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The Governor of California
President pro Tempore of the Senate
Speaker of the Assembly

State Capitol

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Governor and Legislative Leaders:

As directed by the Joint Legislative Audit Committee, my office conducted an audit of six East Bay
transit agencies providing bus service in Alameda and Contra Costa counties and the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC). Our assessment focused on the agencies’ coordination with
each other, their financial conditions, and the potential benefits and challenges of combining these
transit agencies. The following report details the audit’s findings and conclusions. In general, we
determined that the agencies are coordinating with each other and that transferring between
transit systems is generally straightforward and accessible; however, the East Bay transit agencies
are at risk of having to reduce service in the near future because of structural budget deficits, and
combining these agencies is alone unlikely to solve these financial difficulties.

We found that the transit agencies regularly coordinate, including directly with each other and as part
of regional initiatives, and there are few barriers to their collaboration. To arrive at this conclusion,
we rode 25 percent of East Bay transit agencies’ bus routes that cross service areas, and we did not
identify significant obstacles for transit riders, such as difficulty transferring between the agencies.
However, MTC has taken longer than it initially projected to complete many of its regional initiatives
to improve the transit rider experience in the Bay Area. In fact, my office reviewed nine of these
initiatives, and MTC has not completed any of them within its preliminary time frames.

We also determined that five of the six selected transit agencies may exhaust their reserves within
the next one to five years and may need to reduce service if they do not secure additional funding.
The East Bay transit agencies also anticipate challenges in meeting the State’s requirements to
purchase zero-emission buses because of the vehicles” high cost.

My office attempted to identify benefits of combining the selected transit agencies but found that
various combinations did not resolve the financial challenges of the individual agencies, in part because
the combined entities would still have negative unrestricted net positions. Various legal impediments
would also complicate such combinations, including federal protections for private contractors. Finally,
we determined that standardizing wages and benefits after combining agencies could increase overall
labor costs because AC Transit has significantly higher labor costs than the other agencies.

Respectfully submitted,

oy

GRANT PARKS
California State Auditor

621 Capitol Mall, Suite 1200 | Sacramento, CA 95814 | 916.445.0255 | 916.327.0019 fax | www.auditor.ca.gov
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Selected Abbreviations Used in This Report

AC Transit
ARPA

BART

CARB

CARES

County Connection
FTA

JPA

LAVTA

MTC

OPEB

STA

TDA

Tri Delta Transit

WestCAT

Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District
American Rescue Plan Act

Bay Area Rapid Transit

California Air Resources Board

Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security Act
Central Contra Costa Transit Authority
Federal Transit Administration

Joint powers agency

Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Other postemployment benefits

State Transit Assistance

Transportation Development Act

Eastern Contra Costa Transit Authority

Western Contra Costa Transit Authority
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Summary of Key Findings and Recommendations

Our audit reviewed six bus service agencies in the San Francisco Bay Area’s

East Bay (East Bay transit agencies). These agencies were Alameda-Contra Costa
Transit District (AC Transit), Central Contra Costa Transit Authority (County
Connection), Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority (LAVTA, also commonly
known as Wheels), Eastern Contra Costa Transit Authority (Tri Delta Transit),
Union City Transit, and Western Contra Costa Transit Authority (WestCAT). Our
audit also included the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), which

is responsible for regional transportation planning throughout the San Francisco

Bay Area. During our review of these transit agencies and MTC, we identified the
following key findings:

+ The East Bay transit agencies have implemented several initiatives to encourage
ridership, but ridership levels for most agencies have only recovered between 59
and 83 percent of their pre-pandemic ridership as of fiscal year 2024—25. As an
example of such initiatives, some agencies implemented free ride programs for
youth aged 18 and under or made some routes that serve low-income communities
free. Most East Bay transit agencies have recently surveyed their riders and those
who do not use their services to understand how the agencies can better serve
their communities and attract additional riders. The responses to those surveys
indicate that riders want more frequent service and greater route coverage. The
slow post-pandemic transit ridership recovery we identified is consistent with
trends elsewhere in the Bay Area, California, and nationally.

+ The East Bay transit agencies regularly coordinate with one another as needed
when adjusting routes or schedules and when working on regional initiatives.
We found only one minor barrier to their collaboration in the form of agencies
using different bus stop identification numbers for the same bus stop, which at
times can complicate schedule coordination. The governing documents for the
East Bay transit agencies do not constrain their autonomy to plan routes or invest
in projects, but state law and MTC regulations do provide some restrictions. For
example, as a condition of receiving certain funds, MTC requires transit agencies
to participate in various regional initiatives to improve the rider experience,
such as fare coordination working groups and mapping and wayfinding projects.
Moreover, we determined that MTC has actively facilitated coordination and
collaboration with transit agencies in the region, but we identified that it could
improve its effectiveness in implementing timely actions. For example, MTC
is working to implement a Transit Transformation Action Plan to improve the
rider experience through reduced fares and improved signage using new regional
standards. However, MTC has taken longer to implement this plan than initially
projected and has not updated the public with revised implementation timelines.

+ To test the ease or difficulty riders may experience when riding routes that cross
the service areas of multiple transit agencies, we took 12 reasonable trips that
daily riders in the applicable service areas might take during commute hours. This
selection represents approximately 25 percent of the East Bay transit agencies’
routes that cross into each other’s service areas. We did not identify significant
obstacles for transit riders or problems with transferring between agencies. For
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example, 13 of the 24 bus stops we visited included posted bus schedules, and

all 24 displayed customer service phone numbers, website addresses, or QR codes
available to link riders to schedule and transfer information. We did find that
some agencies could improve the quality of information at some bus stops, such
as increasing the readability of some signs. Moreover, we did not identify any
redundant or duplicative services among agencies with overlapping service areas.

Apart from Tri Delta Transit, the selected East Bay transit agencies have adequate
financial reserves in the short term; however, all but Union City Transit are at
risk of depleting those reserves without new funding—some as soon as fiscal

year 2026—27. Rising operating costs and limited fare revenue may force these
five agencies to consider service reductions if they cannot secure new funding.
We determined that fare increases alone cannot address the deficits that transit
agencies project. In contrast, Union City Transit, which is part of the city’s

public works department and therefore experiences minimal overhead, appears
financially stable and is unlikely to reduce service in the medium or long term
because of its limited reliance on reserves. Further, the agencies anticipate
challenges meeting a state zero-emission vehicle purchasing requirement because
the vehicles can be double the cost of diesel vehicles. They are considering seeking
one-year exemptions from the requirement from the California Air Resources
Board (CARB), but they have indicated that longer exemptions may be necessary.
Finally, although MTC'’s roles and responsibilities for coordinating funding for
the region vary depending on the funding source, it disbursed a total of more
than $1 billion to the selected transit agencies over the past three fiscal years for
operating and capital expenses.

We combined the financial statements of the East Bay transit agencies in
Alameda County and those in Contra Costa County to assist in determining
the likely financial condition of a single, unified bus agency in each of these

two counties. The financial information we aggregated indicates that combining
these agencies may not provide significant financial benefits because the
underlying agencies themselves have negative financial conditions. Specifically,
we found that the transit agencies and the hypothetical county-based agencies
have negative unrestricted net positions, an important indicator of financial
health that serves as a measure of the financial resources available to the agency.
As a result, the combined agencies would have limited resources for future
operations or expansion of services. Similarly, a single hypothetical transit
agency combining all six transit agencies we reviewed also does not appear more
financially advantageous. The decision around merging agencies also involves
other highly uncertain factors, such as potential increases in operating costs

and how the Legislature might choose to dissolve existing agencies if it were to
do so. Specifically, because AC Transit directly employs its union-represented
staff and the other agencies contract out most of their operations, the resulting
combined agencies would likely have higher labor costs than five of the individual
agencies currently pay. Further, we also identified significant legal and practical
impediments that could limit the feasibility of combining the existing East Bay
transit agencies into two new transit agencies in Alameda and Contra Costa
counties. For example, over $30 million in voter-approved funding for AC Transit
could disappear if AC Transit were dissolved and split into two separate county
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transit agencies. Additionally, a split of AC Transit could result in inconvenience
and commute delays for certain disadvantaged communities in Contra Costa
County, such as El Cerrito and Richmond, who would lose direct bus service to
job centers such as Oakland in Alameda County.

To address these findings, we have made recommendations to the Legislature

and MTC. We recommend that the Legislature consider amending state law to
extend the deadline that agencies currently have to make all new bus purchases
zero-emission buses or allocate new funds to the transit agencies for these purchases.
Additionally, we recommend that MTC identify any additional funding sources, such
as federal, state, or locally-generated revenue, that could be obtained and directed

to transit agencies at risk of reducing services. We further recommend that MTC
establish realistic and attainable time frames for each of its transit action plan items
by setting major milestones and identifying risks and mitigation strategies for delays
caused by interdependent activities.

Agency Comments
MTC agreed to implement our recommendations. Because we did not make

recommendations to the East Bay transit agencies, we did not expect a response
from them.
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Introduction

Background

The six current bus service agencies in the East Bay
developed over many decades to serve distinct geographic
areas. In 1956, voters approved the establishment of

AC Transit, providing public transportation services to 1956 — AC Transit
many of the western portions of Alameda and Contra Costa
counties. Although AC Transit later expanded to other
areas in the region, it did not provide comprehensive bus
services for the entirety of the two counties. Consequently, 1977 = WestCAT

in the 1970s and 1980s, new transit agencies formed to 1980 — County Connection
provide public transportation services in other areas of the
East Bay to meet local needs. The text box provides a brief
chronology of when each agency was formed.

Year Founded

1974 — Union City Transit
1976 — Tri Delta Transit

1985 — LAVTA

Source: JPA agreements and agency websites.

The Legislature directed our office to assess MTC and

these six transit agencies, whose approximate service areas

we display in Figure 1. Although each of the six transit agencies provide similar

bus and transportation services, they differ in the geography they serve and their
governing structures. For example, AC Transit is a transit district pursuant to state
law governed by an elected board of directors, and Union City Transit is a city-run
bus service. The remaining four agencies we reviewed—County Connection, LAVTA,
Tri Delta Transit, and WestCAT—are joint powers agencies (JPAs), which are formed
by an agreement between public entities—like cities or counties—to jointly exercise
any power common to those entities.

MTC was created in 1971 by state law to provide comprehensive regional
transportation planning for the San Francisco Bay Area. It plays a key role in
coordinating and overseeing state and federal transit funding for all Bay Area
transportation agencies. MTC receives federal funds and then reallocates those
funds to transit agencies, and it allocates state funds to transit agencies that are in
accordance with MTC’s transit agency coordination plan. From fiscal years 2022—23
through 2024—25, MTC disbursed more than $1 billion to the selected East Bay
transit agencies, which represents nearly half of the over $2 billion in revenue that
the agencies received during the same period. State law requires MTC to facilitate
coordination of fares and schedules between transit agencies in the region, and
MTC has the power to apportion or withhold funds from agencies that do not follow
specified coordination requirements.

Lawmakers and advocates have cited a variety of concerns about the rider experience
and the future of transit in the East Bay, such as difficult and time-consuming
transfers across service areas and the financial strain agencies face. For example,
some agencies have reduced bus service or are seeking additional funding to
maintain their services. Advocates have claimed that the large number of transit
agencies in the region is less beneficial to riders than if there were just one agency
managing transit throughout the Bay Area. These concerns have led some to
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consider whether merging transit agencies in the region would produce fiscal
benefits and improved rider experiences. The Joint Legislative Audit Committee
(Audit Committee) asked our office to assess the transit agencies’ capacity to
effectively coordinate with one another, MTC’s oversight, the agencies’ financial
conditions, and the projected financial conditions and benefits of combining existing
transit agencies in the East Bay into just two agencies, with one serving Alameda
County and the other serving Contra Costa County.

Figure 1
East Bay Transit Agencies’ Service Areas
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Source: Google Maps and auditor review of agencies’ system maps.

Note: The service area boundaries shown here are rough approximations. Some transit agencies have direct or express
routes that connect service areas.

* These agencies are joint powers agencies whose member entities are the cities and counties in the shaded areas.
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Ridership Recovery of Transit Agencies

Key Points

+ The East Bay transit agencies have implemented several initiatives to encourage
ridership, but as of fiscal year 2024—25, most agencies had not reached their
pre-pandemic ridership levels.

+ Most East Bay transit agencies have recently surveyed their riders and nonrider
residents in their service areas. Those responses indicate that, although riders
are generally satisfied with the agencies’ services, riders and nonriders alike
want higher frequency routes. The objectives mentioned below refer to the audit
objectives detailed in Appendix C, Table C.

Objective 4:

How Has Ridership Changed Since the Pandemic and How
Have Agencies Responded?

Pre- and Post-Pandemic Ridership

Ridership for the six East Bay transit agencies declined steeply during the pandemic,
and, as Figure 2 shows, five of those six agencies have not fully recovered since the
pandemic emergency restrictions ended. Only Union City Transit has exceeded

its pre-pandemic ridership levels. In contrast, fiscal year 2024—25 ridership for the
five other agencies ranged from 59 to 83 percent of their pre-pandemic levels. This
decline in ridership compared to the period before the pandemic is not unique to

the agencies we reviewed; rather, it is consistent with trends elsewhere in the Bay
Area, California, and nationally. For example, in a May 2025 report, MTC estimated
that Bay Area transit ridership has recovered to approximately two-thirds of
pre-pandemic levels, and a recent Federal Transit Administration (FTA) report found
that nationally total transit ridership was approximately 78 percent of 2019 levels

in 2024. We reviewed four studies that investigated why transit ridership has been
declining generally. They reported that, in the years prior to the pandemic, transit
ridership declined in part because of increases in car ownership and ride hailing
apps, such as Uber and Lyft. In more recent years, the prevalence of remote work has
further contributed to reduced demand for public transit.
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Figure 2
Five of Six Transit Agencies’ Ridership Levels Have Not Yet Recovered From Impacts of the Pandemic
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Ridership Initiatives

To encourage residents to take public transit, transit agencies sometimes conduct
ridership initiatives, free fare promotions, and marketing campaigns to highlight the
value of their services. These initiatives have not all necessarily increased ridership
but have generally benefited riders, including by providing free fares to specific or
general populations. We reviewed a range of ridership initiatives that the transit
agencies conducted from 2018 through 2025. We found that they implemented

some initiatives in the two years before the pandemic, but most of the initiatives we
analyzed occurred after the pandemic. Figure 3 describes a few examples of notable
ridership initiatives and their outcomes. The three initiatives displayed in the figure
required varying degrees of spending from the agencies themselves, sometimes
offset by external funding from MTC or other entities. For example, with funding
from the State’s Low Carbon Transit Operations Program, County Connection
launched its Monument Free Program, which eliminated fares on three routes that
predominantly serve low-income communities. Since the implementation of this
initiative in 2019, ridership along these three routes has increased by between 29 and
115 percent, even as systemwide ridership declined by 20 percent. In summer 2025,
County Connection, LAVTA, Tri Delta Transit, and WestCAT all participated in the
Youth Ride Free summer program, offering free fares for riders age 18 and younger.
The program aimed not just to increase transit use for that summer but to encourage
lifelong public transit use. All four agencies identified an increase in youth ridership
as a result of the program. Because our review of ridership data did not extend

past fiscal year 2024—25, we cannot determine the impact of the program on youth
ridership at these agencies in the time since the promotion ended.

Although these initiatives may have had limited impacts on specific ridership
groups, we could not determine a direct relationship between the initiatives an
agency pursued and the overall rate of ridership recovery. For example, we identified
seven notable ridership initiatives that Tri Delta Transit pursued, including a
partnership campaign with the Transit mobile app, participation in the previously
mentioned Youth Ride Free promotion, and major service adjustments following a
comprehensive operations analysis. Despite these efforts, Tri Delta Transit’s ridership
recovery has not kept pace with most of the other bus transit agencies in the East Bay.
In contrast, we identified only three ridership initiatives at Union City Transit, and
these initiatives tended to be much smaller in scale, such as the elimination of paper
transfers for customers exiting the Union City Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART)
station in 2021. Nevertheless, Union City has experienced the strongest ridership
recovery of the six agencies under review. Management at Union City Transit
attributes the agency’s ridership recovery not to any particular policy choice but to
two possible factors, with one being the number of student riders in its service area
who use its services. As Table 1 shows, 36 percent of Union City Transit’s riders were
students in fiscal year 2024—25. However, LAVTA’s overall ridership recovery was
not as complete, despite even higher youth ridership. Union City’s transit manager
stated that another contributing factor could be that Union City Transit never
reduced its overall service hours by redirecting service during the pandemic and was
able to maintain higher frequencies on key routes. In contrast, the transit manager
stated that he believed other agencies did reduce service hours and have not been
able to restore them to increase their frequencies again, possibly contributing to
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riders’ reluctance to use or go back to public transit. Union City Transit has also
experienced a unique growth in its weekday ridership that has increased at equal
pace to its weekend ridership since the pandemic. For all other agencies, weekday
ridership growth has lagged behind that of weekend ridership.

Figure 3

Ridership Initiatives Have Provided Benefits to Transit Users

Clipper START

MTC and all six agencies

June 2020 - present

Goal

To improve mobility and access
to opportunities and lower cost
of transportation for low-income
Bay Area residents through
discounted fares.

Strategy

Provide up to 50% discount on
fares for low-income adults.

Ridership Outcome
57,000 enrollees took
7.7 million Clipper START trips
as of August 2025, providing
annual savings of about
$868 annually per rider.

Source: Agency documents.

Monum.ent Free

County Connection
July 2019 - present

Goal

To expand services to the
most disadvantaged area in
the County Connection
service area.

Strategy
Provide free service on
routes along the
Monument Blvd. corridor.

Ridership Outcome
Ridership on targeted
routes increased by 29 to
115 percent even as system
ridership declined.

Youth Ride Free

County Connection, LAVTA,
Tri Delta Transit, and WestCAT
Summer 2025

Goal
To increase ridership and make
transit and jobs more accessible
for young people.

Strategy
Provide free service to youth
aged 18 and under. Previous
summer youth promotions
required youth to sign up for a
pass, whereas this program
removes any barriers to entry.

Ridership Outcome
Youth participation in summer
promotions increased by 1,170

to 2,265 percent.*

* This range does not include LAVTA because its prior summer youth promotion was not as comparable.
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LAVTA and Union City Transit Experience Considerably Higher Youth Ridership Than County Connection

YOUTH
AGENCY ADULT SENIOR CITIZEN (STUDENT)

County Connection 69% 7%
LAVTA 49% 3%

Union City Transit 51% 3%

13% 12%
8% 40%
10% 36%

Source: Fiscal year 2024-25 Clipper ridership reports from County Connection, LAVTA, and Union City Transit.

Note: AC Transit, WestCAT, and Tri Delta Transit do not have information available about age groups.

* RTC (Regional Transit Connection), now known as Clipper Access, is for riders with certain disabilities.

Rider Satisfaction Surveys

All six agencies have either recently conducted a customer
satisfaction survey to understand how to improve the
passenger experience, or currently have a survey underway,
as shown in the text box. As Table 2 demonstrates,

most survey respondents indicated satisfaction with the
respective agency’s services. For example, LAVTA’s 2025
survey, carried out in September and October of that year,
found that riders were generally satisfied with the transit
agency’s services, and over 70 percent of riders rated
timeliness, cleanliness, and the helpfulness of bus drivers
as 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale. County Connection’s 2023
survey reported general rider satisfaction with its services,
particularly the cleanliness of the buses, driver courtesy,
and connections with other transit agencies. In WestCAT’s
2024 survey, a majority of respondents indicated that more

Timing of Rider and/or Nonrider Surveys

AC Transit: 2023

County Connection: 2023, 2025
Tri Delta Transit: 2024
WestCAT: 2024, 2025

LAVTA: 2025

Union City Transit: 2026

Source: Agency survey documents.

frequent service and improved real-time arrival information at major bus stops

was important or very important, but like LAVTA and County Connection riders,
they also indicated overall satisfaction with WestCAT’s services, particularly the
courtesy and helpfulness of drivers. Finally, although Union City Transit had not
conducted a customer satisfaction survey in recent years, its manager noted that it
began a survey in March 2026 that aims to reach both riders and nonriders. MTC'’s
recent survey of Union City Transit passengers found that a majority of respondents

rated their experience as good or excellent.

11
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Table 2
According to Recent Customer Surveys, Most Riders Are Satisfied With Existing Services

DATES SURVEY MODE OF SURVEY AND
AGENCY CONDUCTED NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS KEY FINDINGS
AC Transit April - May 2023 Bus stop in-person surveys  « 64% satisfied with overall experience

— . .
1,101 respondents 51% satisfied with bus stop signage

+ 48% satisfied with reliability

County October - Onboard survey 73% rated connections with other transit
Connection November 2023 agencies as good or excellent
872 respondents

57% rated on-time operation/reliability as
good or excellent

26% desired more frequent service

LAVTA September - Onboard survey + 88% satisfied with LAVTA's service
Oaialocer 202 + 83% satisfied with ease of use of route/
286 respondents o .
service information
« 75% satisfied with on-time operation
Tri Delta June - July 2024 Online Community Survey + 59% rated ease of navigating the transit
Transit system as good or excellent

205 respondents

58% rated agency communications with
riders as good or excellent

61% rated service reliability as good
or excellent

51% of riders indicated more frequent service
as service improvement priority

65% rated overall satisfaction with WestCAT’s
services as very good or excellent

WestCAT December 2024 Onboard Survey

640 respondents

59% rated the directness of routes as very
good or excellent

61% preferred more frequent service over
extending geographic coverage with lower
frequency

Source: Agency survey reports.

Four of the six agencies—AC Transit, County Connection, Tri Delta Transit, and
WestCAT—have also recently attempted to survey nonriders in their service area

to gain a better understanding of what might encourage residents to increase their
use of public transit. Some examples of factors that nonriders said would encourage
them to use the agencies’ services are listed in the text box. From January to

March 2025, WestCAT conducted an online survey of nonriders who live or work in
the WestCAT service area. The survey asked what improvements would make them
consider using WestCAT. Most respondents indicated that more frequent service and



real-time arrival information would make them more likely
to use WestCAT'’s services. Faster service and service closer
to where riders want to go were also popular responses.
About 30 percent of respondents indicated that better
connections to other transit systems would be an attractive
improvement. These current nonrider-respondents
indicated that they would be more likely to use WestCAT
if it offered improved coordination or integration with
other transit providers, such as BART and AC Transit. The
survey noted that these comments reflect a strong desire
for WestCAT to function more effectively as part of an
integrated regional transit network.

Tri Delta Transit, AC Transit, and County Connection

CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR 13
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Factors That Nonriders Indicate Would
Encourage Them to Use East Bay
Transit Services

- More frequent service

- Real-time information

- Services closer to residence

« Shorter wait times and delays

- Increased weekend and evening service
- Faster service

Source: Agency survey documents.

recently conducted surveys that reached both riders and

nonriders. As part of the Realign project, which launched

a new bus network across its system, AC Transit conducted a survey from April
through June 2023 that included both riders and nonriders. The survey found that
riders and nonriders alike value high frequency, short wait times, and reliable on-
time performance. In June and July 2024, Tri Delta Transit conducted an online
community survey that included nonriders and found similar priorities for improving
transit to attract them to use its system. Most respondents indicated general
satisfaction with existing services, particularly the agency’s communication with
riders. However, many also indicated that they would like Tri Delta Transit to offer
more frequent service, increased weekend and evening service, better-timed transfers
with BART, and more direct service closer to where they want to travel. In October
and November 2025, County Connection also conducted an online survey of riders
and nonriders. When asked to rank the importance of several potential actions

to make riding the bus more appealing, survey respondents indicated that efforts to
reduce travel time for passengers by decreasing the amount of time it takes to get
from one stop to another and reducing delays were the most important actions. In
written responses, many respondents additionally cited more frequent service as a
factor that would encourage them to ride transit more often. However, as we discuss
in the Objective 8 section of this report, the agencies are generally not in a position
to expand service because most may need to cut existing services in the future
unless they secure additional funding. Moreover, a 2020 study determined that the
Bay Area lost more than five percent of its annual riders in 2017 and 2018 despite
service increases. As a result, even if agencies were financially positioned to respond
to nonriders’ desire for increased service, doing so would not necessarily lead to
increased ridership.

LAVTA confirmed that it plans to complete a market study by October 2026 that
will include nonriders and that it has taken steps to hire a contractor to complete
this study. Union City stated that the transit planning process it recently started will
allow it to obtain this public transit feedback. As of March 2026, Union City Transit
has a survey underway to obtain information on rider and nonrider preferences for
future service adjustments.
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Coordination Among Transit Agencies

Key Points

+ The governing documents for the East Bay transit agencies do not constrain
their autonomy to plan routes or invest in projects, but state law and MTC rules
do provide some coordination requirements. Additionally, the East Bay transit
agencies collaborate with each other regularly, and we identified only one example
of a barrier to coordination between the agencies.

+ We rode 25 percent of East Bay transit agencies’ bus routes that cross service areas,
and we did not identify significant obstacles for transit riders transferring between
service areas, although agencies could improve the quality of information at some
bus stops. We also did not identify any duplicative routes among agencies with
overlapping service areas.

+ MTC actively coordinated with transit agencies on transit action plan items related
to improving the rider experience, although actions took longer to implement
than MTC initially projected. We further found that all selected agencies are
compliant with regional accountability measures MTC has established that focus
on coordination and improving the customer experience.

Objective 2:

Does Transit Agency Autonomy Limit Collaboration?

Transit Agency Policies and Coordination Requirements

Our review of agency policies did not find that they impose limitations on the
agencies’ autonomy to plan routes or invest in transit projects. The agencies’
governing documents—including joint powers agreements, board policies, or
by-laws—do not impose clear requirements that would restrict their autonomy
when planning routes or investing in projects. For example, Tri Delta Transit and
WestCAT note in their joint powers agreements that they will cooperate with other
agencies to provide a connected regional transit service, but this language is broad
and does not establish specific requirements. AC Transit uses similar language in
its board policies. Union City Transit has an internal policy that allows it to take
advantage of cooperative agreements or joint procurements, but its transit manager
noted that this is not a requirement. LAVTA’s bylaws explicitly state that its board
will determine when LAVTA will coordinate with other agencies, reinforcing

the agency’s autonomy to plan routes and invest in transit projects. Therefore, we
determined that the agencies’ governing documents do not impose requirements that
limit their autonomy to plan routes or invest in projects.
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Legal Requirements to Coordinate With Other Transit Agencies

Examples of MTC Coordination
Requirements for Transit Agencies

Have a revenue sharing agreement with every
connecting agency, which can include free or
discounted transfers.

Waive fees for permits they would otherwise
charge to MTC, other agencies, or contractors
to implement and maintain transit
coordination projects.

Provide accurate, complete, and timely route,
schedule, and fare data for dissemination to
third parties, such as Google Maps.

Source: MTC resolution.

MTC and state law require coordination between the

transit agencies that impose some limits on transit agency
autonomy to invest in transit. State law requires MTC to
adopt rules and regulations to promote the coordination

of fares and schedules for all public transit systems within

its jurisdiction and authorizes it to withhold funds from
agencies that do not participate in a regional transit
coordinating council. According to state law, the regional
transit coordinating council is an entity that MTC must
have established to better coordinate routes, schedules, fares,
and transfers among the San Francisco Bay Area transit
agencies. MTC passed a resolution that allows it to withhold,
restrict, or reprogram funds and allocations to a transit
agency to the extent allowed by statute, rule, regulation, or
MTC policy if it determines that the agency has not made
reasonable efforts to implement coordination requirements
that the text box describes.! Agencies that do not meet these
requirements could lose their funding, which effectively
limits their autonomy to invest in some transit projects.

Transit Agency Collaboration

The East Bay transit agencies follow a structured process to implement service
changes, including synchronizing schedules across the Bay Area. In recent years,
BART reported that many transit agencies across the Bay Area have modified their
processes so that they implement schedule changes at the same time twice each
year—once in January and again in August. According to BART, the number of
agencies that have aligned their schedule changes with BART increased from four to
20 of 27 transit agencies in the Bay Area from 2022 through 2025. BART noted that
agencies meet several months in advance of the schedule changes to share planned
changes and identify opportunities to improve transfers. BART attributed this
improved engagement to Bay Area transit general managers meeting on a weekly
basis to make transit more rider-focused and efficient.

Agencies also coordinate individually as needed when other agencies are considering
service changes that may affect their routes or riders. As Figure 4 shows, AC Transit
coordinated with WestCAT while planning its own service changes. Specifically,
WestCAT asked AC Transit whether it planned to change the frequency of routes
serving Contra Costa College, to ensure convenient connections between WestCAT’s
and AC Transit’s routes. In response, AC Transit noted that some routes would have
30 minute frequencies while others would only have slight schedule changes. It also
provided its proposed schedules to WestCAT, which facilitated planning further

T MTC stated that it has written letters to transit agencies related to coordination compliance, but agencies ultimately
complied with MTC's requirements, and it determined no sanctions were needed.
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schedule changes. In another instance, Union City Transit staff asked a question about
changes to route frequencies, to which AC Transit staff provided an answer to facilitate
coordination with Union City Transit.

Figure 4
AC Transit Coordinated With Other Agencies During Its Most Recent Service Change

P 0
A 5 200

In 2023, AC Transit AC Transit met with WestCAT considered AC Transit provided In August of 2025,

[

identified a need other agencies, such its own schedule needed schedule AC Transit
to make significant  as WestCAT, in several adjustment needs change proposal reported complete
changes to its technical advisory in response to information and implementation of
network of routes committee meetings AC Transit’s proposed  answers to questions the major service
and schedules. to coordinate the schedule changes. from agencies. change.
service change. BART provided
feedback to AC Transit.

Source: AC Transit meeting minutes, communications with other agencies, and interview confirmation.

By reviewing related meeting minutes, we determined that the East Bay transit agencies
also participate in regular regional meetings to facilitate collaboration. Table 3 shows

five examples of regional meetings in which the East Bay transit agencies gather with each
other and with other regional agencies to coordinate on transit matters in the Bay Area.
For example, AC Transit’s general manager and six other executives from Bay Area transit
agencies meet monthly as part of the Regional Network Management Council to focus

on customer initiatives. The other five agencies—County Connection, LAVTA, Tri Delta
Transit, Union City Transit, and WestCAT—convene weekly as part of Small Operator
General Manager meetings to share updates, such as on Regional Network Management
activities, and discuss projects aimed at improving the rider experience.

Notwithstanding having identified strong evidence of ongoing communication among
transit agencies, we still searched for any barriers that might prevent the East Bay
transit agencies from coordinating transit projects or that could affect their daily
operations. Coordination can become necessary when an agency plans to adjust a
route that interacts with another agency’s network and that agency wants to provide
good connections with those networks. We found only one example of a barrier to
coordination: Union City Transit’s transit manager noted that agencies have different
bus stop identification numbers, which can present challenges when coordinating
schedules because if two transit agencies use different numbering systems, one agency’s
reference to a bus stop number may cause confusion about which bus stop the agency
is actually discussing. However, MTC is currently working on a solution to address
this issue through a wayfinding and mapping standards project, which we discuss in
relation to Objective 6. Most of the East Bay transit agencies stated that they have not
found there to be significant barriers to their collaboration.
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Table 3
Each of the East Bay Transit Agencies Regularly Participates in Meetings to Coordinate on Regional Transit Matters

m PURPOSE OF GROUP PARTICIPANTS FREQUENCY | STARTDATE

Small Operator Share updates and discuss regional matters ~ County Connection, LAVTA, Weekly May
General Manager affecting small transit agencies, including Tri Delta Transit, Union City Transit, 2020
meeting projects aimed at improving the customer ~ WestCAT, and 12 other members

experience
Alameda County Provide technical expertise, analysis, and AC Transit, LAVTA, Union City Monthly March
Technical Advisory recommendations related to transportation  Transit, nine other agencies, and 2012
Committee planning, programming, and funding representatives from the County

and each city in the County

Contra Costa Provide advice on technical matters AC Transit, County Connection, Monthly March
Technical that may come before the Contra Costa Tri Delta Transit, WestCAT, and 1993
Coordinating Transportation Authority and actas a BART or earlier
Committee primary technical liaison between the

Authority and other regional committees
Regional Network Work on customer-focused initiatives AC Transit, seven other Bay Area Monthly November
Management and provide guidance on regional transit transit agencies, such as MTC, BART, 2023
Council policies and actions and Caltrain, and three general

managers representing all other
Bay Area transit agencies

Contra Costa Bus Oversee and make recommendations AC Transit, County Connection, Quarterly February
Transit Coordinating  for the programing and expenditures of Tri Delta Transit, WestCAT, and 20M
Committee local funds, as well as provide a forum to BART

consider countywide bus issues

Source: Meeting and bylaw documentation from transit agencies.

Two reasons that few barriers to collaboration exist may be partly because half

of the agencies do not have significant overlap of their service areas and because
the agencies make a concerted effort to eliminate any barriers. For example, we
found that only 15 percent or less of County Connection’s, LAVTA’s, and Tri Delta
Transit’s routes require coordination. In contrast, about 33 percent of AC Transit’s
routes, 58 percent of WestCAT’s, and all of Union City Transit’s routes require
coordination with other agencies. To complete our analysis, we visually identified

a selection of routes that cross service areas and routes that share stops with other
East Bay transit agencies, both of which indicate a need for coordination. However,
as we describe above, we observed effective coordination among these agencies
through regional transit agency meetings and other ad-hoc schedule coordination,
and we also describe the risk of duplicative services under Objective 3. Regarding
efforts to eliminate barriers, Union City Transit’s transit manager stated that

before the pandemic, BART would only announce to certain transit agencies, not
all transit agencies, when it was making service changes and that it often provided
little advance notice. Since the pandemic, BART’s service change announcements
have been made earlier and have included more transit agencies, allowing for

better alignment of schedules across the region. Additionally, MTC’s Transit
Transformation Action Plan (transit action plan) includes various efforts to increase
coordination in the region, which we explain in greater detail related to Objective 6.
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Objective 3:

Can Riders Easily Navigate Interagency Transit Connections?

Review of Bus Stops and Accessibility

To assess the quality and ease with which riders can transfer between agency service
areas, we rode a significant portion of the relevant bus routes ourselves. In total,

we boarded 23 buses and several BART trains across 12 trips to identify potential
problems the public may experience when making trips that require transfer

from one agency’s service area to another. We selected our routes by determining
reasonable trips that daily riders in the applicable service areas might take, such as
from an apartment complex to a corporate office or from a residential neighborhood
to a California State University campus. Some of the trips involved transfers from
one agency to another, including to a BART train, whereas a few only involved
transfers within the agencies’ own respective service areas. Figure 5 displays an
example of a trip we took that crossed service areas and required a transfer between
agencies. We tested trips from Wednesday through Friday between 7:30 a.m. and

5 p.m. To ensure that the selected trips reflected varied rider experiences at different
times of day, six of our trips began in the morning, and the remaining six trips began
in the afternoon. Across these 12 trips, we rode approximately 25 percent of the

East Bay transit agencies’ routes that cross into other transit agency service areas.

Most bus stops had information available that would help a transferring rider. For
example, as Figure 6 demonstrates, all 24 bus stops we reviewed posted customer
service phone numbers, website addresses, or QR codes, which link riders to schedule
and transfer information, and 13 displayed bus schedules. As Figure 7 shows, some
agencies also display real-time arrival information at certain stops. This figure also
shows how some agencies provide system maps, which can include local transit
connections. As Figure 8 shows, additional information about bus services is readily
available online and easily accessible through a smartphone using third-party apps
like Google Maps or Transit, which provide fairly accurate real-time information.
These various resources allowed us to complete our transfers with minimal issues.

Ease of payment further allowed for a straightforward transfer process. All six agencies
use the Clipper system to facilitate payment for bus services, along with accepting
cash, and we observed that most riders use the Clipper app to pay for bus trips.2 This
application automatically applies fare discounts like free or reduced-cost transfers.
Neither we nor any of the passengers we observed experienced problems paying the
fare because of technical issues related to the cash fare box or Clipper readers.

2 The Clipper system is a reloadable fare payment system for public transportation across the San Francisco Bay Area. It
works on all major bus, rail, and ferry services, such as BART, Muni, Caltrain, and AC Transit, and can be used as a physical
card or via a mobile app.
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Figure 5
Example of Auditor Trip Across Multiple Transit Agencies

Destination:

AT&T Offices X
in San Ramon, CA

Blackhawk

San Ram

Livermore

santon

Origin:
Apartment Complex
.Union City -Sunol in Livermore, CA

Leave at 7:29 AM

Arrive at 8:41AM 1h13
LAVTA County
Portion Connection
of Trip Portion of Trip

Source: Transit App screenshot of auditor trip.

We found that transferring was accessible and easy to navigate. We reviewed several
measures of accessibility for individuals with disabilities, such as the legibility of
signage and whether there were physical barriers at bus stops and if buses had
functioning ramps or lifts. We found that 22 of the 24 bus stops had legible signage,
one bus stop had a physical barrier, and all ramps and lifts were operational. We also
reviewed whether information was available in languages other than English and
found that seven bus stops had translated materials. Six of these bus stops belong

to AC Transit, and the seventh belongs to Union City Transit. Federal and state law
provide that where a substantial portion of a population served by a public agency is
non-English speaking, the agency must take reasonable steps to provide information
about its services in the languages of non-English speakers in the agency’s service
area. However, under state law, agencies have discretion about what a substantial
portion is, and neither federal nor state law provide guidance about what “reasonable
steps” might include. All six of the agencies provide translations of their websites in
a variety of languages, which are accessible through the URLs or QR codes on many
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bus stop signs. Because of the ease of payment, information available about transferring
between agencies, and accessible bus stops, we did not encounter significant obstacles
during our trips.

Figure 6
Most of the 24 Bus Stops We Visited Had Some Information and Resources for Riders and Were Generally Accessible

NO

Q Accessibility and Safety

(undesired outcomes)

No physical barriers at stop or between transfer points?
No potential dangers at stop or between transfer points?
Working ramps/lifts on bus?

Wheelchair belts on bus?

Bench/shelter at stop?

— =

Police/security/camera presence?

Quality and Accuracy of Signage and Information

i

Schedule available at stop?

—
et

System map available at stop?

[y
N -

Languages other than English on signs?

Bus stop sign legible?

Agency logo present?

Direction and/or destination present on signs?

Phone number, QR code, or weblink present on signs?

23

Audio announcement at stop?

[
O

(=)
~N
[9Y)
N

Real time arrival info at stop?
Live updates available (QR code, text, etc.)?

Bus schedules/pamphlets available on bus?

=
>

Available schedules/pamphlets accurate and up to date?

Google/Transit App accurate within 5 minutes?

Payment processing functional? (cash fare and Clipper) _

Source: Auditor observations, documentation collected from transit agencies on buses, and Google Maps/Transit App.

No delay?

NA = Not applicable.
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Figure 7
Some Bus Stops Had Signage That Provided Arrival or Wayfinding Information to Assist Riders With Transfers

This LAVTA bus stop included a digital

sign with live bus arrival information.

T
1
v

e s parsds « HUTH.

This AC Transit bus stop included a
system map with a key to clearly
indicate connections to other
agencies, such as Union City Transit,
ACE, Amtrak, Caltrain, and BART.

This BART station had helpful wayfinding maps for both rail and
bus connections, including to AC Transit-and WestCAT routes.

Source: Auditor site visit photographs.



CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR 23
Report 2025-120 | May 2026

Figure 8
Google Maps and Transit Apps Facilitate Ease of Transfer
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Signage Quality at Bus Stops

Although most bus stops had information available, many lacked bus schedules,
making it more challenging for riders who may lack access to a smartphone. At 13
of the 24 bus stops we reviewed, the transit agency provided bus schedules. For the
remaining 11, that information was only available through a phone number, website
link, or QR code. Although the Consumer Affairs website estimates that 98 percent
of Americans have a cell phone, and that more than 9o percent of Americans own a
smartphone, some riders may prefer or need schedules and maps at bus stops.

On one of the 12 trips, we could not complete our trip on time because a bus was
canceled. For this trip, the second segment was on an AC Transit bus, but it did not
arrive as scheduled. In this instance, we were able to obtain information about the
canceled bus by using Google Maps on our smart phones. To continue with our trip,
according to that application, we would have needed to wait for the next bus, which
would have arrived 20 minutes later. A rider without a smartphone would not have
learned this information as easily. When asked about the incident, AC Transit’s manager
of business analytics told us that the bus was canceled because a driver had called to
say that they would not be working that day, and there were not enough standby drivers
scheduled that day to cover the shift. The manager noted that AC Transit riders can
receive service alerts through mobile apps or call 511 or the customer service number
listed on bus stops. AC Transit additionally provides real-time service updates on
canceled trips on its website. Once a bus is canceled, riders can decide whether to wait
for the next bus or make alternative travel arrangements to reach their destination. Of
the remaining 23 buses that we boarded, there were no delays and arrival times posted
to Google Maps and Transit were accurate within five minutes.

Although most of the agencies provided basic and reliable information at bus stops, we
concluded that WestCAT could improve the quality of its signage at some stops. As
Figure 9 demonstrates, signage conditions varied widely. Specifically, at two of the five
WestCAT bus stops we visited, available information, such as an agency phone number,
was very difficult for riders to see. Additionally, three of the five WestCAT bus stops we
visited lacked information on the direction or destination of the bus route serving that
stop, a problem we did not observe at any other agencies’ bus stops. When we asked
WestCAT why the agency had not addressed problems with its signage in the past, its
general manager noted that in the time since his appointment in 2022, WestCAT had
planned to roll out updated signage once new regional guidelines became available. The
general manager further speculated that in earlier years prior to his appointment, a lack
of available financial resources may have held up progress on improving signage. MTC
is developing standards for improved bus signage as part of MTC’s Regional Mapping
and Wayfinding Project, which we discuss further under Objective 6. Although MTC
had not yet issued the final standards at the time of our review through April 2026,
WestCAT has received draft guidelines from MTC, and its general manager confirmed
that it is currently working with County Connection, Tri Delta Transit, and MTC

to implement updated signage at shared stops in Martinez as part of the Regional
Wayfinding and Mapping Project. WestCAT also plans to update all current bus stop
signage in conjunction with service changes slated for early 2027. Nonetheless, until the
new signage is installed across all bus stops, new riders unfamiliar with WestCAT may
struggle to understand how and when they can reach their destinations.



Figure 9

WestCAT Bus Stops Had Both lllegible and Good Signage

These WestCAT signs contain text that is very hard to read

and offer little information for riders.
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Source: Auditor site visit photographs.

In contrast, this
WestCAT bus stop
includes a map,
bus schedule,
and a QR code.

May 2026
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Overlapping Service Areas

We reviewed bus system maps for the six agencies and identified that only

AC Transit, Union City Transit, and WestCAT are at risk of duplicating services
because their service areas overlap. The other East Bay transit agencies we reviewed
either operate primarily in their service area or provide feeder service directly to rail
stations such as BART and Amtrak. Using the system maps of the three relevant
agencies, we judgmentally selected three bus stops shared by AC Transit and Union
City Transit and three bus stops shared by AC Transit and WestCAT. We then
identified all bus routes that use the selected stops and compared the geographic
coverage of the routes, such as shared origin or destination stops or other overlap
along routes, to determine if there was any duplicative service.

Although AC Transit and Union City Transit routes have some overlap, these routes
ultimately serve different populations and locations and are not duplicative. As
Figure 10a shows, Union City Transit operates around Union City. AC Transit, in
contrast, serves populations that leave or enter Union City, transporting riders to
and from surrounding areas such as Fremont’s Ohlone College and BART stations in
Hayward and San Leandro. We concluded that AC Transit’s and Union City Transit’s
routes are not duplicative, although they share some stops, such as a transit center
and a BART station.

Similarly, although AC Transit and WestCAT share some stops, we did not identify
duplicative services among the selected routes. As Figure 1 shows, WestCAT’s service
area extends eastward to cities that are outside of the AC Transit service area, such
as Hercules. Likewise, AC Transit extends its services into areas that are not served
by WestCAT, including Berkeley and Oakland. AC Transit and WestCAT both
provide bus services to some of the same locations, such as the Richmond Parkway
Transit Center shown in Figure 10b, which provides a connection point for riders
who live in one part of the county and commute to another part of the county. We
determined that the overlap of routes near connecting transit centers is both logical
and minimal. We found that the AC Transit and WestCAT routes that share trip
segments eventually branch off and use different streets and highways, allowing them
to serve different neighborhoods and populations.



CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR 27
Report 2025-120 | May 2026

Figure 10a
AC Transit Bus Route Does Not Duplicate Union City Transit Service Because It Extends to Another City
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Figure 10b
AC Transit and WestCAT Use the Same Transit Center and Mall Without Duplicating Service
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Objective 6:

Does MTC Facilitate Effective Collaboration in the Bay Area?

To determine whether MTC’s efforts to collaborate and coordinate with selected
agencies were effective, we reviewed two efforts that MTC leads: implementation of
action items in MTC’s 2021 transit action plan, and oversight of Senate Bill (SB) 125
funding.3 We looked for evidence that MTC implemented the initiatives, had proof
that outcomes benefited riders and improved transit, solicited and incorporated
feedback from transit agencies, and maintained compliance with SB 125.

Implementation of Transit Action Plan

MTC stated in the transit action plan that it established a Blue Ribbon Transit Recovery
Task Force in April 2020 to set a course for public transit’s recovery and long-term
improvement. MTC reported that ridership had declined by 67 percent across the
Bay Area as of June 2021. MTC stated that the task force assisted in distributing federal
Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security (CARES) Act relief funds and sought
to improve the Bay Area transit network by developing a transit action plan. The task
force acknowledged that challenges existed prior to the pandemic, such as rider safety
concerns and declining ridership despite increases in transit service. The transit action
plan focused on desired outcomes such as simpler, consistent, and equitable fare

and payment options that attract more riders and integrated mapping and real-time
schedule information that makes navigating transit easier for both new and existing
riders. It then identified near-term actions targeted for completion in one to three years
that would constitute substantial progress toward these outcomes.

We determined that MTC actively facilitated coordination

and collaboration with transit agencies as it worked to
achieve progress on its transit action plan items, but it could
improve its effectiveness in implementing timely actions.
We selected nine of 27 actions from MTC'’s transit action

Criteria for Our Evaluation of
MTC'’s Coordination

plan that focus on improving the rider experience, which we What was the outcome on wayfinding for
display in Table 4. passengers?

Were fare coordination and integration
To evaluate MTC’s coordination with transit agencies, we recommendations passenger-focused?
developed a set of criteria focused on the rider experience Have consistent wayfinding standards actually
and tangible outcomes. The text box lists some of the been adopted and implemented?

criteria we used to evaluate MTC’s coordination in

achieving the action items. We then reviewed evidence to ‘ ,

determine the completion date of each selected action item Were allselected transit agencies
etermine p ] : participating in each action item, and what

We found that MTC funded projects, sought stakeholder feedback did they provide?

input, and solicited feedback throughout implementation.

Transit agencies actively provided feedback through

meetings and working groups. MTC reviewed feedback

How did the strategies benefit customers?

Source: Auditor-developed criteria.

3 SB125 provided $1.1 billion in one-time multiyear bridge funding to Bay Area transit agencies for operating support or
capital projects.
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from agencies and, in some cases, the public through surveys. This demonstrates
that MTC actively facilitates coordination with transit agencies and collaborates with
them to implement transit initiatives.

Table 4

MTC Has Completed About Half of the Nine Initiatives to Improve the Rider Experience That We Reviewed

TARGET | COMPLETION TIME
ACTION DATE STATUS LATE WORK COMPLETED DETAILS OUTCOME

Act on Fare Coordination
and Integration
Recommendations.

Recommendations
included:

1) Implement institution-
and employer-based
transit passes,

2) reduced-cost transfers,
and 3) a unified regional
fare structure.

Fund and finalize
mapping and wayfinding
standards for application
across all operator
service areas.

Fund and complete

1-3 consistently branded
North and East Bay
mapping and wayfinding
pilot projects and adopt
a timeline for subsequent
regionwide deployment
across all service areas.

Fund and develop a
mapping and wayfinding
digital platform to enable
the standardization

and routine updating of
digital and paper maps
across all transit services.

Late
2021

Mid
2023

Late
2024

Late
2023

4+ years

2+ years

More than
1year

2+ years

November 2023:
Funded employer-
based passes.

October 2024:
Piloted reduced cost
and free transfer passes.

Present:
Studying common
regional fare structure.

Ongoing:
2022-23:
Contract procurement.

2024-25:

Prototype designs.
Incorporated feedback
from prototypes.

Present:

Released regional
network identity
design guide. Plans to
incorporate feedback
from pilot projects.

Ongoing:

2022-23:

Contract procurement
and stakeholder
engagement.

2024-25:

Stakeholder
engagement, prototype
installation, and
surveys.

Present:
Plans to install pilots.

Ongoing:

2022-23:

Contract procurement.
2024-25:

System design.
Present:

Pending finalization
of standards.

MTC acted on

two of three
recommendations
by implementing
pilot projects for
free transfer passes
and employer-based
passes.

MTC states it is
incorporating
feedback from
installed prototypes
at Del Norte and
Santa Rosa into its

wayfinding standards.

MTC's current
timeline will extend
implementation of
additional pilots
beyond 2026,
including full
buildout prototypes
at Del Norte and
Santa Rosa, with full
delivery anticipated
in 2027-28.

The digital platform
is dependent on
MTC'’s timeline for
installing mapping
and wayfinding pilot
sites.

Employer-based
passes increased
employee transit trips
by 35% and generated
$1.1 million in
additional revenue.

MTC's consultant
reported that surveyed
riders’ average
wayfinding difficulty
decreased in Del Norte
and Santa Rosa.
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TARGET | COMPLETION TIME
ACTION DATE STATUS LATE WORK COMPLETED DETAILS OUTCOME

Fund the design and

delivery of prioritized 2022
near-term transit corridor

projects.

Adopt a Bay Area Late
Connected Network 2023

Plan that includes
transit service and hub
categories, core service
networks (such as
rapid transit), funding
requirements, and
next steps.

Adopt a transit hub toolkit Late
to optimize station design 2023
and connectivity that

includes coordination

with local plans and

policies.
Establish real-time and Mid
transit data protocols 2023

and data collection as a
foundation for providing
consistent and accurate
customer information.

Convene stakeholders for Late
a transportation funding 2023
ballot measure that

includes new funding

for transit.

W = MTC completed the action item.

v

X

v

v

2023-24:

Funded two initiatives
to design prioritized
near-term transit
corridor projects.
Incorporated transit
agency feedback

into project criteria.
Awarded first round of
projects.

2025—Present:
Project design and
projected completion.

3+years

2+years  March 2026

2+years  Not started

Lessthan  March 2024

1year

Lessthan  June 2024
1year

eee = MTCis working on the action item.

Source: Transit Transformation Action Plan and MTC resolutions and documents.

MTC awarded
projects in 2024, with
estimated completion
in 2026.

MTC adopted Plan
Bay Area 2050+ in
March 2026. MTC
integrated its Transit
2050+ plan into

this effort, which
addressed key items
from this action item.

MTC published Bay
Area Regional Transit
Data Guidelines in
March 2024.

MTC published the
stakeholder report in
December 2024 and
and SB 63 became law
in January 2026.

Projects include
improvements to
corridors with overlap
between multiple
operators.

Plan focuses on
implementing
strategies to reduce
transportation costs
for low income
households, improve
transit connectivity,
and reduce
greenhouse gas
emissions.

Bay Area transit
agencies preparing
data with these
guidelines will allow
the 511 SF Bay transit
system to deliver
enhanced data to
third-party consumers.

Transit agencies made
funding and policy
recommendations,
including two funding
recommendations
and polling interest in
a third funding option
for a potential ballot
measure.

¥ = MTC has not started the action item.



32

CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR

May 2026

Report 2025-120

Projects implementing some actions have recently led to positive changes for riders,
including improved signage using new regional standards and reduced fares. One
action, the Regional Wayfinding and Mapping Project, requires MTC to finalize
regional mapping and wayfinding standards for application across all service areas.
State law provides MTC with broad discretion to coordinate transit in the region but
does not specify that MTC must adopt regionwide signage standards. This ongoing
effort includes coordination across stakeholder groups, advocacy organizations,

and transit agencies. MTC used draft standards to implement map and signage
prototypes at transit stations in El Cerrito in December 2024 and Santa Rosa in
February 2025. MTC surveyed the public once before and once after installing
prototypes using these new design standards. Rider responses after implementation
were positive, with survey results indicating that wayfinding was easier for people
using the prototype signs and maps than it was before installation. MTC noted that
it will periodically update its mapping and wayfinding design standards and that it
plans to implement the standards incrementally across the region in 2026.

In coordination with developing the regionwide standards, another action item
requires MTC to fund one to three North Bay and East Bay mapping and wayfinding
projects. MTC expanded this effort to nine projects, including multi-modal transit
hubs. MTC cited feedback from transit agencies and its evaluation of prototypes as
reasons for this expansion. MTC also obtained feedback from transit agencies on
draft signage. Transit agencies provided comments that included accessibility and
coordination considerations for stops used by multiple agencies.

Another action item asked MTC to act on recommendations from a Fare
Coordination and Integration Study, which included a recommendation to
implement a discounted pass for riders from institutions and employers, such as
colleges, universities, and affordable housing properties. MTC and transit agencies
collaborated to implement a pass that provided unlimited transit trips across all
transit agencies that accept Clipper payments for eligible employees from these
institutions. This initiative, known as BayPass, was reported to increase trips by
eligible riders by 35 percent and generate approximately $1.1 million in additional
fare revenue.

Although MTC collaborated effectively with agencies to achieve progress on several
actions, it did not complete them according to its original schedule. As Table 4
shows, of the nine actions that we reviewed, MTC completed none of them by

the preliminary targets it established, although some of the action items changed
significantly after it established the target. MTC acknowledged that the timelines it
set were ambitious and were intended as preliminary targets subject to continued
evaluation and refinement. MTC adjusted its own internal timelines as necessary.
For example, MTC changed the mapping and wayfinding action item and its timeline
significantly after it established the target. However, it was unclear to the public
that these adjustments had occurred because MTC did not publish that information
on its web page for the action plan. MTC published a work plan in July 2025, and

it promised an update to its transit action plan in early 2026. As of February 2026,
MTC had not identified a date for publishing this update.
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MTC did not adopt performance measures with quantifiable metrics for the actions
that we reviewed until 2024. The transit plan items we reviewed directed MTC

and stakeholders to take action to fund and develop projects and outlined expected
outcomes, such as increased equity and simpler, consistent payment options that
attract more riders. However, MTC did not include specific requirements or metrics,
such as increases in new riders on existing routes, for each of the actions it planned
to take. Instead, it produced a Regional Network Management framework in
February 2023 to help achieve the outcomes of the transit plan. MTC later adopted
performance measures in May 2024 to evaluate the Regional Network Management
framework’s progress, such as on-time transit performance and availability of
real-time data. MTC contracted with a consultant in June 2025 to gather data and
analyze results from these measures but has otherwise not established specific
requirements or procedures for each of its planned action items.

Oversight of SB 125 Regional Accountability Measures

The governor approved SB 125 in July 2023. State law requires the California State
Transportation Agency to establish an accountability program to govern the
disbursal of $4.4 billion in SB 125 funding. MTC is charged with governing

the disbursal of $1.1 billion of this funding for the Bay Area. The California State
Transportation Agency disburses funding to regional

transportation planning agencies to fund transit operations
or qualifying capital improvements. State law requires

MTC’s SB 125 Distribution Principl
the California State Transportation Agency to develop s istribttion Frinciples

guidelines for the administration of this funding in - Address the most dire shortfalls and avoid
consultation with transportation planning agencies, transit service cuts.

agencies, and other entities. In November 2023, MTC - Prioritize high-ridership agencies.
approved principles to inform SB 125 funding disbursal, as . Prioritize service for transit-dependent
shown in the text box. MTC developed these principles in riders.

partnership with Bay Area transit agencies and stated that . Incentivize transit operators to improve
funding should incentivize accountability of transit agencies coordination and customer experience.
to improve coordination and the customer experience. . Minimize impact to capital and equipment

The regional accountability measures encourage progress repair programs.
toward regional transit improvements by making certain
SB 125 funding contingent on MTC'’s determination of
satisfactory progress.

Source: MTC Resolution.

Using the funding principles listed above, MTC disbursed SB 125 funds to four of

the selected East Bay transit agencies: AC Transit, LAVTA, Tri Delta Transit, and
WestCAT. MTC'’s director of funding policy and programs stated that MTC has fully
disbursed SB 125 funds for transit operations, and there is no remaining funding.
MTC developed three checklists that the transit agencies used to demonstrate
compliance with accountability measures associated with this funding. One checklist
tracked participation in regional initiatives, such as fare coordination working groups
and mapping and wayfinding projects, and two other checklists focused on schedule
coordination and transit data availability. To determine whether MTC’s oversight is
effective and if the agencies performed required activities, we verified the validity of
the responses that the four agencies provided to 40 checklist questions. In all cases,
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we found evidence that supported each agency’s responses, demonstrating that
they were complying with the regional accountability measures for this funding.
There were two instances in which two agencies stated that they were not actively
participating in certain working group meetings related to regional initiatives, but
in both cases, the agencies were not members of the respective group. Because we
did not identify concerns in our analysis and because the funds have been fully
disbursed, we did not perform additional work to assess the adequacy of MTC'’s
oversight of these funds.
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Financial Condition of Transit Agencies

Key Points

+ Most of the selected East Bay transit agencies have adequate financial reserves
in the short term. However, rising operating costs are causing those reserves to
decline, and the agencies have identified potential service cuts or fare changes that
they may need to make if they cannot identify new funding. The East Bay transit
agencies also anticipate challenges in meeting the State’s zero-emission vehicle
purchasing requirements because such vehicles are expensive—on average twice
as expensive as diesel buses.

+ AC Transit, County Connection, LAVTA, Tri Delta Transit, and WestCAT are at
risk of exhausting their reserves, some as early as fiscal year 2026—27, if they do
not identify additional funding sources. Fare increases cannot solve these deficits
because most of the agencies would need to more than double their total revenue
to balance their budgets.

+ Because Union City Transit is a division of the city’s public works department,
it experiences lower costs and overhead, and the agency thus appears financially
stable and does not heavily rely on reserves. As a result, Union City Transit is
unlikely to reduce service in the medium or long term.

+ MTC’s roles and responsibilities for coordinating funding for the region vary

depending on the funding source, but it coordinated the disbursal of more than
$1 billion to the six selected East Bay transit agencies during the past three fiscal years.

Objective 5:

What Are the Transit Agencies’ Financial Conditions and Can
They Afford New Buses and Expanded Services?

Transit Agency Reliance on Nonoperating Revenue

We found that all six East Bay transit agencies rely predominantly on nonoperating
revenue, rather than operating revenue, to fund their services. In accordance with
transit agency financial statements, we define nonoperating revenue as primarily
federal, state, and local grants; taxes; and subsidies, whereas operating revenue

is usually from passenger fares or other self-generated sources. We reviewed the

East Bay transit agencies’” audited financial statements from fiscal years 2022—23
through 2024—25 to identify the percentage of operating revenue each of the

six transit agencies received from these sources. The percentage of operating revenue
ranged from 4 percent to 14 percent of total revenue, and fare revenue comprised
the majority of operating revenue. Rider fares make up small percentages of transit
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Fares as Percentage of
Total Revenues by Agency

AC Transit — 5%

County Connection — 7%
LAVTA* - 7%

Tri Delta Transit — 6%
Union City Transitt — 49
WestCAT - 10%

Source: Agency financial statements for fiscal
year 2024-25.

* LAVTA's director of finance confirmed that this
amount for LAVTA excludes contracted fare
revenue. When included, LAVTA's fare revenue is
10 percent of total revenue.

T Based on fiscal year 2023-24 financial statements
as they were the most recent available.

agency revenue, as the text box demonstrates. California
subsidizes public transit because it provides services to
residents of all income levels and provides public benefits,
such as reduced air pollution.

We reviewed financial trends during the last three fiscal
years at the East Bay transit agencies to help determine their
financial conditions and found that their heavy reliance

on various subsidies for their revenue may place them at
risk of cutting service if those subsidies decline or are no
longer available. Revenue has changed little, ranging from

a 2 percent decline to a 5 percent increase during the three
years of our review, as Figure 11 shows. However, expenses,
such as labor and fuel costs, increased more, ranging from

5 percent to 11 percent.4 If cost increases continue to outpace
increases in revenue, East Bay transit agencies may need to
cut costs.

After the COVID-19 pandemic, the federal government
passed multiple bills making additional funding available
to address financial uncertainty and revenue losses. The

CARES Act in 2020 provided additional grant funds for operating expenses and
loss of revenue during the pandemic. The Consolidated Appropriations Act in 2021
provided funding for operations costs available beginning in December 2020 until

all funds were used. Finally, the American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) in 2021 provided
operating and capital assistance beginning in January 2020 through September 2024.
AC Transit, County Connection, Union City Transit, and WestCAT indicated in
budget documents that they have exhausted these funds. MTC stated in a May 2025
report to Congress that emergency funds will be fully depleted by fiscal year 2026—27.
Because transit agency operating costs continue to increase faster than revenue, such
fiscal uncertainty may force East Bay transit agencies to consider making significant
service cuts in the future.

To avoid service cuts, some transit agencies are depending on a funding measure that
would support their operations, and the Legislature has provided a loan to agencies
in the interim. In October 2025, the California governor approved SB 63, which will
allow transit advocates to place an initiative on the November 2026 general election
ballot. If approved, this initiative will impose a retail transaction tax to raise revenue
for Bay Area transit agencies. In February 2026, the Governor signed and enacted
Assembly Bill 117, which directs the California State Transportation Agency to provide
a $590 million loan through MTC to AC Transit, BART, the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency, and the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, which
operates Caltrain. This loan aims to help these transit agencies avoid service reductions
by providing loans for operating costs. AC Transit stated in a 2026 press release that
the agency will receive up to $55 million of this funding for fiscal year 2026—27.

4 Tri Delta Transit experienced an increase of 0.3 percent and, although Union City Transit did not have audited fiscal
year 2024-25 information available, it experienced a 7 percent increase in expenses in prior years.
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Over the Last Three Fiscal Years, Growth in Expenditures Exceeded Growth in Revenue
for All but One Agency
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Source: Auditor analysis of agencies’ audited financial statements for fiscal years 2022-23 through 2024-25, as well as
AC Transit's draft fiscal year 2024-25 financial statement.

* Data for Union City Transit is unavailable, as it did not provide draft or audited financial statements for fiscal year 2024-25.
The percentage change in revenue between fiscal year 2022-23 and 2023-24 was 24 percent, while the change in
expenses over that period was 7 percent.
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Transit Agency Reserves

Most of the East Bay transit agencies do not have reserves in the traditional sense,
but they do have a similar financial resource available. Reserves are financial
resources that agencies do not include in annual spending plans and are held back
in “reserve” for significant, unplanned, or unavoidable costs or revenue losses. State
regulations limit the amount of state funding transit agencies receive to their actual
operating costs less the sum of fare revenues and other local and federal support.
None of the East Bay transit agencies have excess self-generated funds after paying
for operating costs, and only AC Transit and County Connection have reserve
policies that set aside reserves from budgeted or excess discretionary funds.

Instead of traditional reserves that AC Transit and other types of entities maintain
in their own balance sheet accounts, five of the East Bay transit agencies rely

on unallocated Transportation Development Act (TDA) funds maintained by

the Alameda County auditor-controller.> The state controller is responsible for
allocating TDA funding, which comes from local sales taxes, and the Alameda
County auditor-controller disburses funds to the East Bay transit agencies from its
local transportation fund according to MTC'’s instructions. When agencies do not
use all of their allocated TDA funding, they either must return the funds to the
local transportation fund or MTC could reduce their eligibility for funding in the
following fiscal year by the amount they were overfunded. This is because state law
limits transit agencies from receiving funds from the local transportation fund for
operating costs in an amount that exceeds their actual operating costs. We found
that, generally, transit agencies document any unspent TDA funds as a liability

in their financial statements because they revert to the local transportation fund
for allocation when needed in the future. MTC tracks these funds, which carry
over from year to year, and makes these unallocated TDA balances available when
requested by agencies. MTC stated it can take approximately 30 to 9o days for these
funds to reach the transit agency upon request. We reviewed the annual estimates
of unallocated TDA balances that MTC provides to transit agencies and found that
all of the East Bay transit agencies, except AC Transit, use these funds. As a larger
agency, AC Transit has decided to maintain an internal reserve fund.

We reviewed reserves and unallocated TDA balances available to each of the East Bay
transit agencies and compared them with best practices and their own policies and
found that all but one agency—Tri Delta Transit—had adequate reserves or balances.
Each of the transit agencies and MTC refer to unallocated TDA balances as reserves
and we use this term as well to describe these funds’ availability to cover expenses
that traditional reserves can meet. We obtained reserve policies from each transit
agency and found that three of the six agencies maintain a formal reserve policy.
Union City Transit stated that it abides by the city’s reserve policy for its own funds
rather than having a separate policy. Tri Delta Transit has an informal reserve goal to
maintain three months of projected operating expenses. WestCAT does not have a
reserve policy but tries to maintain $2 million in reserves. The Government Finance

5 The TDA allows each county to establish a local transportation fund that receives revenue from certain sales and use taxes
to support public transportation systems.
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Officers Association recommends that governments have a minimum of two months
of unrestricted funds available. As Figure 12 shows, five of the six agencies met this
standard, as well as their own policies and goals. As a result, we determined that they
have sufficient reserves in the short term.

Figure 12
Transit Agencies’ Reserves Generally Meet or Exceed Recommended Levels

Months of Operating Expenses Covered by Reserves*

0 5 10 15 20 25

AC Transit =m0 2
County Connection O m————— | ()

LAVTA _ 22

Tri Delta Transit mmm| O 1.8
A S h |

S

Union City Transit mssOmsssssssssss | ()

WestCAT " s e— 8

—> Government Finance Officers Association minimum recommended reserve
level of two months.

(O Agency reserve goal, some of which are ranges.

Source: Agencies’ audited financial statements and MTC fund estimates.

* Auditor identified reserve amounts for agencies other than AC Transit by reviewing their unallocated TDA balances, which the
agencies consider their reserves. The balances are as of June 30, 2025, except for Union City Transit, which is based on data
from fiscal year 2023-24.

T WestCAT does not have a reserve policy but aims to have $2 million available in reserves.

Tri Delta Transit did not have two months of reserves available, indicating financial
stress. The agency noted that, in general, its reserves declined because of increased
costs, decreased revenue, and its transition to zero-emission vehicles. The agency
explained that increasing reserves will be challenging in the short term because the
agency has no additional revenue sources other than fares and advertising. It anticipates
losing funding it used to receive from BART for operating some bus routes and will
need to take several actions to balance its budget, including potential service reduction.
Tri Delta Transit concluded that it may also need to adjust its fares in the future.

Some agencies significantly exceed their reserve goals but recently have experienced
declining reserves. For example, LAVTA had 22 months of expenditures available in
its reserves, or $41 million. LAVTA’s director of finance stated that the agency is using
its reserves to construct an operations facility and offices. The director of finance
stated that, after construction begins, LAVTA anticipates that its reserves balance
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will decrease by about 50 percent. The director also stated that past experiences
with sudden revenue declines, such as in 2009 during the recession, motivate the
agency to have backup funds available. She noted that, prior to 2009, LAVTA did
not have reserves and that it has since changed its budgeting philosophy. In the

past the agency would assume that it would receive each grant for which it applied
and matched its expenses to that total, but it now only budgets using revenue it

is certain it will receive for that year and uses grants to allow it to build reserves.
When we reviewed reserve trends from fiscal years 2022—23 through 2024—25, we
found that two agencies, AC Transit and Tri Delta Transit, had reserves that grew.
The remaining four East Bay transit agencies experienced moderate declines in their
reserves over this period. Although all six agencies have some reserve funds available,
reserves are a tool for risk management rather than managing structural imbalances
between revenue and expenses.

Challenges Funding Capital Projects

East Bay transit agencies have identified challenges in funding capital expenses
related to the purchase of zero-emissions buses and equipment required by state

law. Transit agencies generally use federal and state grants and subsidies to finance
their capital asset needs, which largely cover the cost to replace buses. The California
Air Resources Board (CARB) established a requirement in state regulation that,
starting on January 1, 2029, all new bus purchases by California transit agencies
must be zero-emission vehicles. For context, AC Transit planned to replace 100 of its
619 vehicles in fiscal year 2025-26, and County Connection planned to replace seven
of its 188 vehicles in that same fiscal year. Figure 13 shows that zero-emission vehicles
can cost twice as much as traditional vehicles, leading to large financial obligations
on agencies as they replace their vehicles. Costs associated with developing fueling
and charging infrastructure further increase this financial burden.

Each of the East Bay transit agencies we reviewed is considering seeking an
exemption because of the financial burden of purchasing zero-emission buses. State
regulation currently allows transit agencies to request one-year exemptions from
the requirement until January 2030 under certain circumstances. For example, a
transit agency may request an exemption if the available zero-emission buses cannot
meet the transit agency’s daily mileage needs. All six of the agencies expressed that
they are considering seeking longer exemptions, and we note that although there

are funding sources that transit agencies may use to purchase zero-emission buses,
such as the state Transit Intercity Rail Program or federal formula grants, they are
competitive grants or are not dedicated to supporting the zero-emission transition.

Additionally, Union City Transit and WestCAT experienced changes in grants that
impacted their ability to purchase previously approved zero-emission vehicles. Union
City Transit’s manager stated that in August 2022, the FTA awarded grant funds

to Union City Transit for the purchase of battery electric buses. In July 2025, the
FTA announced that transit agencies had the opportunity to submit applications to
change their projects to purchase standard vehicles. Union City Transit’s manager
reported that the agency was allowed to modify its grant application from battery
electric buses to compressed natural gas buses. WestCAT’s general manager stated
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that in July 2024, the agency received an FTA award to purchase hydrogen fuel cell
buses, build its fueling station, and upgrade its maintenance facilities, but the FTA
has not yet obligated, or funded, the award. The FTA did not approve any awards for
hydrogen fuel cell or battery electric bus projects in fiscal year 2024—25 and has not
published a statement explaining this decision.

Figure 13
The Cost to Convert Bus Fleets to Zero-Emission Vehicles Far Exceeds Agencies’ Available Reserves

3943 M Amountin Potential Cost to
%‘.‘, Reserves* Replace Fleet
Cost Range for Diesel-Powered Bus: $752,000-832,000
Cost Range for Battery Electric Bus: $1.3 — 1.7 million
Average Electric Bus Cost: $1.5 million
$286 M
$134M e
€ $91 M $87M
= $43M $41M $32M
= M= $4M o, $9OM

Tri Delta Union City
Connection Transit Transit

619 188 117

AC TransitT

e VT
H L =y

1 1 1 1 1 T

Number of Vehicles in Fleet

Source: MTC bus cost estimates, 2024 Federal Transit Administration profiles, agency financial statements.

Note: Potential costs assume replacement of entire fleet with battery electric buses at $1.523 million per bus and do not
include costs to improve or develop related infrastructure for charging or fueling buses.

* Reserves for agencies other than AC Transit are unallocated TDA balances, which the agencies consider their reserves.
Amounts are as of fiscal year 2024-25.

T $15 million of the reserve total is a capital reserve, and the remainder is an operating reserve.
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County Connection also experienced a challenge with state grants to support its
zero-emission transition. The agency’s chief financial officer stated that its congestion
management agency, Contra Costa Transportation Authority, coordinated a

grant application in 2022 on behalf of itself, County Connection, and LAVTA to
build hydrogen fueling stations and purchase hydrogen buses for service along

the Interstate 680 corridor. County Connection’s assistant general manager
explained that the type of vehicle that is suited for service along this corridor is an
over-the-road coach, which is a high-capacity vehicle designed for long-distance
travel that offers amenities like reclining seats and restrooms. She noted that at the
time of application for the grant, the technology was moving in the direction that
this type of coach would be available in a hydrogen format. However, both she and
the chief financial officer explained that, since then, the hydrogen bus market has
shifted significantly, and this type of hydrogen coach does not yet exist. As a result,
the financial officer stated that the award is essentially millions in grant funds

that the agency cannot use. Figure 13 shows that agencies do not have the amount
of funds needed to meet these zero-emission transition costs on their own.

Objective 8:

Are the Transit Agencies at Risk of Not Being Able to Operate
or Expand Services in the Future?

Fiscal Year That Agency Budgets
Expect Reserve Depletion

AC Transit: 2027-28
County Connection: 2029-30
Tri Delta Transit: 2026-27

WestCAT: 2026-27

Source: Agencies'fiscal year 2025-26 budgets.

Agencies’ Deficits as a Percentage of
Revenue in Fiscal Year 2025-26

AC Transit - 7%

County Connection — 16%

LAVTA - 9%

Tri Delta Transit — 10%

Union City Transit — 3%

WestCAT - 12%

Source: Agencies’fiscal year 2025-26 adopted

budgets and Union City’s fiscal year 2024-25
adopted budget.

Future Deficits and Potential to Exhaust Reserves

Five of the six East Bay transit agencies may exhaust their
reserves within the next five years without new funding
sources. Each of the five agencies has indicated that it will
need to reduce service without additional, external sources
of funding. As the text box shows, the four agencies whose
budgets include projections for fiscal year 2025—26 show
that they may deplete their reserves in the next few years.

For agencies with projections, we compared their reserve
balances to their projected budget deficits, as reported in
their fiscal year 2025—26 budgets. For example, as displayed
in the text box, AC Transit’s budget shows a 7 percent
deficit. AC Transit used $41.5 million of its $119 million

in reserves to cover this deficit. Budgeted expenditures
exceeded revenues from a low of 3 percent to a high of

16 percent.

Although two of the East Bay transit agencies—Tri Delta
Transit and LAVTA—do not have budget projections,

we determined they are also at risk of exhausting their
reserves. Tri Delta Transit’s fiscal year 2025—26 budget does
not contain projections, but we identified that it is also at
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risk of exhausting reserves by fiscal year 2026—27 because its fiscal year 202526
adopted budget shows a 10 percent deficit relative to its estimated revenue, leaving
only $1.7 million remaining in reserves. We project that it will spend these reserves in
fiscal year 2025—26 or fiscal year 2026—27. Tri Delta Transit’s general manager added
that the operation of paratransit service, along with recent increases in fuel costs,
such as diesel, contribute to Tri Delta Transit’s ongoing budget deficits. LAVTA also
does not budget projections in its financial statements, but it has indicated it will
likely reduce service soon without new revenue because of structural deficits.

It is unlikely that these agencies could eliminate or significantly reduce their budget
deficits by increasing fares. As described in the previous section, fare revenue
constitutes 10 percent or less of each agency’s total revenue, and most of the
agencies would need to more than double their fare revenue to offset these deficits.
For example, WestCAT collects the highest proportion of fare revenue among the
six agencies and earned about $1.4 million in fares in fiscal year 2024—25. However,
WestCAT projects a $1.7 million budget deficit in fiscal year 2025-26, meaning

that if it chose to increase fares to offset this deficit, it would need to generate an
additional $1.7 million in fare revenue on top of what it already collects. Therefore,
WestCAT would need to collect a total of $3.1 million in fare revenue to eliminate
this deficit, which is more than twice its current fare revenue. We find it unlikely
that agencies could obtain this much revenue by simply increasing fares because if
fares increase some riders may no longer choose to use public transit in favor of other
transportation options.

The remaining agency, Union City Transit, does not appear to be at risk of reducing
service in the medium or long term. Union City Transit had nearly $4.6 million in
reserves in fiscal year 2024—25, and it projects that it will use an average of $170,000
per year from its reserves during the next three fiscal years. At this rate, Union City
Transit will not exhaust its reserves for 27 years. According to the agency’s transit
manager, the reason Union City Transit appears to be financially stable and is not
likely to reduce service is that, as a division of the city’s public works department,
Union City Transit is allowed to leverage the staff and resources of other diverse
departments, leading to lower costs. The transit manager added that the agency, as a
division of a larger city department, does not have significant overhead, such as rent
or utility bills.

AC Transit also faces substantial risk related to its pension costs and other
postemployment benefits (OPEB) that may further strain its ability to expand
services in the future. As Table 5 shows, we generally identified low or moderate
risks related to each agency’s pension and OPEB indicators, apart from AC Transit’s
pension costs and OPEB funding. High-risk pension costs mean that the agency’s
actuarially-determined pension contributions constitute a significant portion of

its revenues and will likely strain its financial resources. Similarly, AC Transit’s
high-risk OPEB funding indicates that the agency does not have sufficient assets to
fund a substantial portion of these benefits. Without sufficient assets, AC Transit will
likely have to make higher contributions to its OPEB plan in the future, potentially
displacing other spending priorities. Combined with rising operational costs and
budget deficits, these factors could lead to service reductions and limit opportunities
for service expansion.
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Table 5
Most Transit Agencies Are Not at Inmediate Risk of Being Unable to Fund Their Retirement
Benefits as Reported in Fiscal Year 2024-25 Financial Reports

AGENCY PENSION PENSION PENSION OPEB OPEB
OBLIGATIONS FUNDING COSTS OBLIGATIONS FUNDING

AC Transit Low Risk Moderate Risk

Low Risk

County Connection Low Risk Low Risk Low Risk Low Risk Moderate Risk
LAVTA Low Risk Moderate Risk Low Risk Low Risk Low Risk
Tri Delta Transit* Low Risk Low Risk Low Risk N/A — Does not offer OPEB.

N/A - Part of a municipal government, and it is not possible to identify pension and OPEB

Union City Transit benefits for only Union City Transit staff.

WestCAT Low Risk Moderate Risk Low Risk N/A - Does not offer OPEB.

Source: Auditor analysis of agencies’ audited financial statements for fiscal years 2022-23 through 2024-25, as well as
AC Transit’s, Tri Delta Transit’s, and LAVTA's draft fiscal year 2024-25 financial statements.

Low Risk, Moderate Risk, and High Risk levels indicate the risk of fiscal distress for this indicator.

Note: Only AC Transit and County Connection directly hire their employees. As a result, they fund retirement and OPEB costs
for most of their staff. The remaining four agencies contract with third parties to provide labor, such as bus drivers, and either
do not directly offer a pension or finance the retirement benefits of only a small number of administrative staff.

* Tri Delta Transit does not participate in a defined benefit pension plan, but the agency does make contributions to
participating employees’ 401(a) plans; therefore, because it does not have a defined benefit pension plan, we rated its
pension indicators as low risk.

Most of the East Bay transit agencies are at risk of reducing service because of their
projected financial conditions. As described above, budget deficits, the depletion

of reserves, structural funding gaps, and in AC Transit’s case, high retirement
obligations all contribute to the likelihood that these agencies may cut service. As the
transit planning organization for the Bay Area, MTC plays a key role in coordinating
state and federal transit funding by receiving and then disbursing those funds to
transit agencies. Therefore, MTC may be well-positioned to identify and coordinate
additional financial resources to agencies at risk of cutting vital transit services.
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Objective 7:

How Much Funding Does MTC Provide and What Are the
Restrictions on This Funding?

MTC’s Disbursal of Funding to Transit Agencies

MTC plays a role in multiple sources of funding for transit agencies in the East Bay.
Federal transit grants, approved through the FTA, fund transit needs such as vehicle
replacement. MTC uses a process to rank essential regional projects and disburses
these grants to those projects. The FTA oversees compliance with federal grant
requirements through triennial reviews. As discussed earlier, the state controller

is responsible for allocating TDA funding, and the county auditor disburses funds
according to MTC’s instructions. MTC is responsible for adopting a regional
transportation plan and requires that transit agencies identify how their claims are
eligible for TDA funding. For other grants such as the federal Surface Transportation
Block Grant Program, the federal government is responsible for allocating such
funds to the state, and the state must oversee transit agency spending of those funds.
For Regional Measures 2 and 3, MTC allocates funds, and requires that transit
agencies submit claims for reimbursement.6 The California State Transportation
Agency is responsible for disbursing SB 125 funding to MTC, and MTC established
accountability measures to govern its disbursals of those funds. MTC states that it
does not have oversight or control over transit agency use of county or local tax funds.

MTC Funding Allocations

From fiscal years 2022—23 through 2024-25, MTC disbursed more than $1 billion

in federal, state, and regional grants and subsidies to the selected East Bay transit
agencies. We reviewed documents that MTC used to record funding allocations to
the East Bay transit agencies, and we found that MTC coordinates the disbursal of at
least 10 different funding sources for the region. The most significant funding sources
were the Transportation Development Act (TDA), State Transit Assistance (STA),
the FTA, Regional Measures 2 and 3, and SB 125. Figure 14 shows that AC Transit,
County Connection, Tri Delta Transit, Union City Transit, and WestCAT
experienced increases in funding between fiscal years 2022—23 and 2024—25 from
these sources. As Figure 15 shows, the proportion of funds that MTC allocated for
operating costs was almost always greater than the proportion of funds for capital
expenses. This disbursal of funding suggests that the East Bay transit agencies are
more focused on maintaining current operations than on expanding service through
capital spending, which appears appropriate based on resources they have available.

6 Regional Measures 2 and 3 are voter-approved increases to Bay Area bridge tolls to fund specific highway and transit
projects. Regional Measure 2 projects support better connections between BART, buses, ferries, and rail, whereas Regional
Measure 3 projects support transit improvements to the transbay corridor and AC Transit rapid bus improvements.
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Figure 14
Funds Disbursed by MTC to the Six Selected Transit Agencies We Reviewed Generally Increased
Over the Past Three Fiscal Years
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Figure 15
Agencies Filed More Claims to MTC for Operating Costs Than for Capital Costs

Fiscal Year

2024-25 21% 79%
2023-24 12% 88%
2022-23 [ 17% 83%
2024-25 | 32% 68%
2023-24 [36% 64%
2022-23 27% 73%
2024-25 [28% 72%
2023-24 |31% 69%
2022-23 ' 51% 49%
2024-25 18% 82%
2023-24 3% 97%
2022-23 15% 85%
2024-25 [32% 68%
2023-24 = 294 98%
2022-23 | 34% 66%
2024-25 (4% 96%
2023-24  31% 69%
2022-23 7% 93%

Percent of MTC Allocation for: Capital Costs Operating Costs

Source: MTC allocation documents.
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Funding Restrictions

We reviewed the funding restrictions associated with FTA grants and funds from
TDA, STA, Regional Measures 2 and 3, and SB 125, and found that each funding
source has various restrictions on how transit agencies may spend those funds and
place obligations on recipients. For example, Regional Measure 3 funds may only be
spent on transit projects that improve transit and reduce congestion along certain
Bay Area transportation corridors. Recipients must also meet performance measures

Examples of Funding Restrictions

Transit agencies must use certain funds either
for operating costs or capital expenses.

Federal grants usually cover 80 percent of
costs and require transit agencies to cover the
remaining 20 percent.

Transit agencies must meet efficiency
standards to receive certain funds.

Source: Federal and state law and MTC policies.

established by MTC, such as providing reliable, on-time
service. TDA funds are more flexible, and may be used

to support public transportation systems, community
transit services, and other costs. The text box provides
some examples of funding restrictions, and Table A3 in
Appendix A provides a summary of the restrictions for all
funding sources we identified.

In regards to the disbursement procedure, MTC follows a
process to authorize key funding to transit agencies. First,
MTC provides transit agencies with an annual estimate of
available funds. It then instructs transit agencies to submit
claims that document funding eligibility. Finally, MTC
either authorizes disbursement of the funds, or instructs
county controllers to disburse the funds.
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Feasibility of Merging Transit Agencies

Key Points

+ We combined the financial statements of the East Bay transit agencies in Alameda
County and those in Contra Costa County to assist in determining the likely
financial condition of a single bus transit agency in each of these two counties.
However, because the existing transit agencies exhibited poor financial conditions,
we concluded that the hypothetical combined agencies would likewise be in an
unfavorable financial position. Specifically, these agencies would have significant
negative unrestricted net positions, meaning they would not be able to expand

service or be financially healthy.

+ Merging East Bay transit agencies may result in an increase in operating costs,
primarily because of the need to standardize wages and benefits across the merged
agencies with the significantly higher costs of AC Transit. Other significant legal
and practical impediments also limit the feasibility of a merger of East Bay transit
agencies, such as federal laws around collective bargaining rights and the potential
decline in service quality resulting from a loss of local control in the areas that are

not within AC Transit’s current service area.

Objectives 9 & 10:

Would Merging Transit Agencies Be
Feasible, Solve Financial Challenges,
and Provide Benefits to Riders?

Financial Conditions of Potentially Merged East Bay
Transit Agencies

We combined the financial statements of the East Bay
transit agencies in Alameda County and those in

Contra Costa County to assist in determining the likely
financial condition of a single bus agency in each of these
two counties. Specifically, we combined information
about total assets, total liabilities, net position, operating
revenues, operating expenses, and nonoperating revenue
and expenses, which are defined in the text box. We

also split AC Transit’s financial information between
these two counties because it operates in both. County
Connection, Tri Delta Transit, and WestCAT are in
Contra Costa County, and about 10 percent of AC Transit’s
ridership is in that county. Meanwhile, Alameda

County contains LAVTA, Union City Transit, and about

Definitions of Financial Terms

Total Assets: Resources with present service
capacity that the government currently
controls, such as cash, buses, and buildings.

Total Liabilities: Present obligations to sacrifice
resources that the government has little or no
discretion to avoid, such as accounts payable
and lease obligations.

Net Position: The difference between assets
and liabilities, resources available for future
operations.

Operating Revenues: Revenue generated from
the day-to-day operations of the entity.

Operating Expenses: The costs associated with
providing services and running the entity.

Nonoperating Revenue and Expenses:
Revenue and expenses generated by things
that are not directly related with the services
the entity offers, such as investment income or
external subsidies.

Source: Government Accounting Standards Board
documents.
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90 percent of AC Transit’s ridership. As a result, we split AC Transit’s financial
information between the two hypothetical county-based bus agencies and present
our summations in Table 6. We performed this analysis for fiscal years 2023—24 and
2024—25 so that we could identify financial trends for the two hypothetical agencies
and provide this more detailed information in Table B.1 in Appendix B.

Table 6
Hypothetical Separate Bus Agencies for Contra Costa and Alameda Counties Would Have

Significant Negative Unrestricted Net Positions
ALAMEDA CONTRA COSTA
BUS AGENCY BUS AGENCY

Total Assets and Deferred Outflows $965,090,841 $245,002,532

Total Liabilities and Deferred Inflows 664,120,241 136,167,559

Total Net Position $300,970,600 $108,834,973

Statement of Net Investment in Capital Assets $415,337,352 $127,054,221

Net Position Restricted 110,175,883 15,988,050

Unrestricted (224,542,635) (34,207,298)

Net Pension Liability 248,409,903 42,953,180

Net OPEB Liability 111,950,802 14,594,400

Operating Revenues $47,158,878 $16,055,277

Operating Expenses 615,794,029 177,465,386

Statement Operating Loss (568,635,151) (161,410,109)
of Revenues,

Expenses, and Net Nonoperating Revenue and Expenses* $534,355,126 $144,467,832

Changes in
Net Position Capital Contributions $40,114,328 $16,041,096
Change in Net Position $5,843,303 $(901,181)

Source: East Bay transit agencies’ fiscal year 2024-25 financial statements, some of which were in draft form as of May
2026, and Union City Transit's fiscal year 2023-24 financial statements.

Note: We aggregated the financial statements of County Connection, Tri Delta Transit, WestCAT, and 10 percent of

AC Transit’s financial statement values to create the Contra Costa County bus agency. We aggregated the financial
statements of LAVTA, Union City Transit, and 90 percent of AC Transit's financial statement values to create the Alameda
County bus agency.

* Includes TDA funds.
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The financial information we aggregated indicates that combining these agencies
may not provide significant financial benefits because of negative unrestricted net
positions. We evaluated the impact this combination would have on unrestricted
net position because it represents the financial flexibility to manage day-to-day
operations, handle unexpected financial crises, and fund capital improvements
without external support. All six agencies have a negative unrestricted net position,
and for two agencies, including AC Transit, this is a substantial amount.” Ultimately,
this net position is intended to serve as a measure of the financial resources available.
When we combined the financial information of the transit agencies to simulate
two agencies, one for Alameda County and one for Contra Costa County, both of
the agencies would continue to have negative unrestricted net positions. Having

a negative unrestricted net position means that the agencies—individually or
combined—have limited resources for future operations or expansion of services.

One of the main reasons that combining these agencies would not significantly
improve its financial situation comes from the merging of long-term liabilities
related to pension and OPEB benefits. Although not all six agencies provide these
benefits, the long-term liabilities of AC Transit alone exceed the total assets of all
other agencies. Further, these obligations are likely to increase in the combined
agencies because more employees would be eligible for such benefits, as we discuss
later. Another limitation on the agencies’ financial condition is that their capital
assets constitute a significant portion of their overall assets. These capital assets are
generally buses and buildings, and therefore agencies cannot quickly convert them
into cash to cover immediate, short-term expenses. Because these agencies would
not be healthier financially under the combinations outlined above, we attempted to
determine whether an even larger agency would have a better financial condition.

When we combined the financial statements to include all six East Bay transit
agencies, we found similar concerns. Specifically, this hypothetical agency would
also have a large negative unrestricted net position, as shown in Table B.2 in
Appendix B. Additionally, the single agency does not show a significant change in
this unrestricted net position year over year. Moreover, small increases in revenues
would be overcome by large increases in expenses and increasing operating losses.
As a result, this agency’s net position would likely decline further over time. Finally,
the estimated expenditures we used in our analysis would increase significantly
following a merger. We discuss at greater length below that combining the East Bay
transit agencies would require significant increases in labor expenses because of
protections for represented workers. As a result, we do not estimate that one or
two hypothetical bus transit agencies serving the East Bay, created through the
combination of existing agencies, would result in financially stronger transit agencies.

7 Net position consists of three components: net investment in capital assets, restricted, and unrestricted. Net investment
in capital assets represents capital assets, such as land, buildings and equipment, minus accumulated depreciation and
outstanding debt related to acquiring or improving those assets. The restricted component of net position consists of
resources with constraints placed on their use by external parties, such as creditors, grantors, and legal obligations,
whereas the unrestricted component is the residual amount of net position, not included in the other two categories,
that is available for general operations.
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Costs and Benefits of Merging Transit Agencies

Although there are some potential fiscal benefits to merging transit agencies,
achieving such benefits in practice in the East Bay may be challenging. We searched
for reviews, analyses, reports, and studies related to transit agency mergers or
consolidation and asked for any studies MTC or the transit agencies had available.
We identified 10 past studies on the feasibility of merging bus service agencies in
the Bay Area conducted by the University of California Institute of Transportation
Studies, consultancy groups, MTC, and the Solano Transportation Authority
between 1987 and 2020. However, only two of these 10 studies recommend that
bus agencies merge, and none of the remaining studies recommended merging

to improve the overall financial condition of the relevant agencies. We identified
two areas of potential cost savings from these studies: consolidating administrative
functions and reducing duplicative routes. However, we found major impediments
to achieving cost savings in both areas.

Administrative Costs as Share of
Operating Expenses Vary Significantly

AC Transit — 28%

County Connection — 25%
LAVTA —35%

Tri Delta Transit — 23%
Union City Transit — 3%
WestCAT - 17%

Source: National Transit Database data and Union
City financial statements.

Our review identified that these potential cost savings would
be minimal for the hypothetical county-based bus agencies.
For example, one study noted that savings achieved by
consolidating administrative staff could be undone by the
need for a substantial management structure to administer
a large and geographically dispersed agency, and that
administrative staff are not large in transit agencies, limiting
potential savings. The text box provides administration
costs as a percentage of total operating costs for the
agencies that we reviewed, which range from 3 percent

to 35 percent of agency spending. We describe below that
labor costs would likely increase significantly following a
merger, which would likely eclipse administrative savings.
Finally, both past studies and our own analysis related

to Objective 3 have not identified significant levels of

duplicative bus service among East Bay transit agencies. As such, it is unlikely that
merging East Bay transit agencies would produce significant savings.

In fact, standardizing wages and benefits following a merger could increase overall
labor costs because AC Transit has significantly higher labor costs than do the other
agencies. As Figure 16 illustrates, although wages are only a bit higher at AC Transit
compared to the other agencies, AC Transit’s overall compensation package for

bus drivers is significantly higher than the other agencies, mostly because of its
retirement benefits. County Connection, which, like AC Transit, employs drivers
directly, would have to increase driver compensation by approximately 28 percent to
match AC Transit’s spending. The remaining agencies, whose drivers are contractors,
not employees, would need to increase total driver compensation by 58 percent to

78 percent to match AC Transit’s compensation package for drivers. To standardize
salary and benefits in the event of a merger, the new agencies would either have to
obtain substantial concessions from current AC Transit drivers, such as agreeing

to reductions in compensation and benefits, or greatly improve the compensation
for drivers working in the areas currently served by the other agencies.
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Figure 16
The Costs to Compensate Bus Drivers Are Significantly Higher at AC Transit Than Other Agencies,
Primarily Because of Retirement Benefits
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Source: Agencies’ union agreements.

Note: Calculations assume a bus driver with three years of experience, receiving health care coverage for themselves and a
spouse or dependent.

Even if the new agencies were able to obtain major concessions from current

AC Transit employees following the merger, doing so could risk the loss of certain
federal funds. Federal law requires, as a condition for providing financial assistance
to transit operators, that all employees who are affected by the receipt of federal
funds be protected under arrangements that are fair and equitable. Following

a transit agency being acquired to create a new agency, federal law requires
continuation of collective bargaining rights, the protection of employees from a
worsening of their positions, and assurance that employees would be employed by
the new agency. If the secretary of labor determines that interests of employees are

May 2026

53



54

CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR

May 2026

Report 2025-120

not protected, such as if the creation of new transit agencies to serve Contra Costa
County and Alameda County resulted in labor agreements that were not deemed fair
and equitable, the new agencies might not be eligible for federal assistance.

Legal and Contractual Impediments to Merging Transit Agencies

The varied dissolution processes for the existing agencies are significant obstacles
to a merger. Under state law, AC Transit may only dissolve if it no longer operates
any transit facilities, at which point its dissolution would still require approval
from both its board and from voters. Dissolution of AC Transit would result in
the loss of special tax revenue that currently provides funding for bus service
in the East Bay. AC Transit was authorized, with voter approval, to create special
transit districts and to impose special taxes to support transit in Alameda and
Contra Costa counties. AC Transit created Special Transit Service District 1,
which straddles Alameda and Contra Costa counties, and voters approved a parcel
tax that generates more than $30 million in annual revenue for AC Transit. This
revenue would not transfer to newly created transit agencies unless the Legislature
provided taxing authority to the new entities and local voters approved new special
taxes. However, this loss of revenue might be avoided

by merging the East Bay transit agencies into one
bus agency because the special transit district would

JPA Member Entities remain intact. For the four agencies organized as JPAs,
County Connection: Contra Costa County, dissolution would require the support of one or more
Concord, Clayton, Danville, Lafayette, Martinez, of their member jurisdictions—including the cities
Moraga, Orinda, Pleasant Hill, 5an Ramon, listed in the text box—or action by the Legislature.

Walnut Creek

Tri Delta: Contra Costa County, Antioch,
Brentwood, Oakley, Pittsburg

WestCAT: Contra Costa County, Hercules, Pinole

For Union City Transit to be annexed into a transit
district, state law would require the city council to
support the annexation, or voters would have to carry
out a petitioning process. Given the number of entities

LAVTA: Alameda County, Dublin, Livermore, involved in the dissolution processes, as a practical

Pleasanton

matter, the formation of a new merged transit agency

Source: Agency websites and JPA agreements. would likely not be possible without the Legislature

passing a law to authorize the formation of the new

agencies and the dissolution of their predecessors.

The legal protections afforded to contractors also could complicate or add to the
cost of pursuing a merger. Two of the six agencies, LAVTA and County Connection,
have provisions in their JPA agreements preventing dissolution from occurring when
the JPA has executed long-term contracts for public transportation services. As of
May 2026, LAVTA has a long-term contract for public transportation services, but
County Connection confirmed that it does not. Further, to avoid potential legal
challenges, any legislation that combines transit agencies would have to address

the rights of any private contractors and the contractual obligations owed to them.
Four of the six agencies contract bus operations to a private firm. Because of the legal
protections for contractors, if the Legislature chose to pursue new transit agencies
for Alameda and Contra Costa counties, it would need to address claims resulting
from these contracts.



CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR
Report 2025-120 | May 2026

Additionally, there are a variety of retirement plans in place across the six agencies
with varying benefits, which could complicate the creation of new East Bay transit
agencies. Employees at County Connection, LAVTA, Union City Transit, and
WestCAT are eligible for pensions administered by CalPERS. State law prohibits

a JPA with CalPERS obligations from dissolving until it has apportioned pension
liabilities among the parties. If the Legislature does not establish a plan for any
successor transit agency to absorb these liabilities, the member entities of the JPA
would bear that responsibility. AC Transit employees belong to the AC Transit
Employees Retirement Plan, an independent public pension plan that is not
administered by CalPERS. AC Transit does not currently have an agreement with
CalPERS to allow employees with service credit in one system to transfer to the other
without receiving reduced retirement benefits. The two systems also have different
employee and employer contribution rates, vesting periods for active members,

and pension benefit formulas for their two tiers of employees. In 2002, when the
Legislature consolidated transit boards in San Diego County, it passed legislation to
preserve the employment and pension rights of existing employees. If the Legislature
chooses to pursue mergers of East Bay transit agencies, it may be necessary to include
similar provisions to clarify how the new agencies would manage the retirement
benefits of existing employees in a fair and equitable way.

Potential Changes to Service Quality

Creating two new transit agencies that provide bus services to Alameda and

Contra Costa counties may not necessarily improve the transit connectivity among
communities in the same county and could even negatively affect the quality of
service for some riders. Several of AC Transit’s routes transport riders between
Contra Costa County and Alameda County, including the popular 72, 72L, and 72M
bus lines that connect Richmond, San Pablo, and El Cerrito in Contra Costa County
with Oakland, Berkeley, Emeryville, and Albany in Alameda County. These routes link
some disadvantaged communities directly with job centers. Creating transit agencies
by county could inconvenience these riders. For example, riders might need to transfer
between the systems, lengthening their commutes, or change to another service
provider such as BART. Moreover, although Union City Transit and WestCAT both
overlap with AC Transit’s service area, the remaining three agencies are separated
from the other East Bay transit agencies by mountains, limiting the practicality of
buses as a means of connecting these service areas in the event of a merger. Forming a
transit agency for bus service in Contra Costa County could break up existing routes
that provide connectivity with Alameda County, without necessarily facilitating
greater connection between the different subregions of Contra Costa County across
the mountains that separate service areas. Similar to the issue of AC Transit’s special
tax district, merging the existing East Bay transit agencies into one bus agency for the
two counties could instead maintain direct service in this area.

A final consideration is the potential decline in service quality that could result

from the loss of local control by the cities outside of AC Transit’s service area.
Management at several of the East Bay transit agencies have told us that local control
benefits riders. Specifically, WestCAT and Union City Transit noted that residents
have more of a voice in the provision of bus services in their communities than
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would be the case if they were a smaller component of a larger agency. The executive
director of LAVTA also cited the presence of direct oversight by local elected officials
as a benefit to riders in their service area and further suggested that local control
keeps costs down and ensures that taxes that are raised locally are also spent locally.
Similarly, County Connection and Tri Delta Transit suggested that the smaller scale
of their agencies allows staft to have a more informed understanding of local needs
compared to a hypothetical, larger agency headquartered further away from their
suburban areas. Management at County Connection, LAVTA, and WestCAT further
noted that, historically, when AC Transit was responsible for bus service in the outer
suburbs, it provided minimal service to these areas. AC Transit management, for
their part, told us that if they were to merge with the other agencies, they anticipate
that the different operating environments and long distances across the new service
area could negatively affect the reliability of service.
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Recommendations

Legislature

To ensure that agencies can comply with CARB’s mandate to make all new

bus purchases zero-emission starting in 2029, the Legislature should consider
extending this deadline or allocating new funds to the transit agencies to purchase
zero-emission buses.

MTC

+ To improve its effectiveness in managing regionwide projects and mitigate the
risk of missing target completion dates for action items, MTC should immediately
establish realistic and attainable time frames for each item by setting major
milestones and subtasks, along with identifying potential risks and mitigation
strategies for delays caused by interdependent activities.

+ To guide its decisionmaking and better measure progress toward completing items
in its transit action plan, MTC should, as part of its ongoing effort to analyze the
regional network management framework’s progress, build upon the adopted
May 2024 performance metrics to include achievable outcomes, such as the
increase in new riders on existing routes. MTC should define linkages between
these adopted metrics and outcomes when it updates the transit action plan.

+ To address the risk that transit agencies may have to reduce services due to rising
operational costs, MTC should by January 2027 further identify funding sources,
such as federal, state, or locally-generated revenue, that could be obtained and
directed to transit agencies at risk of reducing services, such as AC Transit,
County Connection, Tri Delta Transit, and WestCAT. MTC should also work
with transit agencies to identify operational cost savings.

57



58 CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR
May 2026 | Report 2025-120

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted
government auditing standards and under the authority vested in the California State
Auditor by Government Code section 8543 et seq. Those standards require that we
plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on the audit objectives. We
believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives.

Respectfully submitted,

oy

GRANT PARKS
California State Auditor

May 28, 2026

Staff: Jim Adams, MPP, Audit Principal
Nicole Madera, MPP, Senior Auditor
Alyssa Centeno
Miles Culpepper, PhD
Taylor Gray, PhD
Amanda Ozaki-Laughon, MPP
Cesar Rodriguez

Legal Counsel: ~ Ethan Turner
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Appendix A
MTC Funding Coordination From Fiscal Years 2022-23 Through 2024-25

The Audit Committee requested that we determine for each selected agency the
amount of funding MTC provides. To accomplish this, we reviewed MTC allocation
resolutions and grant awards to the six selected East Bay transit agencies over the
three most recent fiscal years. We found that over the last three fiscal years, MTC
coordinated the disbursal of approximately $1.15 billion to the six transit agencies.
Table A1 summarizes each of the federal, state, and regional funding sources and the
aggregate total allocated to the selected agencies between fiscal years 2022—23 and
2024—25. Table A2 provides the totals for each agency. Table A3 provides a high-level
summary of funding restrictions.

Table A.1
Annual Funds MTC Provided or Directed to Selected East Bay Transit Agencies

FISCAL YEAR FISCAL YEAR FISCAL YEAR THREE YEAR
FUNDING SOURCE 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 TOTALS

State Transportation Development Act $182,825,472 $171,929,558 $163,905,444 $518,660,475
State Transit Assistance 51,019,981 84,133,320 81,896,746 217,050,047
Federal Transit Administration Formula Grants 56,590,901 39,437,094 66,986,548 163,014,543
State AB 1107* 50,000,000 52,000,000 52,000,000 154,000,000
Regional Measure 2 12,080,290 12,980,536 13,679,561 38,740,387
Regional Measure 3 6,673,766 17,498,983 11,469,210 35,641,959
State Low Carbon Transit Operations Program 4,166,660 4,846,154 3,048,009 12,060,823
Regional One Bay Area Grant Program 2,400,000 3,906,000 2,259,000 8,565,000
State SB 125 - - 5,400,000 5,400,000
State AB 6641 769,881 489,652 720,230 1,979,763

Totals $366,526,951 $387,221,297 $401,364,748 $1,155,112,996

Source: MTC resolutions and grant award documents.

* AB 1107 refers to funding from revenue generated by BART's half-cent sales tax in Alameda, Contra Costa, and San Francisco counties that is
allocated to select transit agencies, including AC Transit.

T AB 664 refers to funding from bridge toll revenue allocated to transit agencies that apply for projects that implement MTC's transportation
planning objectives in the vicinity of toll bridges.
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Table A.2
Funds MTC Allocated or Directed to Selected East Bay Transit Agencies

COUNTY TRIDELTA UNION CITY
FUNDING SOURCE ACTRANSIT CONNECTION LAVTA TRANSIT TRANSIT WESTCAT

Transportation Development Act $283,946,908 $95,817,350 $50,428,181 $50,031,513 $19,263,885 $19,172,638
State Transit Assistance 144,805,249 22,477,470 8,842,612 22,330,181 4,991,653 13,602,882
:f:\t’:;;;::fdmi"is"a“"” 113,424,668 25,280,974 13,413,390 7,607,016 794,964 2,493,531
AB 1107 154,000,000 0 0 0 0 0
Regional Measure 2 33,486,183 355,427 1,504,659 1,474,062 0 1,920,056
Regional Measure 3 21,883,784 5,145,260 2,527,746 1,736,609 0 4,348,560
Low Carbon Transit Operations 3,001,630 3,946,462 1,631,597 2,383,585 571,354 526,195
Program
One Bay Area Grant Program 5,906,000 0 0 400,000 2,259,000* 0
SB 125 4,000,000 0 897,000 503,000 0 0
AB 664 0 905,950 728,393 280,397 0 65,023
Totals $764,454,422 $153,928,893 $79,973,578 $86,746,363 $27,880,856 $42,128,885

Source: MTC resolutions and grant award documents.

* Union City states that the amount from the One Bay Area grant program includes a capital grant for the Union City Intermodal Station Mobility
Hub at Union City BART, which brings together multiple modes of transportation, including buses run by Union City Transit, and is overseen by
the city’s public works department.



TableA.3

CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR
Report 2025-120 | May 2026

High-Level Summary of Funding Restrictions

FUNDING SOURCE RESTRICTIONS

State Transportation
Development Act (TDA)

State Transit Assistance

Federal Transit
Administration
Formula Grants

State AB 1107

Regional Measure 2

Regional Measure 3

State Low Carbon Transit
Operations Program

Regional One Bay Area
Grant Program

State SB 125

State AB 664

Three categories of TDA funding have different restrictions. For one category, operators must meet
eligibility requirements, such as maintaining or planning to fully fund their retirement systems to use
those funds for operational and capital costs. Another category requires transit agencies to address
unmet community transit needs; estimate revenues; operating costs, and usage; and meet fare collection
requirements. Transit agencies may use funding from the third category for local street and road
projects, passenger rail operations and capital improvements, and special transportation assistance.

Transit operators must meet efficiency standards based on operating cost. If they fail to meet these
standards, their allocation is reduced by the amount they exceed the target. Operators need to
demonstrate reasonable efforts toward productivity improvements to be eligible for funds.

Each grant has its own requirements, mostly related to how transit agencies can use the grant

funds. For example, some grants support transit operations, while others support rural transit or bus

maintenance and replacement. Further, transit agencies must often provide matching funds, as grants

only provide between 50 percent and 80 percent of funding.

No funds can be allocated unless the transit operator:

- Participates as a member of a regional transit coordinating council

- Establishes fares that produce revenues that are at least 33 percent of its operating costs

« Complies with MTC standards, which include standardized reporting, maintenance of local support
for public transit system operations, and operating efficiency efforts and cost controls.

Funds are limited to projects collectively known as the Regional Traffic Relief Plan. MTC requires transit
agencies to meet performance measures to receive operating funds, which include measures related to
fare revenues and ridership.

Funds are limited to the capital projects and operating costs listed in the Regional Measure 3
Expenditure Plan. To receive operating funds, MTC requires transit agencies to meet performance
measures, which include on-time departures and fare collection.
Funds are limited to transit operating or capital assistance that meets any of the following:
 Enhances or expands transit service.
« Increases transit ridership.
« Purchase of zero-emission buses and the installation of the necessary equipment and infrastructure
to operate and support these zero-emission buses.
Transit agencies must demonstrate that expenditures reduce the emission of greenhouse gases, and
do not supplant another source of funds.

Projects must be consistent with the regional transportation plan. They must be eligible for federal
Surface Transportation Program or Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program funds. MTC selects
projects using criteria such as the project’s cost effectiveness in reducing emissions and its consistency
with transit transformation initiatives.

Transit agency must be making satisfactory progress on the following regional
accountability measures:

- Participation in regional meetings and initiatives.

- Coordination of its schedules with other agencies.

- Maintaining data for regional transit data system.

AC Transit must also report to MTC on how its efforts to adjust bus service are expected to
increase ridership.

State law authorizes MTC to distribute bridge toll revenue to transit agencies for transbay transit
services, feeder services, and to establish routes and build facilities that affect bridge traffic.

Source: State and federal law, MTC policies.
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Appendix B
Financial Information for Hypothetical Bus Transit Agencies

The Audit Committee directed us to determine the likely financial condition of a single
transit agency for local bus service serving Contra Costa County and a single transit agency
for local bus service serving Alameda County if such agencies comprised the combined
agencies currently operating in each county. In tables B.1 and B.2, we identify the potential
financial information of three types of bus transit agencies. Table B.1 shows how we made
our estimates by summing the financial information of transit agencies in each of the

two counties, as well as trends in that information over two fiscal years. Table B.2 shows
the same information for a single bus transit agency across the two counties.

Table B.1
Hypothetical Bus Transit Agency Financial Information by County

PERCENT CHANGE FROM
FISCAL YEAR 2023-24

ALAMEDA CONTRA COSTA ALAMEDA CONTRA COSTA ALAMEDA CONTRA COSTA
BUS AGENCY BUS AGENCY BUS AGENCY BUS AGENCY BUS AGENCY BUS AGENCY

Statement of Net Position

Total Assets and

FISCAL YEAR 2023-24 FISCAL YEAR 2024-25

Datorred Ounflows $990,607,301 $250317621  $965090,841  $245002,532 (2.6%) 2.1%)
E‘;tffrtizbli:gsjvi“d 695,651,004 140,581,467 664,120,241 136,167,559 4.5) (3)
Total NetPosition  $294,956,297  $109,736,154  $300,970,600  $108,834,973 2.0% (0.8%)
gae;i't';eljsts'zte:t in $427,249,605 $130,021,892 $415337,352  $127,054,221 (2.8%) (2.3%)
Restricted 98,187,162 13,585,331 110,175,883 15,988,050 122 177
Unrestricted (230,480,470) (33,871,069)  (224,542,635) (34,207,298) 2.6) 10
Net Pension Liability 284,028,076 49,322,505 248,409,903 42,953,180 (12.5) (12.9)
Net OPEB Liability 112,562,662 15,505,133 111,950,802 14,594,400 0.5) (5.9)

Statement of Revenues, Expenses, and Changes in Net Position

Operating Revenues $48,129,855 $14,979,303 $47,158,878 $16,055,277 (2.0%) 7.2%
Operating Expenses 549,270,613 166,767,708 615,794,029 177,465,386 121 6.4
Operating Loss $(501,140,758)  $(151,788,405)  $(568,635151)  $(161,410,109) 13.5% 6.3%
NetN i
etNonoperating <547 81,707 §143145707  $534355126  $144,467,832 5.3% 0.9%
Revenue and Expenses
Capital Contributions $27,843,406 $13,081,456 $40,114,328 $16,041,096 441% 22.6%
Change in $33,984,355 $4,438,758 $5,843,303 $(901,181) (82.8%) (120.3%)
Net Position

Source: Agencies’ financial statements and auditor calculations.
* Includes TDA funds.
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Table B.2
Hypothetical Bus Transit Agency Financial Information for Entire East Bay

SINGLE AGENCY

FISCAL YEAR 2023-24 FISCAL YEAR 2024-25 PERCENT CHANGE

Statement of Net Position

Total Assets and Deferred Outflows $1,240,924,922 $1,210,093,373 (2.5%)
Total Liabilities and Deferred Inflows 836,232,471 800,287,800 4.3)

Total Net Position $404,692,451 $409,805,573 1.3%

Net Investment in Capital Assets $557,271,497 $542,391,573 (2.7%)
Restricted 111,772,493 126,163,933 12.9
Unrestricted (264,351,539) (258,749,933) (2.1)
Net Pension Liability 333,350,581 291,363,083 (12.6)
Net OPEB Liability 128,067,795 126,545,202 (1.2)

Statement of Revenues, Expenses, and Changes in Net Position

Operating Revenues $63,109,158 $63,214,155 0.2%
Operating Expenses 716,038,321 793,259,415 10.8
Operating Loss $(652,929,163) $(730,045,260) 11.8%
Net Nonoperating Revenue and Expenses* $650,427,414 $678,822,958 4.4%
Capital Contributions $40,924,862 $56,155,424 37.2%
Change in Net Position $38,423,113 $4,933,122 (87.2%)

Source: Agencies’ financial statements and auditor calculations.
* Includes TDA funds.
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The Audit Committee directed the California State Auditor to conduct an audit
related to administrative oversight of selected East Bay transit agencies. Table C
lists the objectives that the Audit Committee approved and the methods we used
to address them. Unless otherwise stated in the table or elsewhere in the report,
statements and conclusions about items selected for review should not be projected
to the population.

Table C
Audit Objectives and the Methods Used to Address Them

AUDIT OBJECTIVE METHOD

1

Review and evaluate the laws, rules, and
regulations significant to the audit objectives.

For the selected transit agencies, determine
the following:

« The autonomy each agency has to plan its
own routes and invest in transit projects
without coordination with other agencies.

« The barriers that may exist to collaboration
between transit agencies and their
counterparts.

From the selected transit agencies, review a
selection of routes that cross service areas and
that can require riders to transfer between
agencies and between different modes of
transit to determine the following:

« The clarity of the information provided to
riders about how to navigate within and
transfer between the systems.

« The availability and accessibility of
connecting transfer schedules, including
frequency, timing, and any physical
obstacles to making a transfer.

« The ease of payment.

« Whether there are duplicative services that
could be eliminated.

Reviewed state and federal laws, rules, and regulations related to transit programs.

Reviewed board policies and other official documents from each agency to determine
autonomy to plan routes and to invest in transit projects.

Reviewed MTC policies, state and federal law to determine the same autonomy as above.

Interviewed agencies to document their route planning process to identify where
coordination takes place.

Using agency schedules and maps, identified the percentage of routes that cross into
another agency’s service area, share a stop with another agency, or include a BART
stop to identify whether coordination is necessary; interviewed staff and obtained
documentation from agencies to identify barriers to collaboration or coordination.

Documented benefits of One-Seat-Ride paratransit service and sought to identify
barriers to its expansion to two of the six agencies that do not currently participate.
While the two agencies have not expanded paratransit services yet, they are currently
working on solutions and indicated interest in expanding the program.

For each agency, identified two trips, for a total of twelve, that cross into or are directly
adjacent to a different agency’s service area that may or may not involve transfer
between two agencies. Auditors focused on trips that riders in the region would
reasonably take, such as from a residential area to a city center.

Developed checklists to use during testing of these trips to determine the clarity of
information provided to riders about how to navigate within and transfer between
systems, the availability and accessibility of connecting transfer schedules, and the
ease of payment.

Tested the identified trips in person to assess all information on the checklists.
Documented and synthesized findings from the above testing.

Identified that two areas in the region have noteworthy overlap—the service areas
of WestCAT and AC Transit and the service areas of Union City Transit and AC Transit.
Identified six locations that overlap—three each—that appear to overlap or that
share stops to determine whether the agencies offer duplicative services that could
be eliminated.

continued on next page...
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AUDIT OBJECTIVE METHOD

4 Review pre-pandemic and post-pandemic + Obtained and analyzed annual ridership data from fiscal years 2018-19 through

ridership levels at each of the selected
agencies and determine whether ridership
has returned to pre-pandemic levels, what
ridership initiatives were implemented before
the pandemic to improve ridership levels, how
current ridership compares to pre-pandemic
ridership trends, and what initiatives the
agencies have employed since the pandemic
to attract riders.

2024-25 for each of the six agencies to evaluate changes to ridership before and after
the pandemic.

Obtained and analyzed ridership data to evaluate trends in weekday versus weekend
ridership since the pandemic and age group ridership for three of the selected agencies.

Reviewed documentation related to initiatives that agencies conducted to increase
ridership or improve the rider experience before and after the pandemic to assess
their relative success and determine potential causes of disparities in ridership
recovery across the selected agencies.

Interviewed each transit agency to gather perspective on these initiatives.

5 Determine the financial condition of the For each selected agency and for fiscal years 2022-23 through 2024-25, using the
selected agencies by determining their agency'’s audited financial statements, adopted budgets, and other documentation,
financial reserves, the extent to which they assessed its financial condition by reviewing key financial indicators, including reserve
rely on nonoperating revenue as compared to levels, revenue and expenditure trends, and risks related to pension obligations and
operating revenue, and whether the agencies other post-employment benefits obligations.

W|II.face challenges in funding their upcoming For each selected agency and for fiscal years 202223 through 202425, using the

capital asset costs. agency's audited financial statements, identified the agency’s revenue sources
and amounts to determine the extent to which the agency relies on self-generated
revenue versus revenue that comes from local, state, and federal subsidies and grants.
Reviewed selected agencies’ audited financial statements, adopted budgets, and
zero-emission vehicle rollout plans and interviewed agencies to determine whether
selected agencies will face challenges in funding upcoming capital asset costs, such as
zero-emission vehicles and infrastructure.

6 Review MTC's efforts to collaborate and Assessed a selection of action items in MTC's Transit Transformation Action Plan to
coordinate with the selected agencies and determine whether they have been successful in achieving coordination and positive
determine whether they have been effective. collaboration among the agencies in the region. Specifically, analyzed documentation

related to the action items to determine their target completion date, actual
completion date, reasons for potential delays, outcomes and implementation, impacts
on passengers, and participation of local transit agencies.

Collected documentation from agencies and MTC to determine if agencies receiving
these funds are compliant with MTC's SB 125-related requirements and assessed the
effectiveness of MTC's oversight.

7 Determine for each selected agency the Identified the categories of funding MTC provided to each agency and the amounts of
amount of funding MTC provides, the funds that MTC allocated to each agency in fiscal year 2022-23.
restrictions on such funding, and what Identified any restrictions on those funds for which they may be used.
proportion of the funding the agency used for dentified wh ) £ those fund df .
operating costs and capital expenses. er.1t| ed what proportions of those funds were used for operating expenses or

capital costs.

8  Evaluate whether the selected agencies are at For agencies that perform financial projections, used audited financial statements and

risk of not being able to continue offering or
expanding services without further external,
nonoperating funding.

adopted budgets, and compared current reserve balances to projected budget deficits
to assess if or when agencies may exhaust their reserves and the risk that they may
need to cut services in the medium to long term.

For agencies that do not perform financial projections, reviewed audited financial
statements and past adopted budgets to assess if or when agencies may exhaust their
reserves and the risk that they may need to cut services in the medium to long term.



AUDIT OBJECTIVE METHOD

9

10

To the extent possible, determine the likely
financial condition of a single transit agency
for local bus service serving Contra Costa
County and a single transit agency for

local bus service serving Alameda County

if such agencies comprised the combined
agencies currently operating in each county.
Specifically, determine for the new single
agency in each county what its potential
assets, liabilities, revenue, expenses, and
reserves would be.

To the extent possible, determine the fiscal
benefit of combining transit agencies for local
bus service in each of the two counties and
identify legal and practical impediments to
merging transit agencies for local bus service.

Source: Audit workpapers.
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Reviewed labor agreements for each agency and other employee benefits
documentation to identify differences in union representation, pension and benefits
information, and labor costs across the six agencies.

Reviewed and documented the dissolution process for each transit agency and
assessed the complexity of these processes.

Identified potential methods for splitting AC Transit and calculated the approximate
assets, liabilities, revenue, expenses, and reserves of two transit agencies, one each
in Alameda and Contra Costa counties, if such agencies comprised the combined
agencies currently operating in each county.

Reviewed existing studies of consolidating or merging transit agencies in the region
to determine whether they identified any fiscal benefits or challenges to merging or
consolidating.

Assessed other practical impediments (e.g., legal impediments, disruption to service
continuity, geography, financial concerns) to merging transit agencies.

Identified the amount of each agency’s budget that is dedicated to administration.
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METROPOLITAN Bay Area Metro Center
M T TRANSPORTATION 375 Beale Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94105
COMMISSION 415.778.6700
WWW.ImtC.ca.gov
May 1, 2026

Mr. Grant Parks

California State Auditor

621 Capitol Mall, Suite 1200
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE:  Audit of East Bay Transit Agencies & MTC
Dear Mr. Parks,

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the California State Auditor’s Report No.
2025-120. Below please find our response to the recommendations pertaining to MTC.

Recommendation 1: To improve its effectiveness in managing regionwide projects and
mitigate the risk of missing target completion dates for action items, MTC should
immediately establish realistic and attainable time frames for each item by setting
major milestones and subtasks, along with identifying potential risks and mitigation
strategies for delays caused by interdependent activities.

MTC Response: MTC convened the Blue Ribbon Transit Recovery Task Force at the
height of the COVID pandemic as a voluntary effort that culminated in the Transit
Transformation Action Plan (Action Plan) to improve the Bay Area’s public
transportation network. The Task Force recommended the establishment of ambitious
dates to accelerate progress to create a more user-friendly and connected system. MTC
is implementing the Action Plan in coordination with the region’s 27 transit operators.
MTC also formalized a Regional Network Management structure to support and guide
the Action Plan implementation. The Regional Network Management structure relies on
collaboration and partnership as each of the transit operators are independent agencies
with their own staff and governing boards. We agree with the goal of enhanced
transparency on project delivery timelines.

Recommendation 2: To guide its decision-making and better measure progress toward
completing items in its transit action plan, MTC should, as part of its ongoing effort to
analyze the regional network management framework's progress, build upon the
adopted May 2024 performance metrics to include achievable outcomes, such as the
increase in new riders on existing routes. MTC should define linkages between these
adopted metrics and outcomes when it updates the transit action plan.

MTC Response: We agree. The mission of Regional Network Management is to drive
improvements in the customer experience for Bay Area transit. We will use the adopted
performance metrics to measure and track outcomes.
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Recommendation 3: To address the risk that transit agencies may have to reduce services due to
rising operational costs, MTC should by January 2027 further identify funding sources, such as
federal, state or locally-generated revenue, that could be obtained and directed to transit
agencies at risk of reducing services, such as AC Transit, County Connection, Tri Delta Transit,
and WestCAT. MTC should also work with transit agencies to identify operational cost savings
where possible.

MTC Response: Since the pandemic, MTC has advocated at the state and federal levels for over
$5 billion in new revenue to assist Bay Area transit agencies with their financial challenges. Last
year, MTC successfully advocated for the passage of SB 63 (Wiener/Arreguin) in 2025 which
authorizes a 14-year regional transit measure to be placed on the November 2026 ballot to
provide new transit operations funding. MTC will continue to advocate that the State of
California increase financial support for public transit given its importance to the state’s goals
and the Bay Area’s economy, environment, affordability and quality of life.

Sincerely,

,&m 7y OV

“Sue Noack, MTC Chair
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