Los Angeles County
MetrO Metropolitan Transportation
Authority
One Gateway Plaza
@ 3rd Floor Board Room
B B r R Los Angeles, CA
Metro oard Report
File #: 2026-0156, File Type: Informational Report Agenda Number: 1.

AD HOC BOARD COMPOSITION COMMITTEE
FEBRUARY 23, 2026

SUBJECT: METRO’S GOVERNANCE HISTORY AND FOUNDATION OF THE CURRENT
BOARD COMPOSITION

ACTION: RECEIVE AND FILE

RECOMMENDATION

RECEIVE AND FILE report on Metro’s Governance History and Foundation of the current Board
Composition.

ISSUE

AB 152 enacted Public Utilities Code §130051, which established Metro’s current governing Board
and defined its composition and appointment structure. AB 152 also set forth statutory mechanisms
for reconsidering Board composition in response to population changes or modifications to the size of
the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors.

In November 2024, Los Angeles County voters approved Measure G, a charter amendment that
expands the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors from five to nine members and implements
related county governance reforms, including the election of a countywide Chief Executive Officer.
Measure G does not amend the statutory governance structure of the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), however its passage has prompted discussion at the
State level regarding whether Metro’s Board composition should be changed to accommodate the
impending change in county governance.

An Ad Hoc Committee of the Board was established by Chair Dutra in January 2026 to focus on
potential governance considerations arising from Measure G. Motion 33.1 (Attachment A) by
Directors Dutra, Barger, Horvath, Padilla, Najarian, and Dupont-Walker directs that the Ad Hoc
Committee’s deliberations and recommendations be informed by relevant demographic, historical,
and comparative context. The purpose of this report is to provide background material to support the
Ad Hoc Committee’s review and deliberations.

BACKGROUND

Metro’s Governance History
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Metro’s governance has evolved periodically since it was first established.
1957-1964: Los Angeles Metropolitan Transit Authority (LAMTA)

LAMTA operated bus and streetcar transit services, pursuant to the Los Angeles Metropolitan Transit
Authority Act, which established LAMTA with a seven-member board appointed by the Governor.
Board members were required to be residents and registered voters of Los Angeles County. This
structure reflected a model of strong state oversight and appointed governance for a regional transit
entity.

At the time of LAMTA'’s establishment in 1957, Los Angeles County’s population was roughly in the
mid-4 million and had grown into the mid-to-high 6 million range by 1964 as part of the broader
postwar expansion of Southern California.

1964-1992: Southern California Rapid Transit District (SCRTD)

The Southern California Rapid Transit District was responsible for operating buses and rail transit
services throughout Los Angeles County, pursuant to the Southern California Rapid Transit District
Act, which replaced LAMTA with an appointed board structure that introduced county and municipal
appointment authority. The newly created SCRTD was governed by an 11-member board
representing the City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, and other municipalities within the district.
This structure emphasized geographic balance and regional representation.

The SCRTD Board of Directors was comprised of: (1) five members appointed by the Los Angeles
County Board of Supervisors (one resident from each supervisorial district), (2) two members
appointed by the Mayor of the City of Los Angeles (subject to City Council confirmation), and (3) four
members appointed by the countywide City Selection Committee-each an elected city official from a
different non-City of Los Angeles city (later organized into four “corridors” tied to transit lines).
Starting January 1, 1977, the City Selection Committee’s four seats were to be filled via corridor
subcommittees representing the cities in the corridor of the departing director (subject to the City
Selection Committee override of the subcommittee determination).

1976-1993: Los Angeles County Transportation Commission (LACTC)

Beginning in 1976, the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission was the county agency
responsible for planning transportation policy and funding major transit and highway projects using
dedicated tax revenues until 1993. The County Transportation Commissions Act established the
LACTC with an eleven-member board composed entirely of elected officials: five Los Angeles County
Supervisors, the Mayor of Los Angeles and two City Council appointees, the Mayor of Long Beach,
and two appointees from the City Selection Committee. This marked a shift toward elected-official
governance and direct electoral accountability for countywide transportation funding decisions.

Between 1964 and 1992, Los Angeles County’s population grew from roughly the mid-to-high 6
million range to approximately 9.1 million, reflecting several decades of sustained growth before
leveling off in the early 1990s.
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1993-Present: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro)

AB 152 (Katz) merged SCRTD and LACTC to form Metro, effective February 1, 1993, as a
countywide agency that plans, funds, builds, and operates bus and rail transit services throughout
Los Angeles County. Under AB 152, the Metro board composition largely followed the LACTC elected
-official model, with adjustments including removal of the Mayor of Long Beach, an additional City of
Los Angeles public appointee, and expanded representation from the City Selection Committee. The
Board increased from eleven to thirteen members, with a non-voting member appointed by the
Governor®.

*In 1997, AB 1143 (Murray) made targeted governance and management refinements regarding Metro’s board structure
and operations by eliminating statutory authority for alternate board members, thereby reinforcing direct accountability of
appointed directors. It established a fixed four-year term for the Chief Executive Officer and required a supermajority
board vote for removal. AB 1143 also more clearly delineated the respective roles of the Board and the CEO, reserving
key policy, budgetary, labor, debt, and major capital decisions to the Board while delegating contract award authority and
operational execution to the CEO.

This is codified in Public Utilities Code §130051, which also set forth statutory mechanisms for
reconsidering Board composition in response to population changes or modifications to the size of
the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

« If the population of the City of Los Angeles at any time becomes less than 35 percent of the
combined population of all cities in Los Angeles County, then one of the two public member
seats appointed by the Mayor of Los Angeles would be vacated. That seat would then be filled
by an appointment by the Los Angeles County City Selection Committee from a city not
already represented among the City Selection Committee appointees.

e If the number of members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors is increased, Metro
must submit a plan to the Legislature within 60 days of when the increase goes into effect,
proposing how the authority’s composition should be revised in light of the change. This does
not by itself automatically increase or adjust any seat counts

Since 1993, Los Angeles County’s population has grown from about 9.07 million to peaking above 10
million in the 2010s, before declining somewhat in the early 2020s to roughly 9.8-9.9 million.

Attachment B provides information regarding the population of the cities across Los Angeles County
and unincorporated areas from the time LAMTA was established to present day.

DISCUSSION

Since Metro’s formation in 1993, multiple proposals have been considered to revisit board
composition. Most efforts focused on adding representation for specific geographies; none have
advanced.

In 1995, LA City Mayor Richard Riordan proposed a nine-member board composed of appointments
by the Mayor of Los Angeles, the County Board of Supervisors, and the California League of Cities.
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AB 1941 (Holden, 2014) proposed adding two state-legislature-appointed voting seats.

SB 1379 (Mendoza, 2016), proposed cutting the County Supervisors’ representation from five seats
to two and reshuffling seats among cities/other appointers.

SB 268 (Mendoza, 2017-2018), proposed expanding the board to 22 members (including additional
LA City Council representation) unless local entities agreed to an alternative governance plan.

More recently, SB 220 (Allen, 2025-2026) proposed expanding the board to 22 members (including
every member of the County Board of Supervisors (9) and the County Chief Executive plus their
three appointees).

Metro Board Composition

The Metro Board is comprised of the following:

LA County Board of Supervisors: All five members of the Los Angeles County Board of
Supervisors, each serving ex officio and representing their respective Supervisorial Districts.
Because Supervisorial Districts span both incorporated and unincorporated areas, these
members collectively represent large portions of the San Fernando Valley, San Gabriel Valley,
Gateway Cities, South Bay, Westside, North County, and unincorporated communities.

City of Los Angeles: The Mayor of the City of Los Angeles serves as an ex officio voting
member of the Board and appoints three additional Metro Board members, at least one of
whom must be a member of the Los Angeles City Council. These mayoral appointees are
subject to confirmation by the Los Angeles City Council (no term limits).

Los Angeles County Cities: Four members of the Board represent the remaining 87 cities
(excluding the City of Los Angeles) and are appointed by the Los Angeles County City
Selection Committee.

The Los Angeles County City Selection Committee is comprised of the mayor or another
representative from each city in Los Angeles County’s legislative body. The Los Angeles
County City Selection Committee has four Sector Subcommittees (North County/San
Fernando Valley, San Gabriel Valley, Southeast Long Beach and Southwest Corridor), with
each city in Los Angeles County assigned to one of these four regional Sector Subcommittees.

Sector Subcommittees nominate potential Metro Board members to represent their region;
successful candidates must have a majority weighted vote from their respective Sector
Subcommittee. If a candidate is successful in securing this vote, the Sector Subcommittee
forwards this recommendation to the Los Angeles County City Selection Committee for
ratification. The Metro Board term is four years, with no term limits.

Governor Appointee: One non-voting Caltrans representative is appointed by the Governor.
That non-voting gubernatorial appointee has traditionally been filled by the Caltrans District 7

Metro
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Director.

Board members serve four-year terms and may continue to serve so long as they hold the office or
appointment that qualifies them for the Metro seat.

Demographic Overview of the County
The Metro Board composition is intended to reflect the County’s population and demographic
distribution. This section provides a high-level overview of the demographic, geographic, and

jurisdictional characteristics of Los Angeles County.

Countywide Overview

Los Angeles County is the most populous county in the United States, with an estimated population
of approximately 10 million residents. The County spans roughly 4,000 square miles, encompassing
dense urban cores, suburban communities, industrial and port areas, mountain regions, and coastal
zones. Travel patterns, employment centers, and transportation needs routinely cross municipal and
subregional boundaries, reinforcing the regional nature of Metro’s mission.

Incorporated Cities and Unincorporated Areas

Los Angeles County includes 88 incorporated cities as well as unincorporated areas governed
directly by the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors.

o Approximately 90 percent of County residents live in incorporated cities.

e Approximately 10 percent reside in unincorporated communities.
The City of Los Angeles accounts for roughly 40 percent of the County’s total population, making it
larger than any other municipality in the region. The remaining incorporated cities vary widely in size,
from cities with populations exceeding 400,000 residents to small cities with fewer than 10,000

residents. Unincorporated communities also vary substantially, ranging from dense urban
neighborhoods to lower-density suburban and rural areas.

Relationship Between Councils of Governments, City Selection Committees, and Metro

Councils of Governments (COGs) and City Selection Committees play complementary but distinct
roles in shaping how cities participate in regional transportation decision-making.

COGs serve as subregional coordination bodies through which cities collaborate on transportation
priorities, infrastructure planning, and policy positions relevant to Metro programs and investments.
While COGs do not have statutory authority to appoint Metro Board members, they provide an
important forum for cities to identify shared interests, develop common positions, and coordinate
perspectives related to Metro initiatives. As a practical matter, COGs often function as the primary
venue where cities discuss regional representation issues and assess potential candidates for
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regional boards. They also provide recommendations to Metro on how subregional transportation
program funds should be allocated.

Metro Board members, or their staff, participate in each of the subregion’s meetings. This includes
COG Board of Directors meetings and transportation committees/working groups in the San
Fernando Valley, San Gabriel Valley, South Bay, Westside Cities, Gateway Cities, North County, and
Las Virgenes-Malibu subregions. There is also Metro Board participation in the Arroyo Verdugo
Communities Joint Powers Authority and the Northern Corridor Cities meeting.

City Selection Committees are the formal statutory mechanism through which cities other than the
City of Los Angeles appoint their representatives to the Metro Board. In Los Angeles County, the City
Selection Committee is composed of city elected officials and operates pursuant to state law, with
voting weighted by population.

In practice, the interaction between COGs and the City Selection Committee shapes how subregional
perspectives are translated into Metro Board appointments. Cities within a given COG frequently
coordinate informally prior to City Selection Committee meetings, using the COG structure to align
around candidates who reflect subregional priorities or geographic balance. These informal
coordination practices help manage the complexity of countywide city representation and provide
continuity across appointment cycles, even though appointment authority remains solely with the City
Selection Committee.

City-appointed Board members are representatives of specific COGs and subregions, and their
selection is often influenced by subregional coordination through COGs. Attachment C summarizes
the subregions size, share of ridership, demographic profile and current representation on the Metro
Board.

EQUITY PLATFORM

This item is informational and does not propose changes to Metro governance, policies, or programs.
Providing contextual information regarding County governance reforms supports informed and
transparent decision-making, which aligns with Metro’s equity principles.

VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED OUTCOME

VMT and VMT per capita in Los Angeles County are lower than national averages, the lowest in the
SCAG region, and on the lower end of VMT per capita statewide, with these declining VMT trends
due in part to Metro’s significant investment in rail and bus transit.* Metro’s Board-adopted VMT
reduction targets align with California’s statewide climate goals, including achieving carbon neutrality
by 2045. To ensure continued progress, all Board items are assessed for their potential impact on
VMT.

As part of these ongoing efforts, this item is not expected to contribute to further reductions in VMT.
Because the Metro Board has adopted an agency-wide VMT Reduction Target, and this item
supports the overall function of the agency, this item is consistent with the goals of reducing VMT.
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*Based on population estimates from the United States Census and VMT estimates from Caltrans’ Highway Performance
Monitoring System (HPMS) data between 2001-2019.

IMPLEMENTATION OF STRATEGIC PLAN GOALS

Approval of this recommendation supports Metro Strategic Plan goal #5 to provide responsive,
accountable, and trustworthy governance within the Metro organization by establishing organizational
excellence, transparency, and accountable governance.

NEXT STEPS

Upon receiving and filing this report, staff will incorporate the Committee’s feedback and direction,
refine the proposed approach as appropriate, and return with any additional analysis or materials
requested to support the Ad Hoc Board Composition Committee’s continued deliberations.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Motion 33.1 by Directors Dutra, Barger, Horvath, Padilla, Najarian, and Dupont-
Walker

Attachment B - Population of Los Angeles County and Cities Since 1950 (Census Data)
Attachment C - Population and Demographic Overview by Subregion

Prepared by: Madeleine Moore, Deputy Executive Officer, Government
Relations, 213 922-4604
Marisa Perez, Deputy Chief, Community Relations
213-922-3808

Reviewed by: Nicole Englund, Chief of Staff, 213-922-7950

Stephanie Wiggins
Chief Executive Officer
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EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
JANUARY 15, 2026

Motion by:
DIRECTORS DUTRA, BARGER, HORVATH, PADILLA, NAJARIAN, AND DUPONT-WALKER
Metro Governance Review Motion

In November 2024, voters in Los Angeles County (County) approved Measure G, a voter-initiated
charter amendment that significantly restructured County governance by providing for the creation of
an elected County Executive, the expansion of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, and
related reforms. Under existing law, if the number of members of the County Board of Supervisors is
increased, the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) is required to
submit a plan to the legislature for revising the composition of the Metro Board within 60 days of the
increase.

The passage of Measure G has prompted renewed discussion regarding the structure, composition,
and representational frameworks of major regional governing bodies operating within the County.

Metro serves a geographically expansive and demographically diverse constituency encompassing
88 incorporated cities and extensive unincorporated areas, and its Board of Directors exercises
critical oversight of regionwide transportation planning, investment, and policy decisions that affect
residents across the County.

Accordingly, it is essential that Metro’s Board composition continue to reflect the diversity and
geographic breadth of the County it serves, and that any consideration of potential changes be
guided by principles of geographic equity, balanced representation, cost neutrality and jurisdictional
inclusion.

Any review of Metro’s Board structure should be conducted in a transparent manner and led by Metro
itself, consistent with its statutory authority and regional role. In this context, an Ad Hoc Committee
has been established to review the current Board composition in a transparent and locally-driven
manner. The Committee’s deliberations and recommendations should be informed by relevant
comparative, historical, and demographic context.

SUBJECT: METRO GOVERNANCE REVIEW MOTION
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RECOMMENDATION

APPROVE Motion by Dutra, Barger, Horvath, Padilla, Najarian, and Dupont-Walker that the Board
direct the Chief Executive Officer to:

A.

A benchmarking analysis of peer transit agencies of comparable size, scope, and governance
complexity, including a summary of each agency’s governing board composition, appointment or
selection structure, voting authority, and any relevant statutory or local governance provisions;

An overview of the governing body composition of other major public agencies operating
within the Los Angeles Metropolitan region, particularly those with regionwide responsibilities or
significant public investment oversight, to provide local context on common approaches to
representation and jurisdictional participation;

An explanation of the historical context for Metro’s current Board composition, including
agency consolidation and the evolution of the agency’s governance structure and key
considerations that shaped representation;

A compilation of basic demographic and jurisdictional context for Los Angeles County,
including a snapshot of incorporated cities and unincorporated areas, population distribution, and
governance geography, presented for informational purposes to support the Committee’s
understanding of regional representation; and

A plan for community and stakeholder engagement, including but not limited to Los Angeles
County Councils of Government, to ensure any recommendation reflects the diverse viewpoints of
local residents, organizations, and municipalities.

Metro Page 2 of 2 Printed on 1/26/2026

powered by Legistar™


http://www.legistar.com/

Attachment B — Population of Los Angeles County and Cities Since 1950 (Census Data)

Year C:_tg:f % of éo:)l Itlgtt;“z:ritl;:s % of ||Unincorporated | % of Tg;zlnl;c
Angeles County (Combined) County Areas County Population
1950 || 1,970,358 || 47.5% 1,863,000 44.9% 318,329 7.6% 4,151,687
1960 || 2,479,015 | 41.3% 3,050,000 50.8% 465,000 7.9% 5,994,000
1970 || 2,816,061 | 39.1% 3,650,000 50.7% 735,000 10.2% 7,201,000
1980 || 2,968,528 || 38.5% 3,900,000 50.6% 850,000 10.9% 7,718,000
1990 || 3,485,398 || 39.3% 4,407,046 49.7% 970,720 11.0% 8,863,164
2000 || 3,694,820 || 38.8% 4,836,981 50.8% 987,537 10.4% 9,519,338
2010 || 3,792,621 || 38.6% 4,968,558 50.6% 1,057,426 10.8% 9,818,605
2020 || 3,898,747 || 38.9% 5,093,095 50.9% 1,022,167 10.2% || 10,014,009




Attachment C: Population’ and Demographic Overview by Subregion

Estimated
Subregion/ | Approx. % of Ridership | % Transit- : - Metro Board Members with
COG Population | County Share Dependent Demographic & Income Profile (Summary) Geographic Overlap
Riders
Arroyo Diverse; Armenian, Latino & Asian communities; City Selection Committee appointees
Verdugo ~1.0M ~10% ~8-10% ~35-45% | generally moderate- to upper-middle-income with (AV); County Supervisors
COG pockets of lower income overlapping area
) nghly dlversg; me?jorllty ITatlno; S|gn|f|caqt Black & Mayor of LA; City Council designee;
Central City o o o Asian populations; wide income range with large . . .
. ~3.9M ~39% ~45-50% ~60-70% . b mayoral public appointees; County
(City of LA) low- and moderate-income concentrations; highest - . .
; Supervisors overlapping LA City
transit dependency
Gatewa Predominantly Latino; younger population; largel City Selection Committee appointees
ateway ~20M | ~20% | ~15-18% | ~55-65% y -&ino, younger popullation, Jargely I sateway); County Supervisors
Cities COG low- to moderate-income; strong industrial base ’
overlapping SE LA
Los 10 1 " . I City Selection Committee appointees
virgenes | | oo | gy | <1% | S10mte [ foastal and hiiside communities | (LY/Malibu); County Supervsor
Malibu COG 70 ’ representing West County
North LA ~800— Growing Latino population; generally moderate- County Supervisors overlapping
County 850K ~8-9% ~2-4% ~20-30% | income; affordability-driven growth; long commute | North County; City Selection
(SCV + AV) patterns Committee appointees
San Highly diverse; large Latino population with LA Mayor/Council (Valley districts);
Fernando ~1.75- ~17- ~10-12% ~20-25% significant Armenian, Asian & immigrant County Supervisor (District 3 and
1.85M 18% ° ° | communities; lower density and higher auto portions of District 5); City Selection
Valley COG L . . . :
ownership with corridor-based transit dependency | Committee appointees
San Gabriel Maijority-minority; large Asian & Latino City Selection Committee appointees
Valley COG ~2.0M ~20% ~15-18% ~40-50% | populations; mixed incomes from working-class (SGV); County Supervisors
y cities to higher-income foothill communities overlapping SGV
Diverse; port-adjacent communities; mixed City Selection Committee appointees
South Bay ~950K— ~9— —7.Q0 - o h ’ g ! (South Bay); LA Mayor/Council (LA
o o 7-9% 30-40% | incomes from lower-income harbor areas to : . :
Cities COG 1.0M 10% . . " neighborhoods); County Supervisors
higher-income coastal cities .
overlapping area
Westside ~650— ~6-7% ~8-10% ~20-25% Smaller population; predominantly higher-income (C\)/i\})ésstsilggi_oC Acﬁ;nrgiigguar]%ﬂ%iﬁfes
Cities COG 700K ° ° ° | households; very high employment density ’ Y

neighborhoods); County Supervisors

! Population, ridership share, and transit-dependency figures are planning-level estimates by subregion; Council of Governments and City of Los Angeles
geographies overlap and are not mutually exclusive, so values should be used for comparative analysis rather than summed to countywide totals.
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METRO

AB152 (Katz)

AB 152 (PUC §130051): Board composition may be
reconsidered based on population shifts or
modifications to the size of the LA County Board of
Supervisors.

Cityof LA

If LA's population falls below 35% of all county
cities, one mayoral appointee seat would be
vacated and filled by a City Selection Committee
appointee from a city not already represented.

County of LA

If the Board of Supervisors expands, Metro must
submit a revised board composition plan to the
Legislature within 60 days.

—_— Note: The law does not
automatically change seat
counts.



PRIOR EFFORTS TO MODIFY
METRO’S GOVERNANCE
STRUCTURE

Since Metro’s formation, multiple proposals have been advanced to revisit board composition.

Most efforts focused on adding representation for specific geographies; none have advanced

®

2014 2017-2018
AB 1941 (Holden) proposad SE 268 (Mendoza), would have expanded the
adding two state-legislature— board to 22 members (including additional LA
appointed voting seats. City Council representation) unless local entities

agreed to an alternative governance plan.

5 22
® 22

i

1995 2016 2025-2026
LA City Mayor Richard Riordan proposed a 5B 1378 (Mendoza), proposed a much bigger More recently, SB 220 proposed expanding Metro's
nine-member board composed of restructure—cutting the County Supervisors’ board from 14 to 22 members (to include every
appointments by the Mayor of Los Angeles, representation from five seats to two and member of the County Board of Supervisors and
the County Board of Supervisors, and the reshuffling seats among cities/other appointers. the County Chief Executive plus their three

California League of Cities. appointees).



LA COUNTY- DEMOGRAPHIC SNAPSHOT

City of Los

Year
Angeles

1,970,358
2,479,015
1970 2,816,061
1980 2,968,528
3,485,398
3,694,820

3,792,621

3,898,747

% of
County

47.5%
41.3%
39.1%
38.5%
39.3%
38.8%
38.6%

38.9%

All Other LA
County Cities
(Combined)

1,863,000

3,050,000

3,650,000

3,900,000

4,407,046

4,836,981

4,968,558

5,093,095

% of County

44.9%
50.8%
50.7%
50.6%
49.7%
50.8%
50.6%

50.9%

Unincorporated

Areas

318,329

465,000

735,000

850,000

970,720

987,537

1,057,426

1,022,167

% of
County

7.6%

7.9%

10.2%

10.9%

11.0%

10.4%

10.8%

10.2%

Total LA County

Population

4,151,687

5,994,000

7,201,000

7,718,000

8,863,164

9,619,338

9,818,605

10,014,009

88

90%

40%

Los Angeles County includes 88
incorporated cities as well as
unincorporated areas governed
directly by the Los Angeles County
Board of Supervisors.

Approximately 90 percent
of County residents live in
incorporated cities.

Approximately 10 percent reside in
unincorporated communities.

The City of Los Angeles accounts for
roughly 40 percent of the County’s
total population, making it larger than
any other municipality in the region.



OVERVIEW BY SUBREGION

Subregion/

COG

Arroyo
Verdugo
COG

Central City
(City of LA)

Gateway
Cities COG

Los Virgenes
/ Malibu COG

North LA
County (SCV
+AV)

Approx.
Populatio
n

~1.0M

~3.9M

~2.0M

~110-
120K

~800-
850K

~10%

~39%

~20%

1.2%

~8-9%

Ridership
Share

~8-10%

~45-50%

~15-18%

<1%

~2-4%

Estimated
% Transit-
Dependent
Riders

~35-45%

~60-70%

~55-65%

~10-15%

~20-30%

Demographic & Income Profile (Summary)

Diverse; Armenian, Latino & Asian communities;
generally moderate- to upper-middle-income with
pockets of lowerincome

Highly diverse; majority Latino; significant Black &
Asian populations; wide income range with large
low- and moderate-income concentrations;
highest transit dependency

Predominantly Latino; younger population; largely
low- to moderate-income; strong industrial base

Low density; predominantly high-income
households; coastal and hillside communities

Growing Latino population; generally moderate-
income; affordability-driven growth; long
commute patterns

Metro Board Members with
Geographic Overlap

City Selection Committee
appointees (AV); County Supervisors
overlapping area

Mayor of LA; City Council designee;
mayoral public appointees; County
Supervisors overlapping LA City

City Selection Committee
appointees (Gateway); County
Supervisors overlapping SE LA
City Selection Committee
appointees (LV/Malibu); County
Supervisor representing West
County

County Supervisors overlapping
North County; City Selection
Committee appointees



OVERVIEW BY SUBREGION

Estimated

. Approx. . . . i
Subregion/ Ridership | % Transit- Metro Board Members with

Populatio Demographic & Income Profile (Summa
COG = Share Dependent grap ( ) Geographic Overlap

h )
Riders

Highly diverse; large Latino population with _ .
LA Mayor/Council (Valley districts);

San significant Armenian, Asian & immigrant _ o
~1.75- ~17- . _ _ County Supervisor (District 3 and
Fernando ~10-12% ~20-25% communities; lower density and higher auto _ o _ ,
1.85M 18% . . : portions of District 5); City Selection
Valley COG ownership with corridor-based transit , ,
Committee appointees
dependency
San Gabriel Majority-minority; large Asian & Latino City Selection Committee
an Gabrie
~2.0M ~20% ~15-18% ~40-50% populations; mixed incomes from working-class appointees (SGV); County
Valley COG » . . . . . .
cities to higher-income foothillcommunities Supervisors overlapping SGV
, _ . _ City Selection Committee
Diverse; port-adjacent communities; mixed ,
South Bay ~950K- , , appointees (South Bay); LA
.. ~9-10% ~7-9% ~30-40% incomes from lower-income harbor areas to _ _
Cities COG 1.0M Mayor/Council (LA neighborhoods);

higher-income coastal cities , ,
County Supervisors overlapping area

City Selection Committee
Westside ~B50- Smaller population; predominantly higher-income appointees (Westside); LA

. ~6-7% ~8-10% ~20-25% _ _ _ _

CitiesCOG 700K households; very high employment density Mayor/Council (LA neighborhoods);

County Supervisors
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