑related 
challenges that affect the Assessor’s executive functioning within the office.  
 
The Grand Jury was made aware of an open secret within the department: the 
Assessor’s limited presence in the office. Multiple witnesses consistently described a 
routine in which the Assessor arrives around 3:30 p.m. While elected officials are not 
bound to rigid hourly schedules, a reasonable argument can be made that effective 
leadership of an organization requires sustained executive involvement, accessibility to 
staff, and regular attention to administrative matters in the workplace.  
 
Public administration best practices18 emphasize that the chief executive of a complex 
public office must provide visible leadership, accountability, and a consistent presence 
to guide professional staff and maintain operational excellence. This expectation is 
reinforced by federal governance standards, as the U.S. Government Accountability 
Office (GAO) mandates that effective internal control systems depend on leadership that 
establishes accountability, monitors performance, and maintains an active presence 
sufficient to ensure operational integrity.19 Against these established standards, 
prolonged executive absence or minimal workplace presence is not a benign 
management style; it is a material failure of duty. 
The Assessor’s overall demeanor raises substantial concerns regarding accountability 
and adherence to expected performance standards. Based on these findings, the Grand 
Jury believes the Assessor’s behavior is not merely a matter of personal style or 
temperament. Rather, it reflects conduct that falls short of the professionalism required 
of an executive to effectively administer a critical public function. 
 
Resistance to Implementing Technology 
Over the past decade, the County has steadily modernized its internal operations, 
investing in cloud-based platforms, digital workflows, and public online services.20 

 
18 International City/County Management Association (ICMA) — Practices for Effective Local Government 
Management and Leadership Leading By Example: Building an Ethical Culture from the Top Down 
Leading By Example: Building an Ethical Culture from the Top Down | icma.org 
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These improvements aligned with a broader regional shift toward technology-driven 
government; one that featured faster service delivery, greater transparency, and 
improved access for residents and businesses. While most County departments 
embraced this transformation, the Assessor’s office remained largely disengaged. 
 
As neighboring jurisdictions digitized parcel systems, automated routine processes, 
and expanded online self-service tools, the Assessor continued to rely on aging 
software and manual workflows. The Assessor repeatedly declined to participate in the 
countywide program of upgrading services. Over time, limited modernization efforts left 
Orange County behind comparable jurisdictions in providing efficient and accessible 
public services. 
 
The 2023-2024 Grand Jury first raised the same concerns. Only after the Grand Jury’s 
report publicly documented these deficiencies did the Assessor implement a series of 
basic upgrades: primarily the introduction of online public information, computers and e-
mail for all staff, and cybersecurity enhancements. 
 
Assessor’s Office Lags Behind Peer Counties 
Below is a comparison of digital public service capabilities across peer counties which 
highlights the extent of the Assessor’s Office’s lag in modernization. 

 

Comparative Chart: Digital Public Service Capabilities in Peer Counties21 

Service Category Orange County Los Angeles County San Diego County 

Online Form Submission (E-
Filing + E-Signature 

Limited; requires printing 
and manual signature 

Available for multiple 
forms 

Partial 

Property Search Tools Basic lookup only Advanced portal 
(parcel, legal, map) 

Moderate tools 

GIS/Interactive Parcel Maps Limited Available Available 

Records Integration 
(Ownership/Grantor-Grantee) Available but fragmented Integrated Integrated 

Property Fraud Alert System Limited/indirect Email alert system Owner Alert system 

Cross-Department Integration Fragmented Partial Strong 

User Self-Serve Capability Limited-Moderate High High 

 
21 https://www.ocassessor.gov. 
 https://www.sdardd.gov/content/arcc/home/division/assessor.html  
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Overall Assessment 
Table 2 shows that Orange County provides some basic appraisal online services but 
has not shifted to a fully digital service model that enables the public to complete 
transactions without jumping between disconnected websites, forms, departments, or 
manual steps. It instead relies on a hybrid approach that digitizes forms without 
enabling complete end-to-end transactions or integrated access. 
 
Peer counties, by contrast, have embraced digital-first service delivery that prioritizes 
public accessibility, transparency, and automation. Their systems allow residents and 
businesses to complete end-to-end transactions online, access integrated datasets, and 
interact with government services through modern platforms. Orange County’s inability 
to keep up with the times has left the Assessor’s office behind its regional peers and has 
hindered the County’s ability to more efficiently and effectively serve taxpayers. 
 
Accountability Measures Warranted 
The Grand Jury investigation of the Assessor reflects a sustained pattern of executive 
absenteeism, unorthodox methods, irregular conduct, and lack of modernization. The 
office requires consistent leadership and sound judgment. These standards cannot be 
met when basic managerial responsibilities are overlooked. 
 
The Board has an obligation to pursue the legal and administrative steps necessary to 
ensure that elected offices are led by competent and accountable executives who 
implement methods and systems to adequately perform their duties and meet the 
appropriate policies and standards of the County. This responsibility extends not only to 
safeguarding the accuracy and reliability of the County’s holdings, but also to protecting 
the well‑being of employees who depend on stable, competent, and accessible 
leadership. Most importantly, the Board must be positioned to hold elected officials 
accountable for fulfilling the constitutional duties of their office on behalf of the residents 
of Orange County. 
 
THE ORANGE COUNTY TREASURER 

Issues in the Treasurer’s Office  
An internal County document was provided to the Board and subsequently published by 
a media outlet, detailing significant concerns regarding the Treasurer’s operations, 
decision‑making practices, and fiscal management. The document described a 
persistent pattern of delays, organizational dysfunction, and disregard for basic 
standards of fiscal responsibility and operational efficiency. According to the document, 
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These improvements aligned with a broader regional shift toward technology-driven 
government; one that featured faster service delivery, greater transparency, and 
improved access for residents and businesses. While most County departments 
embraced this transformation, the Assessor’s office remained largely disengaged. 
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and expanded online self-service tools, the Assessor continued to rely on aging 
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public services. 
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Assessor’s Office Lags Behind Peer Counties 
Below is a comparison of digital public service capabilities across peer counties which 
highlights the extent of the Assessor’s Office’s lag in modernization. 

 

Comparative Chart: Digital Public Service Capabilities in Peer Counties21 

Service Category Orange County Los Angeles County San Diego County 
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Filing + E-Signature 

Limited; requires printing 
and manual signature 

Available for multiple 
forms 

Partial 

Property Search Tools Basic lookup only Advanced portal 
(parcel, legal, map) 

Moderate tools 

GIS/Interactive Parcel Maps Limited Available Available 

Records Integration 
(Ownership/Grantor-Grantee) Available but fragmented Integrated Integrated 

Property Fraud Alert System Limited/indirect Email alert system Owner Alert system 

Cross-Department Integration Fragmented Partial Strong 

User Self-Serve Capability Limited-Moderate High High 

 
21 https://www.ocassessor.gov. 
 https://www.sdardd.gov/content/arcc/home/division/assessor.html  
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Overall Assessment 
Table 2 shows that Orange County provides some basic appraisal online services but 
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The Board has an obligation to pursue the legal and administrative steps necessary to 
ensure that elected offices are led by competent and accountable executives who 
implement methods and systems to adequately perform their duties and meet the 
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leadership. Most importantly, the Board must be positioned to hold elected officials 
accountable for fulfilling the constitutional duties of their office on behalf of the residents 
of Orange County. 
 
THE ORANGE COUNTY TREASURER 

Issues in the Treasurer’s Office  
An internal County document was provided to the Board and subsequently published by 
a media outlet, detailing significant concerns regarding the Treasurer’s operations, 
decision‑making practices, and fiscal management. The document described a 
persistent pattern of delays, organizational dysfunction, and disregard for basic 
standards of fiscal responsibility and operational efficiency. According to the document, 
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these failures produced measurable financial losses across County departments and 
public institutions.22 
 
The document alleged multiple instances in which the Treasurer’s direct interference in 
contract negotiations resulted in economic loss to the County. It alleges several cases of 
poor communication, staff attrition, and inconsistent direction. It alleges that delays in 
depositing taxpayer’s checks reduced investment earnings and triggered avoidable 
penalties. In one case, a $550,000 refund owed to school districts was withheld for 
three years. Additionally, the treasurer delayed approval to close $3 million in school 
bond funds for nearly a decade causing the funds to be unavailable to the schools.23  
 
The document also alleged the Treasurer declined to use standard enforcement tools 
available that help staff collect property tax revenue resulting in an estimated $9 million 
loss in revenue in 2023-24 and 2024-25 respectively. Tax liens were filed months late in 
these years, because the Treasurer cited concerns about specific taxpayers, raising 
questions about preferential treatment. These delays also disrupted the State Intercept 
Program24, hindering revenue recovery. 
 
The document alleged additional risks within investment operations. The Treasurer 
directed staff to invest exclusively in certain money market funds regardless of yield, 
undermining the County’s ability to maximize returns. It is also alleged that the 
Treasurer violated basic internal‑control principles by assigning conflicting duties to 
investment staff and discontinuing key oversight practices, including daily monitoring of 
reports and interdepartmental coordination meetings.25 
 
The Grand Jury learned through interviews that the Treasurer obstructed oversight 
functions by insisting on personally approving every audit item from a performance 
audit, slowing audit completion and increasing external costs. Interference in routine 
human‑resources processes contributed to high staff turnover, and increased 
recruitment expenses. Internally, inefficient practices, such as requiring staff to print 
emails for the Treasurer’s review, wasted time and resources, while numerous 
workplace complaints signaled a deteriorating organizational environment, and a toxic 
work environment. 
 

 
22 Elattar, Hosam. Voice of OC Feb. 26, 2025. OC Supervisors Break Silence: Publicly Blast Treasurer’s 
Alleged Workplace Hostility. 
23 Elattar, Hosam. Voice of OC Feb. 26, 2025. OC Supervisors Break Silence: Publicly Blast Treasurer’s 
Alleged Workplace Hostility. 
24 State of California Franchise Tax Board https://www.ftb.ca.gov/pay/collections/interagency-
intercept/index.html  
25 See Appendix D. Fact Sheet: Board of Supervisors Fact Sheet on TTC, February 24, 2025. 
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Collectively, these issues reflect a pattern of managerial instability and operational 
disregard that has a potential to expose the County to financial loss, weakened internal 
controls, and impaired essential public‑facing functions. 
 
Dysfunctional Environment in the Treasurer's Office 
The Grand Jury reviewed the circumstances surrounding the Board of Supervisors’ 
2024 decision to discontinue the Treasurer’s delegated investment authority. News 
accounts detailed internal conditions within the Treasurer’s office and described Board 
concerns regarding the Treasurer managing $17 billion in public funds.26 During the 
Grand Jury investigation, information obtained from interviews corroborated the 
conditions and concerns reported in the media, providing independent validation of the 
issues raised publicly. 
 
The workplace environment and leadership practices were a significant concern to the 
Board. Concerns were voiced describing a work environment characterized by elevated 
tension, mistrust, and demeaning interactions. These accounts aligned with findings 
from a 2022 County‑commissioned investigation,27 which documented incidents 
including conduct assessed as a violation of workplace violence policy and other 
behavior perceived as overly aggressive. The report described an incident where the 
Treasurer threw keys at an employee which demonstrated a culture characterized by 
bullying, micromanagement and fear-based leadership. 
 
County leadership engaged in repeated efforts over an extended period to address 
these concerns directly with the Treasurer. According to the Board,28 these efforts did 
not result in sustained improvement and increasingly diverted senior staff time from 
broader county responsibilities. 
 
Operational issues within the Treasurer’s office further contributed to the Board’s 
concerns involving delays in processing checks and issuing refunds, including those 
owed to school districts, as well as longstanding backlogs in property tax liens.29 
Members of the Board also expressed concern that ongoing personnel and 

 
26 See Appendix D. Fact Sheet: Board of Supervisors Fact Sheet on TTC, February 24, 2025. 
27 Confidential Investigative Report County of Orange – Shari Freidenrich April 29, 2022 
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/25546947-shari-freidenrich-key-throwing-investigation-report-
released-by-county-of-orange/?_gl=1*iq6ygf*_gcl_au*ODU1NzA3NDg5LjE3NzQ0NjA0NDk. 

28 Orange County Board of Supervisors Meeting of 02/25/2025 Item S36C. 
https://ocgov.granicus.com/player/clip/5376?view_id=20&redirect=true#:~:text=S36C.%20County%20Cou
nsel%C2%A0%2D%20Consider%20second%20reading%20and%20adoption%20of%20%E2%80%9CAn
%20Ordinance%20of%20the%20County%20of%20Orange%2C%20California%20Amending%20Section
%201%2D2%2D320%2C%20Subsection%20(d)%20of%20the%20Codified%20Ordinances%20of%20the
%20County%20of%20Orange%20Regarding%20Investment%20Authority%E2%80%9D%20%2D 
29 See Appendix D. Fact Sheet: Board of Supervisors Fact Sheet on TTC, February 24, 2025. 
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22 Elattar, Hosam. Voice of OC Feb. 26, 2025. OC Supervisors Break Silence: Publicly Blast Treasurer’s 
Alleged Workplace Hostility. 
23 Elattar, Hosam. Voice of OC Feb. 26, 2025. OC Supervisors Break Silence: Publicly Blast Treasurer’s 
Alleged Workplace Hostility. 
24 State of California Franchise Tax Board https://www.ftb.ca.gov/pay/collections/interagency-
intercept/index.html  
25 See Appendix D. Fact Sheet: Board of Supervisors Fact Sheet on TTC, February 24, 2025. 
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The workplace environment and leadership practices were a significant concern to the 
Board. Concerns were voiced describing a work environment characterized by elevated 
tension, mistrust, and demeaning interactions. These accounts aligned with findings 
from a 2022 County‑commissioned investigation,27 which documented incidents 
including conduct assessed as a violation of workplace violence policy and other 
behavior perceived as overly aggressive. The report described an incident where the 
Treasurer threw keys at an employee which demonstrated a culture characterized by 
bullying, micromanagement and fear-based leadership. 
 
County leadership engaged in repeated efforts over an extended period to address 
these concerns directly with the Treasurer. According to the Board,28 these efforts did 
not result in sustained improvement and increasingly diverted senior staff time from 
broader county responsibilities. 
 
Operational issues within the Treasurer’s office further contributed to the Board’s 
concerns involving delays in processing checks and issuing refunds, including those 
owed to school districts, as well as longstanding backlogs in property tax liens.29 
Members of the Board also expressed concern that ongoing personnel and 

 
26 See Appendix D. Fact Sheet: Board of Supervisors Fact Sheet on TTC, February 24, 2025. 
27 Confidential Investigative Report County of Orange – Shari Freidenrich April 29, 2022 
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/25546947-shari-freidenrich-key-throwing-investigation-report-
released-by-county-of-orange/?_gl=1*iq6ygf*_gcl_au*ODU1NzA3NDg5LjE3NzQ0NjA0NDk. 

28 Orange County Board of Supervisors Meeting of 02/25/2025 Item S36C. 
https://ocgov.granicus.com/player/clip/5376?view_id=20&redirect=true#:~:text=S36C.%20County%20Cou
nsel%C2%A0%2D%20Consider%20second%20reading%20and%20adoption%20of%20%E2%80%9CAn
%20Ordinance%20of%20the%20County%20of%20Orange%2C%20California%20Amending%20Section
%201%2D2%2D320%2C%20Subsection%20(d)%20of%20the%20Codified%20Ordinances%20of%20the
%20County%20of%20Orange%20Regarding%20Investment%20Authority%E2%80%9D%20%2D 
29 See Appendix D. Fact Sheet: Board of Supervisors Fact Sheet on TTC, February 24, 2025. 
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management challenges could eventually affect the security of public funds. Although 
the investment pool itself remained stable, the Chairman of the Board concluded that 
the cumulative pattern of operational deficiencies created an unacceptable level of risk 
for an office entrusted with large‑scale public assets. 30  
 
In 2025, the Board declined to renew the Treasurer’s investment authority, resulting in 
the transfer of oversight of the investment pool to the County’s Executive Officer. The 
Chairman of the Board later stated that this action was necessary to protect and ensure 
continuity of public funds.31 The Board’s actions prompted inquiries from state officials, 
who questioned the transparency of the process and the sufficiency of the public 
explanation provided.32 While acknowledging the seriousness of the workplace and 
management concerns, state representatives emphasized the need for clear justification 
when altering the authority of an elected official responsible for safeguarding substantial 
public assets.33 
The situation highlights a structural tension within County governance: independently 
elected officials possess significant operational authority, however the Board’s ability to 
intervene is limited unless statutory conditions 34are met. The Treasurer’s case 
demonstrates how leadership and operational deficiencies, if left unaddressed, can 
create risks that extend beyond internal personnel matters and affect the integrity of 
countywide financial operations. 
 
Despite the seriousness of the Treasurer’s conduct, there appears to be no evidence 
that certain behavior has been corrected. In fact, a recent survey of employees 
represented by the Orange County Employees Association (OCEA), along with 
interviews with Treasurer staff, revealed persistent fear, distrust, and low morale.35  
 
Accountability Measures Warranted  
The Grand Jury’s review of the Treasurer’s workplace methods revealed a sustained 
historical pattern of executive instability and workplace dysfunction that collectively 
compromises the effective administration of a core County function. Internal County 
assessments, media reporting, and corroborating witness testimony presented a 
consistent picture of an office unable or unwilling to meet basic standards of 
management and organizational leadership and productive work environment. 
 

 
30 See Appendix E. Letter from Board Chair Chaffee to Assemblymember Valencia. 
31 See Appendix E. Letter from Board Chair Chaffee to Assemblymember Valencia. 
32 See Appendix E. Letter from Board Chair Chaffee to Assemblymember Valencia. 
33 See Appendix E. Letter from Board Chair Chaffee to Assemblymember Valencia. 
34 See Appendix A: California Constitution Article XI and Government Code §24009 
35 See Appendix F: Orange County Employees Association Surveys 2021 and 2025 
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The Board’s decision to discontinue the Treasurer’s investment authority reflected the 
seriousness of these concerns and the risks posed to the County’s financial integrity.36 
However, the circumstances surrounding this action also underscore a broader 
structural challenge within County governance: independently elected officials exercise 
substantial operational authority, but the Board’s ability to address persistent 
mismanagement is limited. The Treasurer’s case demonstrates how leadership failures, 
if left uncorrected, can extend beyond internal personnel matters and potentially impact 
sound financial decision-making. 
 
Despite repeated interventions by County leadership, there is no evidence that the 
underlying issues within the Treasurer’s office have been resolved. Recent employee 
surveys and interviews indicate that fear, distrust, and low morale continue to 
characterize the workplace environment.37 These conditions, combined with 
longstanding executive deficiencies, present ongoing financial risks as demonstrated by 
persistent operational inconsistencies, lapses in internal controls, and repeated 
deviations from established fiscal standards. Collectively, these indicators underscore 
the need for corrective action to restore appropriate operations, stability and 
accountability within the department. 
 
The Grand Jury found that the deficiencies identified within the Treasurer’s office are not 
isolated incidents but reflect systemic problems requiring sustained oversight, structural 
safeguards, and a reassessment of the governance framework under which 
independently elected officers operate. The Board must be positioned to hold the 
Treasurer accountable for fulfilling the constitutional duties of the office on behalf of the 
residents of Orange County. 
 
ACCOUNTABILITY THROUGH COUNTY CHARTER AMENDMENTS 

Governance Integrity Measure: Removing Public Officials for Misconduct 

The current Board has a dilemma: 
how to preserve the independence of elected officials 

 
36 Orange County Board of Supervisors Meeting of 02/25/2025 Item S36C. 
https://ocgov.granicus.com/player/clip/5376?view_id=20&redirect=true#:~:text=S36C.%20County%20Couns
el%C2%A0%2D%20Consider%20second%20reading%20and%20adoption%20of%20%E2%80%9CAn%20Or
dinance%20of%20the%20County%20of%20Orange%2C%20California%20Amending%20Section%201%2D
2%2D320%2C%20Subsection%20(d)%20of%20the%20Codified%20Ordinances%20of%20the%20County%
20of%20Orange%20Regarding%20Investment%20Authority%E2%80%9D%20%2D  

 
37 . Farzan, Yusra and Gerda, Nick. LAist March 19, 2025. OC Investigation found elected Assessor 
Treated Womer as Subservient, Harassed Employees Over Her Disability. 
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30 See Appendix E. Letter from Board Chair Chaffee to Assemblymember Valencia. 
31 See Appendix E. Letter from Board Chair Chaffee to Assemblymember Valencia. 
32 See Appendix E. Letter from Board Chair Chaffee to Assemblymember Valencia. 
33 See Appendix E. Letter from Board Chair Chaffee to Assemblymember Valencia. 
34 See Appendix A: California Constitution Article XI and Government Code §24009 
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37 . Farzan, Yusra and Gerda, Nick. LAist March 19, 2025. OC Investigation found elected Assessor 
Treated Womer as Subservient, Harassed Employees Over Her Disability. 
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 while also protecting the public from serious misconduct  
that falls short of criminal conviction but nonetheless damages trust, 

finances, and institutional stability.  
 
In 2007, the Board briefly explored a way to remove an elected County official, most 
notably the Sheriff, through a charter amendment requiring a four-fifths (supermajority) 
vote of the Board.38 The discussion emerged in the wake of Sheriff Mike Carona’s 
federal indictment on corruption charges, which created intense public pressure and 
revealed the limits of the Board’s legal power. 
 
The idea originated with former Supervisor John Moorlach, who proposed a charter 
amendment that would allow the Board to remove an elected official39. Despite the 
controversy surrounding Carona, the Board ultimately voted down the proposal. Several 
members argued that granting themselves the power to remove another elected official 
was too drastic and risked undermining the will of the voters. Others worried that the 
Board could become a quasi-judicial body, responding to accusations or media pressure 
rather than due process.40  
 
The Board lacked legal power to remove him, and Sheriff Carona remained in office 
after his indictment. State law allowed him to continue serving unless he was convicted 
or chose to resign. During the escalating controversy, Sheriff Carona took a 60-day 
leave of absence, and in January 2008 he ultimately resigned to focus on his criminal 
defense.41 Consequently, the Board decided not to pursue supermajority removal 
authority in 2007.  
 
The current Board has a dilemma: how to preserve the independence of elected officials 
while also protecting the public from serious misconduct that falls short of criminal 
conviction but nonetheless damages trust, finances, and institutional stability. Under 
California law, an elected county official can be removed only by recall, resignation, 

 
38See Appendix G: Memo from Vice-Chairman Moorlach to add supplemental item to the 11-06-07 Board 
meeting agenda, re: charter amendment for placement on the February 2008 ballot  
39 See Appendix G: Memo from Vice-Chairman Moorlach to add supplemental item to the 11-06-07 Board 
meeting agenda, re: charter amendment for placement on the February 2008 ballot 
40 S32A. Supervisor Moorlach - Direct Registrar of Voters to place proposed Charter amendment for 
removal of Elected County Officials on ballot for election to be held on 2/5/08; and direct County Counsel 
to prepare the ballot title and summary and impartial analysis of the ordinance, and forward them to the 
Registrar of Voters 24135 NNN MOTION FAILED TO CARRY TO APPROVE AS RECOMMENDED WITH 
MODIFICATIONS TO THE PROPOSED ORDINANCE TO REMOVE "OTHER THAN SUPERVISOR" 
AND CHANGE "HIM" TO "HIM/HER" IN SECTION 301 AND ADD "NOT WITHSTANDING ANY 
CONFLICTING CHARTER PROVISIONS" TO INTRODUCTION 
41 Valot, Susan. LAist November 6, 2007. OC Supervisors Defeat Measure to Remove Sheriff; Corona 
Announces 60-Day Leave. 
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criminal conviction, or statutory vacancy.42 Recall elections are costly, slow, politically 
charged, and tend to be ill-suited for addressing administrative misconduct or fiduciary 
failures. Criminal prosecution requires proof beyond a reasonable doubt and addresses 
only violations of law. Such prosecutions do not address sustained mismanagement, 
abuse of authority, or neglect of statutory duties. The result is a lack of options when 
dealing with serious but non-criminal misconduct, leaving the County with few practical 
tools to protect the public interest.  
 
Other California charter counties have begun addressing this deficiency. In San 
Bernardino County, the county charter authorizes the Board of Supervisors to remove 
any elected county officer (other than a supervisor) for cause by a four-fifths vote. This 
authority has existed for years without being invalidated by courts.43 Importantly, it is 
designed as a high-threshold safeguard that requires cause, procedure and a 
supermajority vote. 
 
More recently, voters in San Mateo County approved a charter amendment authorizing 
their Board of Supervisors to remove the elected Sheriff for cause by a four-fifths vote.44 
This reform emerged after public controversy and was framed as a means for ensuring 
accountability.  Removal requires notice, investigation, a hearing, and formal findings. 
Voters overwhelmingly approved it, signaling that citizens can and will support structural 
reform.45 
 
Orange County is similarly a charter county. In addition to the Board of Supervisors, 
there are six elected officials: Assessor, Auditor-Controller, Clerk-Recorder, District 
Attorney-Public Administrator, Sheriff-Coroner, and Treasurer-Tax Collector. The 
Assessor and Treasurer hold offices with fiduciary responsibility whose performance 
affects every taxpayer, school district, and local agency in the County. When serious 
misconduct occurs in such offices, including sustained harassment, gross 
mismanagement, neglect of statutory duties, or actions that potentially jeopardize the 
County, the consequences can be catastrophic.  
 
Misconduct affects public confidence, fiscal stability, and legal exposure for the entire 
County. However, the Board, which is ultimately accountable to the public for County 
operations and solvency, currently lacks ability to cure the problem short of urging 
resignation or supporting a recall campaign.  However, a carefully crafted charter 

 
42 California Constitution Article II section 13. 
43 County of San Bernadino: § 13.0404 Supervision/Removal of County Officers. 
44 County of San Mateo: San Mateo County Charter, last amended March 2025, ARTICLE IV – 
DEPARTMENT HEADS, BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS, 412.5. Removal of Elected Sheriff for Cause 
45 Schuster, Kat. San Mateo County Measure A Results: Sheriff’s Future Lies In Outcome. March 4, 2025 
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 while also protecting the public from serious misconduct  
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38See Appendix G: Memo from Vice-Chairman Moorlach to add supplemental item to the 11-06-07 Board 
meeting agenda, re: charter amendment for placement on the February 2008 ballot  
39 See Appendix G: Memo from Vice-Chairman Moorlach to add supplemental item to the 11-06-07 Board 
meeting agenda, re: charter amendment for placement on the February 2008 ballot 
40 S32A. Supervisor Moorlach - Direct Registrar of Voters to place proposed Charter amendment for 
removal of Elected County Officials on ballot for election to be held on 2/5/08; and direct County Counsel 
to prepare the ballot title and summary and impartial analysis of the ordinance, and forward them to the 
Registrar of Voters 24135 NNN MOTION FAILED TO CARRY TO APPROVE AS RECOMMENDED WITH 
MODIFICATIONS TO THE PROPOSED ORDINANCE TO REMOVE "OTHER THAN SUPERVISOR" 
AND CHANGE "HIM" TO "HIM/HER" IN SECTION 301 AND ADD "NOT WITHSTANDING ANY 
CONFLICTING CHARTER PROVISIONS" TO INTRODUCTION 
41 Valot, Susan. LAist November 6, 2007. OC Supervisors Defeat Measure to Remove Sheriff; Corona 
Announces 60-Day Leave. 
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criminal conviction, or statutory vacancy.42 Recall elections are costly, slow, politically 
charged, and tend to be ill-suited for addressing administrative misconduct or fiduciary 
failures. Criminal prosecution requires proof beyond a reasonable doubt and addresses 
only violations of law. Such prosecutions do not address sustained mismanagement, 
abuse of authority, or neglect of statutory duties. The result is a lack of options when 
dealing with serious but non-criminal misconduct, leaving the County with few practical 
tools to protect the public interest.  
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County, the consequences can be catastrophic.  
 
Misconduct affects public confidence, fiscal stability, and legal exposure for the entire 
County. However, the Board, which is ultimately accountable to the public for County 
operations and solvency, currently lacks ability to cure the problem short of urging 
resignation or supporting a recall campaign.  However, a carefully crafted charter 

 
42 California Constitution Article II section 13. 
43 County of San Bernadino: § 13.0404 Supervision/Removal of County Officers. 
44 County of San Mateo: San Mateo County Charter, last amended March 2025, ARTICLE IV – 
DEPARTMENT HEADS, BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS, 412.5. Removal of Elected Sheriff for Cause 
45 Schuster, Kat. San Mateo County Measure A Results: Sheriff’s Future Lies In Outcome. March 4, 2025 

7
Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 Page 21



Unbalanced Authority 

Page 22 of 59  Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 
 

amendment, approved by the voters, would address this inadequacy. Removal from 
office would be warranted only after there is evidence of willful misconduct or gross 
neglect of duty. Crucially, any removal action would demand a supermajority vote – a 
four-fifths vote - of the Board.46 
 
Orange County’s history of public corruption and its experience with financial crisis, 
underscores the importance of checks and balances. A supermajority removal provision 
would be available only in extreme circumstances. It would act as an emergency brake; 
difficult to invoke, structured to protect fairness, and designed to uphold public trust if 
and when serious misconduct occurs. 
 
Reforming the Treasurer’s Office  
 

The current Board lacks authority 
to impose corrective action  

or remove an elected official from office, 
even when workplace misconduct  

or managerial instability is substantiated. 
 

The Treasurer has historically served as the statutory investment officer responsible for 
managing the County Investment Pool. Today it is one of the largest local government 
investment portfolios in California. In 2024-2025, when the Board reassessed the 
structure of this responsibility, the County Investment Pool held approximately $17 
billion in public funds.47 These assets represent the combined resources of the County, 
school districts, cities, and numerous special districts that rely on the Treasurer’s office 
for secure and professionally managed investments. Managing a public investment 
portfolio of this magnitude requires exceptional professional discipline, transparency, 
and organizational stability.  
 
When leadership deficiencies arise in a county department with an appointed director at 
the helm, the Board has clear authority to intervene, replace the executive, and restore 

 
46 County Charter Amendments: adopted by San Bernadino and San Mateo specify a supermajority vote 
for removing county elected official. 
County of San Bernadino: § 13.0404 Supervision/Removal of County Officers.  
County of San Mateo: San Mateo County Charter, last amended March 2025, ARTICLE IV – 
DEPARTMENT HEADS, BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS, 412.5. Removal of Elected Sheriff for Cause 
 
47 Biesiada, Noah. OC CEO Defends Stripping Elected Treasurer of $17 Billion Investment Pool. February 
5, 2025 
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stability.48 In contrast, because the Treasurer is an independently elected official, the 
Board’s ability to address dysfunction is severely limited. The Board lacks authority to 
impose corrective action or remove an elected official from office, even when workplace 
misconduct or managerial instability is substantiated. 
 
California law provides that the Board retains ultimate authority over the investment of 
County funds but may delegate that authority annually to the Treasurer.49 For decades, 
this delegation occurred routinely. On December 31, 2024, the delegation to the 
Treasurer expired. At that time, the Board opted to delegate this authority to the 
County’s Chief Financial Officer under direct Board supervision. This decision reflected 
not only current concerns but also the institutional memory of the 1994 Orange County 
Bankruptcy, when the County Investment Pool collapsed following highly leveraged 
investment strategies that resulted in more than $1.6 billion in losses.50 Although today’s 
circumstances differ significantly, the underlying lesson remains unchanged: large public 
investment portfolios require resilience to the leadership failures of public officials. 
 
Changing the Office of the Treasurer from an Elected to Appointed Position 
 

Transitioning Orange County’s Treasurer from an elected 
to an appointed position would offer several clear advantages. 

 
Ensuring the safe and responsible management of public funds is one of the most 
fundamental obligations of county government. The structure through which these 
responsibilities are assigned can significantly influence how effectively they are carried 
out. The current issues within the Treasurer’s office highlight vulnerabilities. When a 
position with such substantial financial authority is filled through an electoral process 
rather than through a professional appointment, oversight is limited.  
 
Elections tend to elevate candidates based on political appeal, name recognition, or 
campaign messaging51. These factors do not necessarily correlate with financial 
expertise or managerial capability. While some elected Treasurers bring strong 

 
48 California Government Code §25303 
49 California Government Code sections 27000.1 and 53607.  
 
50 ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MINUTE ORDER December 16, 2025 Submitting 
Agency/Department: Treasurer-Tax Collector Adopt resolution approving 2026 Statement of Investment 
Policy and delegating investment authority to Treasurer-Tax Collector; and making related findings - All 
Districts The following is action taken by the Board of Supervisors: OTHER - DELETED 
http://cams.ocgov.com/Web_Publisher_SAM/Agenda12_16_2025_files/images/MINUTES12162025_13.R
TF_9864001.PDF 
51 Marsh, Wayde Z.C. “Elected versus Appointed Policy Makers: Evidence from City Treasurers.” Journal 
of Law, Economics, and Organization. The University of Chicago Press. 
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48 California Government Code §25303 
49 California Government Code sections 27000.1 and 53607.  
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Policy and delegating investment authority to Treasurer-Tax Collector; and making related findings - All 
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http://cams.ocgov.com/Web_Publisher_SAM/Agenda12_16_2025_files/images/MINUTES12162025_13.R
TF_9864001.PDF 
51 Marsh, Wayde Z.C. “Elected versus Appointed Policy Makers: Evidence from City Treasurers.” Journal 
of Law, Economics, and Organization. The University of Chicago Press. 
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qualifications to the role, the electoral system offers no guarantee that the individual 
entrusted with managing billions of dollars in public assets will possess the technical 
proficiency or disciplined oversight required for such a complex portfolio. When 
leadership challenges emerge, as they have in Orange County, the ability to intervene 
or correct course is limited. 
 
Recognizing these concerns, many jurisdictions in California and across the country 
have shifted toward appointing their finance officials52. Appointed Treasurers are 
selected through competitive recruitment processes that prioritize professional 
credentials, experience in public finance, and demonstrated competence in managing 
large departments and investment pools. These professionals operate within 
established financial policies and standards, and they remain accountable to the Board 
of Supervisors through a structured reporting relationship. This model reflects accepted 
public finance practices53 and aligns the stewardship of public funds with the expertise 
required to manage them safely. 
 

Many jurisdictions in California 
and across the country have shifted 

toward appointing their finance officials.  
 
California law provides counties with considerable flexibility in structuring their 
governance systems, and Orange County has exercised this authority multiple times 
having amended its County Charter six times since 2002. State law explicitly allows 
counties to determine whether the Treasurer should be elected or appointed, and many 
have already chosen the latter.54 
 
Transitioning Orange County’s Treasurer from an elected to an appointed position would 
offer several clear advantages. It would allow the County to seek out candidates with 
specialized expertise in treasury management, investment strategy, public finance and 
staff management. It would establish a direct line of accountability to the Board, 
ensuring that voters retain oversight through their elected Board representatives. And it 
would reduce political pressures that can distort financial decision‑making, helping to 
ensure that investment strategies are guided by fiscal prudence rather than electoral 
considerations. Pairing an appointed role with performance‑based contract terms would 
further strengthen accountability and provide a structured framework for ongoing 
evaluation. Given the scale of the financial responsibilities involved and the lessons 

 
52National Association of Counties Research 2022. Naco.org 
53 National Association of Counties Research 2022. Naco.org 
54 National Association of Counties Research 2022. Naco.org 
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learned from recent management challenges, it is reasonable for Orange County voters 
and the Board to consider whether the current structure best serves the public interest.  
 
 
Consolidating the Assessor’s Office with the County Clerk‑‑Recorder: A Structural 
Path to Improve Oversight 
 

Consolidation would standardize reporting 
 and integrate systems, enabling auditors to identify patterns of 

mismanagement or inefficiency more readily. 
 

The Assessor and Clerk‑Recorder perform related functions involving property 
ownership, public records, and taxation. Despite this alignment, in Orange County, they 
currently operate as separate elected offices, each with its own management structure, 
administrative systems, and decision‑making authority. The Grand Jury examined 
whether consolidating these elected offices would strengthen the Board’s oversight by 
reducing fragmentation and improving the clarity of organizational responsibility. 
 
The California Little Hoover Commission (“Commission”)55 has repeatedly found that 
consolidating related public-facing administrative functions can reduce duplication, 
streamline operations, and improve accountability. In reports such as “Government 
Reorganization: Making Government More Effective, Efficient, and Transparent” (2010) 
and “A Customer-Centric Upgrade for California Government” (2015), the Commission 
concluded that fragmented governance structures often obscure responsibility, create 
inconsistent reporting systems, and weaken oversight.56  
 
These findings support the conclusion that merging the Assessor and Clerk-Recorder 
could yield several governance benefits: 

• Reduce duplication of services  
• Improve operational efficiency  
• Clarify roles and responsibilities  
• Enhance coordination across related functions. 
 

 
55 Little Hoover Commission is a statutory balanced bipartisan commission that considers ways to 
promote economy, efficiency, and improved service in government.  Little Hoover Commission webpage: 
https://lhc.ca.gov/about/organization/ 
56 See California Little Hoover Commission, “Government Reorganization: Making Government More 
Effective, Efficient, and Transparent” (2010), and “A Customer-Centric Upgrade for California 
Government” (2015), both of which conclude that fragmented administrative structures reduce 
transparency, weaken accountability, and impede effective oversight. 
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55 Little Hoover Commission is a statutory balanced bipartisan commission that considers ways to 
promote economy, efficiency, and improved service in government.  Little Hoover Commission webpage: 
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56 See California Little Hoover Commission, “Government Reorganization: Making Government More 
Effective, Efficient, and Transparent” (2010), and “A Customer-Centric Upgrade for California 
Government” (2015), both of which conclude that fragmented administrative structures reduce 
transparency, weaken accountability, and impede effective oversight. 
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According to the Commission’s analysis of structural consolidation, integrating related 
offices into a single organizational entity strengthens oversight by creating a unified 
chain of responsibility and reducing overlapping administrative functions and costs.57 
More importantly, consolidation enhances accountability by simplifying reporting 
structures and making performance easier to evaluate. 
 
A consolidated structure would also significantly improve transparency. The current 
fragmented system allows inconsistencies in data, reporting, and decision‑making. In 
San Diego’s Assessor/Clerk-Recorder Office, for example, a unified office integrates 
property records and valuation systems, produces consistent and reliable public 
reporting, and provides a single point of contact.58 This clarity makes it easier for both 
the public and the Board to understand, evaluate, and hold accountable the 
performance of property‑related functions. 
 
Oversight tools available to the Board, specifically internal audit functions, become more 
effective when applied to a unified organization rather than departments with 
overlapping responsibilities. Consolidation would standardize reporting and integrate 
systems, enabling auditors to identify patterns of mismanagement or inefficiency more 
readily. These improvements do not expand the Board’s legal authority, but they do 
enhance their current authority. 
 

The California Little Hoover Commission has repeatedly 
 found that consolidating related public-facing administrative  

functions can reduce duplication, streamline  
operations, and improve accountability. 

 
The Grand Jury recognizes that consolidation does not alter the independence of 
elected officials. By merging the Assessor and Clerk‑Recorder into a single 
organizational entity, the County could strengthen the effectiveness of existing 
oversight. Consolidation represents a clear, achievable step toward a more coherent, 
efficient, and accountable system for the County. 
 
 
 

 
57 See California Little Hoover Commission, “Government Reorganization: Making Government More 
Effective, Efficient, and Transparent” (2010), and “A Customer-Centric Upgrade for California 
Government” (2015), both of which conclude that fragmented administrative structures reduce 
transparency, weaken accountability, and impede effective oversight.  
 
58 https://www.sdardd.gov/content/arcc/home/division/assessor.html 
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Consolidation of Assessor Offices in California Counties 
California law grants counties discretion to consolidate certain elected offices when 
doing so improves administrative efficiency or aligns related functions under a single 
leadership structure.59  
These models demonstrate that consolidation is a well‑established governance option 
across California, particularly in counties seeking to streamline administrative functions, 
reduce redundancies, or improve coordination among related departments. The fact that 
half of California’s counties have adopted some form of consolidation underscores its 
viability as a structural reform tool.  These consolidations generally follow two primary 
models: 
 
Compatible Office Consolidations Throughout California 
According to the California Secretary of State’s 2025 County Officials roster, the 
consolidations take one of two forms: 

• Assessor–Recorder (13 counties) 
Alpine, Fresno, Kern, Lake, Lassen, Mariposa, Modoc, Santa Cruz, San 
Francisco, Shasta, Siskiyou, Solano, Tuolumne 

• Assessor–Recorder–County Clerk (or Assessor/Clerk/Recorder) (16 counties): 
Glenn, Kings, Marin, Merced, Monterey, Napa, Riverside, San Bernardino, San 
Diego, San Joaquin, San Mateo, Santa Barbara, Sonoma, Trinity, Tulare, Yolo 

 
COUNTY INTERNAL AUDIT DEPARTMENT 

An Expanded Role in Performance Oversight 
The Internal Audit Department (IAD) reports directly to the Board and serves as the 
County’s primary independent oversight entity.  The mission of the Internal Audit 
Department (IAD) is to provide highly reliable, independent, objective evaluations and 
business and financial advisory services to the Board of Supervisors and County 
management to assist them with their important business and financial decisions, and to 
protect and safeguard the County’s resources and assets. 60 
 
In 2023, the Board combined two departments and expanded IAD’s responsibilities by 
consolidating the Performance Review Department with IAD. This expansion occurred 
at a time when investigations and documented concerns involving elected officials, 
including the Assessor and Treasurer, raised questions about the adequacy of existing 
oversight mechanisms. Because state law restricts the Board’s direct supervisory 
authority over elected officials, the Grand Jury examined whether IAD could serve as a 
more consistent and proactive tool for operational oversight and performance 

 
59 California Constitution Article XI §4 
60 Orange County OC.gov, Departments, Internal Audit https://iad.oc.gov/ 
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57 See California Little Hoover Commission, “Government Reorganization: Making Government More 
Effective, Efficient, and Transparent” (2010), and “A Customer-Centric Upgrade for California 
Government” (2015), both of which conclude that fragmented administrative structures reduce 
transparency, weaken accountability, and impede effective oversight.  
 
58 https://www.sdardd.gov/content/arcc/home/division/assessor.html 
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COUNTY INTERNAL AUDIT DEPARTMENT 
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Department (IAD) is to provide highly reliable, independent, objective evaluations and 
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management to assist them with their important business and financial decisions, and to 
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In 2023, the Board combined two departments and expanded IAD’s responsibilities by 
consolidating the Performance Review Department with IAD. This expansion occurred 
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59 California Constitution Article XI §4 
60 Orange County OC.gov, Departments, Internal Audit https://iad.oc.gov/ 
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accountability. IAD conducts its work under widely recognized professional auditing 
standards and is authorized to evaluate internal controls and operational 
effectiveness.61  
 

Audits of certain elected officials’ management performance have been 
insufficient in scope and frequency. 

 
Documented concerns involving the Assessor and Treasurer underscore the need for 
stronger oversight mechanisms capable of identifying management deficiencies, 
operational risks, and systemic weaknesses before they escalate into larger problems. 
Because California law provides limited means for disciplining or removing elected 
officials, independent performance audits, when fully staffed and adequately funded, are 
among the few tools available to provide objective evaluation, transparency, and 
corrective recommendations. The effectiveness of IAD depends on sustained 
investment in staffing, resources, and audit capacity. 
 
IAD’s performance reviews evaluate: 

• Internal management practices, 
• Compliance with County policies and State law,62 
• Operational efficiencies and staff utilization, 
• Internal control systems and financial safeguards, 
• Workplace management and compliance with employment regulations, 
• Technology modernization and data‑management practices. 

 
By incorporating elected officials into a more robust, professionally executed audit plan, 
the Board can establish a structured review process that strengthens accountability and 
ensures that the otherwise autonomous offices of elected officials are subject to the 
rigorous scrutiny of comprehensive performance evaluations. 
  

 
61 The IPPF: Global Internal Audit Standards, Requirements, and Guidance. theiia.org 
62The IPPF: Global Internal Audit Standards, Requirements, and Guidance.theiia.org 
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CCOONNCCLLUUSSIIOONN  
 

The County must decide 
 whether its current framework 

 adequately protects the public interest. 
 

Orange County’s governance structure limits the Board’s ability to hold elected officials 
accountable, even when investigations confirm misconduct or mismanagement. As a 
result, problems persist and the County faces avoidable risks. Criminal and 
administrative misconduct over the past fifty years illustrates how these structural gaps 
allow violations and poor performance to continue.  
 
Addressing these issues requires aligning responsibility with enforceable oversight. 
Other counties have adopted stronger safeguards: strong audit protocols, removing 
officials for misconduct, transitioning positions from elected to appointed, and/or 
combining compatible offices for efficiency. These considerations are warranted. 
 
Ultimately, the County must decide whether its current framework adequately protects 
the public interest or whether structural changes are needed to prevent future oversight 
failures and restore appropriate operations and methods for performing official duties. In 
this context, the following findings form the basis for the Grand Jury’s recommendations 
to establish a transparent and accountable system in Orange County. 
 
The Grand Jury recognizes and commends the professional staff members of the 
Assessor’s office and the employees of the Treasurer’s office for their steadfast 
commitment to public service and the effective execution of critical County functions 
despite the challenges presented to them.  
 
The Grand Jury found that the annual preparation and delivery of the County’s property 
tax roll to be a highly technical and labor-intensive process involving valuation, 
verification, appeals processing, and compliance with State law. The work is 
accomplished through the diligence, institutional knowledge, and professionalism of 
these employees. Similarly, the essential functions of tax collection, cash management, 
fund distribution, and financial reconciliation performed by the Treasurer’s office are 
conducted with precision and accountability by its workforce, ensuring continuity of 
government services and public trust in County financial operations. 
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FFIINNDDIINNGGSS 
In accordance with California Penal Code Sections 933 and 933.05, the 2025-2026 
Orange County Grand Jury requires (or, as noted, requests) responses from each 
agency affected by the findings presented in this section. The responses are to be 
submitted to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court. 

Based on its investigation described herein, the 2025-2026 Orange County Grand Jury 
has arrived at the following principal findings. 

F1 Elected County officials exercise substantial autonomy in managing their 
departments while administering functions involving significant public financial 
responsibilities. 

 
F2 The County lacks sufficient authority, structures and internal controls to ensure 

effective oversight and accountability of elected officials. 
 
F3 The Orange County Charter does not provide the Board of Supervisors with 

authority to address misconduct or performance deficiencies involving elected 
officials. 

 
F4 Some counties in California have amended their charters to strengthen oversight 

and implement internal controls for elected officials. 
 

F5 Several counties in California have transitioned specific non-constitutional county 
offices from elected to appointed positions to ensure better accountability. 

 
F6 Consolidating compatible County elected offices can improve efficiency, reduce 

duplication, and strengthen oversight. 
 

F7 Independent audits provide an effective mechanism for identifying operational 
weaknesses, governance concerns, and compliance issues within departments 
administered by elected officials. 

 
F8 The County Internal Audit Department is an important entity that functions as 

independent oversight reporting directly to the Board of Supervisors and 
conducts audits in accordance with recognized professional auditing standards. 

 
F9 The Board of Supervisors has expanded Internal Audit Department’s 

responsibilities to include performance auditing; however, sufficient staffing and 
resources are required to support this expanded role. 

  Unbalanced Authority 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026  Page 31 of 59 
 

RREECCOOMMMMEENNDDAATTIIOONNSS 
In accordance with California Penal Code Sections 933 and 933.05, the 2025-2026 
Orange County Grand Jury requires (or, as noted, requests) responses from each 
agency affected by the recommendations presented in this section. The responses are 
to be submitted to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court. 

Based on its investigation described herein, the 2025-2026 Orange County Grand Jury 
makes the following recommendations: 

R1 The Board of Supervisors should draft one or more of the proposed 
amendments to the County charter to be submitted to voters in order to 
strengthen the Board’s ability to exercise appropriate governance 
oversight of elected officials by December 31, 2026. 
 Amendments:  

• Authorization for the Board of Supervisors to remove an elected 
official for cause by a four-fifths supermajority vote.  

• Authorization for the Board of Supervisors to convert an elected 
office to an appointed position.  

• Authorization to consolidate compatible County departments and 
merge two elected or appointed offices into one elected position. 
F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 
 

R2 The Board of Supervisors should adopt a policy mandating regularly 
scheduled audits or performance reviews of elected officials by December 
31, 2026. 
F7, F8, F9 

 
R3 The Board of Supervisors should direct the County Internal Audit 

Department to develop standardized procedures for publicly reporting 
corrective actions taken in response to audit findings involving offices of 
elected officials by December 31, 2026.  

 F7, F8, F9 
 
R4 The Board of Supervisors should establish a formal process for periodic 

public reporting and discussion of internal audit findings involving 
departments administered by elected officials, including presentation of 
audit results at Board meetings to promote transparency and 
accountability to Orange County residents by December 31, 2026.  

 F7, F8, F9 
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R5 The Board of Supervisor should ensure that the County Internal Audit 

Department maintains sufficient staffing and budgetary resources to carry 
out its expanded responsibilities for operational performance reviews and 
oversight of departments administered by elected officials by December 
31, 2026. 

 F7, F8, F9 
 

RREEQQUUIIRREEDD  RREESSPPOONNSSEESS  
The following excerpts from the California Penal Code provide the requirements for 
public agencies to respond to the Findings and Recommendations of this Grand Jury 
report: 

§933 

(c) No later than 90 days after the grand jury submits a final report on the operations of 
any public agency subject to its reviewing authority, the governing body of the public 
agency shall comment to the presiding judge of the superior court on the findings and 
recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of the governing body, and 
every elected county officer or agency head for which the grand jury has responsibility 
pursuant to Section 914.1 shall comment within 60 days to the presiding judge of the 
superior court, with an information copy sent to the board of supervisors, on the findings 
and recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of that county officer or 
agency head and any agency or agencies which that officer or agency head supervises 
or controls. In any city and county, the mayor shall also comment on the findings and 
recommendations. All of these comments and reports shall forthwith be submitted to the 
presiding judge of the superior court who impaneled the grand jury. A copy of all 
responses to grand jury reports shall be placed on file with the clerk of the public 
agency and the office of the county clerk, or the mayor when applicable, and shall 
remain on file in those offices. One copy shall be placed on file with the applicable 
grand jury final report by, and in the control of the currently impaneled grand jury, where 
it shall be maintained for a minimum of five years. 

§933.05. 

(a) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury finding, the 
responding person or entity shall indicate one of the following: 

(1) The respondent agrees with the finding. 
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(2) The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding, in which case the 
response shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include an 
explanation of the reasons, therefore. 

(b) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury 
recommendation, the responding person or entity shall report one of the following 
actions: 

(1) The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the 
implemented action. 

(2) The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the 
future, with a timeframe for implementation. 

(3) The recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and the scope 
and parameters of an analysis or study, and a timeframe for the matter to be prepared 
for discussion by the officer or head of the agency or department being investigated or 
reviewed, including the governing body of the public agency when applicable. This 
timeframe shall not exceed six months from the date of publication of the grand jury 
report. 

(4) The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not 
reasonable, with an explanation, therefore. 

(c) However, if a finding or recommendation of the grand jury addresses budgetary or 
personnel matters of a county agency or department headed by an elected officer, both 
the agency or department head and the board of supervisors shall respond if requested 
by the grand jury, but the response of the board of supervisors shall address only those 
budgetary or personnel matters over which it has some decision-making authority. The 
response of the elected agency or department head shall address all aspects of the 
findings or recommendations affecting his or her agency or department. 

(d) A grand jury may request a subject person or entity to come before the grand jury for 
the purpose of reading and discussing the findings of the grand jury report that relates 
to that person or entity in order to verify the accuracy of the findings prior to their 
release. 

(e) During an investigation, the grand jury shall meet with the subject of that 
investigation regarding the investigation, unless the court, either on its own 
determination or upon request of the foreperson of the grand jury, determines that such 
a meeting would be detrimental. 
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(f) A grand jury shall provide to the affected agency a copy of the portion of the grand 
jury report relating to that person or entity two working days prior to its public release 
and after the approval of the presiding judge. No officer, agency, department, or 
governing body of a public agency shall disclose any contents of the report prior to the 
public release of the final report. 

(Amended by Stats. 1997, Ch. 443, Sec. 5. Effective January 1, 1998.) 

Comments to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court in compliance with Penal 
Code §933.05 are required from:  

 
Orange County Board of Supervisors   90 Day Response Required 
Findings:       F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9 
Recommendations:     R1, R2, R2, R4, R5 
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AACCRROONNYYMMSS  aanndd  TTEERRMMSS  
Assessor   County of Orange Assessor 

Board    County of Orange Board of Supervisors 

Clerk-Recorder  County of Orange Clerk-Recorder 

Commission   Little Hoover Commission 

County HR   County of Orange Human Resource Services 

EEO    Equal Employment Opportunity Act 

GAO    U.S. Government Accountability Office 

Grand Jury   2025-2026 Orange County Grand Jury 

IAD    County of Orange Internal Audit Department 

ICMA    International City/County Management Association 

OCEA    Orange County Employees Association 

OCTP    Orange County Treasury Pool or County Investment Pool 

Treasurer or TTC  County of Orange Treasurer-Tax Collector 
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AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX  AA  
Justia › U.S. Law › California Law › California Constitution › Article XI - Local Government 

Under Article XI of the California Constitution and Government Code §24009 

California Constitution 
Article XI - Local Government 

Section 4 - County charters shall provide for: 

(a) A governing body of 5 or more members, elected (1) by district or, (2) at large, or (3) 
at large, with a requirement that they reside in a district. Charter counties are subject to 
statutes that relate to apportioning population of governing body districts. 

(b) The compensation, terms, and removal of members of the governing body. If a 
county charter provides for the Legislature to prescribe the salary of the governing body, 
such compensation shall be prescribed by the governing body by ordinance. 

(c) An elected sheriff, an elected district attorney, an elected assessor, other officers, 
their election or appointment, compensation, terms and removal. 

(d) The performance of functions required by statute. 

(e) The powers and duties of governing bodies and all other county officers, and for 
consolidation and segregation of county officers, and for the manner of filling all 
vacancies occurring therein. 

(f) The fixing and regulation by governing bodies, by ordinance, of the appointment and 
number of assistants, deputies, clerks, attachés, and other persons to be employed, 
and for the prescribing and regulating by such bodies of the powers, duties, 
qualifications, and compensation of such persons, the times at which, and terms for 
which they shall be appointed, and the manner of their appointment and removal. 

(g) Whenever any county has framed and adopted a charter, and the same shall have 
been approved by the Legislature as herein provided, the general laws adopted by the 
Legislature in pursuance of Section 1(b) of this article, shall, as to such county, be 
superseded by said charter as to matters for which, under this section it is competent to 
make provision in such charter, and for which provision is made therein, except as 
herein otherwise expressly provided. 

(h) Charter counties shall have all the powers that are provided by this Constitution or 
by statute for counties. 

Government Code section 24009 
(a)  Except as provided in subdivision (b), the county officers to be elected by the people 

7
Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026Page 38



Unbalanced Authority 

Page 38 of 59  Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026 
 

International City/County Management Association (ICMA. Practices for Effective Local 
Government, Management and Leadership.  “Building an Ethical Culture from the Top Down.” 
March 1, 2026. https://icma.org/articles/pm-magazine/leading-example-building-ethical-culture-
top-down  

Letter to Claude Parrish from County of Orange Human Resources. Dec 21, 2023. 

Little Hoover Commission. Report Library. “A Customer-Centric Upgrade for California 
Government” (2015). Home - Little Hoover Commission. 

Marsh, Wayde Z.C. “Elected versus Appointed Policy Makers: Evidence from City Treasurers.” 
Journal of Law, Economics, and Organization. The University of Chicago Press. 

Martin, Hugo. “Power of Board to Fire Is Upheld.” Los Angeles Times. February 2, 2005. 
https://www.latimes.com/archives/la-xpm-2005-feb-02-me-iebrief2-story.html 

National Association of Counties. “County Structure, Authority and Finances”.  
www.naco.org/page/county-structure-authority-and-finances 

Orange County Board of Supervisors Meeting.  December 16, 2025. Item 13. Deleted. “Adopt 
Resolution Approving 2026 Statement of Investment Policy and Delegating Investment Authority 
to Treasurer-Tax Collector.” 
https://ocgov.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=ocgov_fa62ec94cf37b75629323347faa2e
406.pdf&view=1 

Orange County Board of Supervisors Meeting. February 25, 2025. Item S36C. 

 “An Ordinance of the County of Orange, California Amending Section 1-2-320, Subsection (d) 
of the Codified Ordinances of the County of Orange Regarding Investment Authority.” 
https://ocgov.granicus.com/player/clip/5376?view_id=20&redirect=true#:~:text=S36C.%20Count
y%20Counsel%C2%A0%2D%20Consider%20second%20reading%20and%20adoption%20of%
20%E2%80%9CAn%20Ordinance%20of%20the%20County%20of%20Orange%2C%20Californ
ia%20Amending%20Section%201%2D2%2D320%2C%20Subsection%20(d)%20of%20the%20
Codified%20Ordinances%20of%20the%20County%20of%20Orange%20Regarding%20Investm
ent%20Authority%E2%80%9D%20%2D 

Orange County. OCGOV.com Departments. Internal Audit. https://iad.oc.gov/ 

Orange County. OCGOV.com. Orange County Assessor Department. “Local Assessment Roll 
of Values.” Press Release. 2025-070125. https://www.ocassessor.gov/ 

Petrow-Cohen, Caroline. “California Voters Want Term Limits for D.A.s and Sheriffs, Berkeley 
Poll Finds.” Los Angeles Times. June 25, 2024. https://escholarship.org/uc/item/3b30n0f5 

Superior Court of California, County of Orange, OC Grand Jury. 2023-2024 Reports  (in order of 
release). “Review of the Assessor’s Office.” 06/14/24. ocgrandjury.org 

U.S. Government Accountability Office, Standards for Internal Control in the Federal 
Government (GAO‑14‑704G), “Green Book Standards for Internal Control in the Federal 
Government.” https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-14-704g 

  Unbalanced Authority 

Orange County Grand Jury 2025-2026  Page 39 of 59 
 

AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX  AA  
Justia › U.S. Law › California Law › California Constitution › Article XI - Local Government 

Under Article XI of the California Constitution and Government Code §24009 

California Constitution 
Article XI - Local Government 

Section 4 - County charters shall provide for: 

(a) A governing body of 5 or more members, elected (1) by district or, (2) at large, or (3) 
at large, with a requirement that they reside in a district. Charter counties are subject to 
statutes that relate to apportioning population of governing body districts. 

(b) The compensation, terms, and removal of members of the governing body. If a 
county charter provides for the Legislature to prescribe the salary of the governing body, 
such compensation shall be prescribed by the governing body by ordinance. 

(c) An elected sheriff, an elected district attorney, an elected assessor, other officers, 
their election or appointment, compensation, terms and removal. 

(d) The performance of functions required by statute. 

(e) The powers and duties of governing bodies and all other county officers, and for 
consolidation and segregation of county officers, and for the manner of filling all 
vacancies occurring therein. 

(f) The fixing and regulation by governing bodies, by ordinance, of the appointment and 
number of assistants, deputies, clerks, attachés, and other persons to be employed, 
and for the prescribing and regulating by such bodies of the powers, duties, 
qualifications, and compensation of such persons, the times at which, and terms for 
which they shall be appointed, and the manner of their appointment and removal. 

(g) Whenever any county has framed and adopted a charter, and the same shall have 
been approved by the Legislature as herein provided, the general laws adopted by the 
Legislature in pursuance of Section 1(b) of this article, shall, as to such county, be 
superseded by said charter as to matters for which, under this section it is competent to 
make provision in such charter, and for which provision is made therein, except as 
herein otherwise expressly provided. 

(h) Charter counties shall have all the powers that are provided by this Constitution or 
by statute for counties. 

Government Code section 24009 
(a)  Except as provided in subdivision (b), the county officers to be elected by the people 
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are the treasurer, county clerk, auditor, sheriff, tax collector, district attorney, recorder, 
assessor, public administrator, and coroner. 

AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX  BB  

 
 

COUNTIES

Board of Supervisors: Role and Responsibilities 
Structure 

The Board of Supervisors is the primary governing body of a county, combining 
legislative, executive, and quasi-judicial powers. Unlike federal and state governments, 
the Board is not divided into separate branches. 
Under Government Code Section 25000, counties must have a Board of Supervisors 
with five members, unless specified otherwise in a county charter (e.g., San Francisco 
has 11 members and a mayor). Supervisors must live in and be registered voters of 
their districts. Vacancies are filled either by a local charter process or by the Governor if 
no such process exists. 
A majority of Board members is needed to conduct business, and most decisions 
require a majority vote. Certain actions, like emergency ordinances, need four votes. 
Official actions can only occur during regular or special public meetings, which are 
governed by the Ralph M. Brown Act, ensuring transparency. The county clerk serves 
as the ex officio clerk of the Board unless a separate clerk is appointed. 

Powers and Roles 
The Board of Supervisors exercises its authority in three main roles: executive, 
legislative, and quasi-judicial. 
 
Executive Role 

• Sets county priorities and oversees departments and programs. 
• Approves annual budgets and supervises the conduct of county officers and 

employees. 
• Manages county property and allocates funding for resident services. 

Supervision of County Officials:  The Board supervises county officers to ensure they 
fulfill their duties but cannot modify or relieve them of their legal responsibilities. 
For elected officials, such as the district attorney and sheriff: 
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• District Attorney: Supervisory authority is limited to county duties, as 
prosecutorial powers fall under the state attorney general. 

• Sheriff: The Board supervises county-specific duties but cannot oversee state 
law enforcement or court-related responsibilities. 

• Assessor and Courts: The Board shares funding responsibilities for courts but 
has limited influence over their operations, as courts maintain independence in 
judicial functions. 

 

AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX  CC  
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AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX  FF    
Initial OCEA survey conducted in 2021; 5-page document. 

Follow-up OCEA survey conducted in 2025. 
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Supervisor Moorlach’s memorandum regarding proposed OC Charter amendment 
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