MINUTES OF MEETING

OF

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

OF

 SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA REGIONAL TRANSIT TRAING CONSORTIUM

March 24, 2005

Orange County Transit Authority


The Board of Directors of the Southern California Regional Transit Training Consortium (the “Corporation” or “consortium”) held a regular meeting on March 24, 2005, at the headquarters of the Orange County Transit Authority, 600 Main Street, Orange, California.


The following directors, constituting all the members of the board, were present for the meeting:


Kevin J. Anderson                              Cal Macy


Tom Barrio                                         Ralph Merced


Jim Ditch                                            Al Pierce


Steven Donley                                    Mike Slavich


Dan Encinas                                       Milo Victoria


Also present were the following individuals:


                         Nina Babiarz (College of the Desert)


                         Mike Bonacio (Omnitrans)


                         Alan L. Fox (Secretary of the Corporation)


                         Bob Hildebrand (Gardena Transit)

                         Dana Lee (Long Beach Transit)

                         Lynne Miller (Long Beach City College)

                         Steve Mullaly (L.A. Metro)

                         Wayne Olson (Golden West College)

                         Hector Rojas (L.A. Metro)

                         David M. Stumpo (APTREX INSTITUTE)

I. Welcome and Introductions
Jim Ditch, Chairman, called the meeting to order at approximately 

10:10a.m., introducing himself and welcoming all meeting participants. He described and passed out to all meeting participants a bound meeting Agenda, which included in addition to a proposed schedule of discussion topics proposed meeting minutes of the initial Board meeting of November 2, 2004, an accounting statement reflecting income and expenses for the Corporation through March 15, 2005, reports of Corporation subcommittees, a management contract proposal, a copy of a proposed business plan, and related items. He then proceeded to take role of the Corporation’s directors, all ten of whom were present.

II. Membership and Financial Report

At Jim Ditch’s request, Alan Fox, Secretary, explained that two sets of 

meeting minutes exist for the separate meetings which took place at Universal City (Los Angeles) on November 2, 2004, one set covering the initial meeting of the Board of Directors and a second set covering the subsequent, second or “all hands” meeting. Upon motion by Steven Donley and seconded by Kevin Anderson, the minutes of the Board meeting were unanimously APPROVED.



Ditch then commented on the financial report accompanying the agenda and covering the income and expenses of the Corporation from inception, explaining that a current balance existed as of March 15, 2005, of $3,446.43. To a question from Dan Encinas whether such balance reflected favorable or negative news, Ditch responded that the Corporation needs “to come around full circle”. He proceeded to request committee reports, hoping in particular and in further explanation of his comments for optimistic news from the Legislative subcommittee.

III. Committee Reports

A. Legislative Committee Chairman’s Report
Dana Lee of Long Beach Transit, on behalf Stephanie Negriff, 

Chairperson, reported on the activities of the Legislative Committee since the last meeting. Dana discussed the details of two separate trips to Washington, D.C., in January and early March, by various consortium representatives and in part in connection with other purposes, which trips included meetings with office staff of both California senators, the Senate Banking Committee, various Congressional representatives, labor groups, and certain agencies including the Department of Labor and the Federal Transportation Agency. Dana explained certain financial requests presented on behalf of the Corporation, the status of certain reauthorization and reappropriation bills, and various difficulties and potential problems in obtaining financial grants, including the inability of full-time transit agency and community college employees to make consortium fund-raising their first priority.



      Dana then raised the issue of exploring other financial opportunities, suggesting that in addition to legislative and congressional avenues the Corporation further pursue grants through the community colleges (such as the 2004 grant request to the IDRC), review financing channels and possibilities within the state, and consider emphasis on educating certain regional administrators for transportation groups. Dana offered her optimistic appraisal of the prospects for a grant request to the Department of Labor for $675,000, a response to which she anticipates within a month or so.



Kevin Anderson raised the consideration of working with the regional Workforce Investment Board(s), with whom San Bernardino Community College has had considerable success. Kevin commented that such regional Board(s), which are typically tied in with the Department of Labor, may have interest in and relevance to the Corporation’s fund-raising efforts because transit authorities typically compile and submit to such boards projections on their workforce requirements on a multi-year basis. Kevin volunteered to pursue such initiative with the San Bernardino Workforce Investment Board. Jim Ditch remarked that the Corporation would welcome such activity.

B. Organizational Committee Chairman’s Report

Alan Fox, Organizational Committee co-chair, indicated that there 

were no new organizational developments to report in connection with the Corporation. He mentioned that a federal tax exemption application had been completed and was being reviewed but had not yet been submitted to the Internal Revenue Service, and that the review period by the IRS for any such applications was reportedly approximately a minimum of six months.



      Fox then raised a general question regarding the adequacy and potentially limited focus of the Legislative Committee’s fund-raising activities on behalf of the Corporation, and whether there would be potential benefit in establishing a complementary subcommittee charged in part with exploring other funding avenues for the Corporation than those being pursued by the Legislative Committee. He explained that the efforts and activities pursued to date by the Legislative Committee, and the expertise of its members, appears to be focused on congressional and related governmental appropriations and grants, and that it may make sense for the Corporation to pursue parallel funding opportunities outside the governmental scope. He cited the “inventory” of possible alternative funding sources prepared by David Stumpo for the consortium several months ago.



      Spirited discussion, involving Dana Lee, Bob Hildebrand, Cal Macy, and Kevin Anderson, ensued regarding the establishment of a complementary fund-seeking subcommittee. The general consensus was that such an alternative committee effort was worth exploring, subject to identification of appropriate and willing subcommittee members.

C. Planning Committee Chairman’s Report
David Stumpo, Planning Committee co-chair, reported that the

 Committee met at MTA headquarters on February 3rd and reviewed and approved the closeout of the ITS America contract, including the delivery of inventory, a needs assessment, and gap analysis. Stumpo indicated that ITS America has returned with a follow up request for the consortium’s performance of a second phase of its work on the original contract, in the form of a change order. He described the request as a form of proposal for a 2-for-1 “in kind” match in which the consortium would provide approximately $150,000 in “in kind” value services in return for $75,000 in funding for the consortium.



Stumpo then introduced the subject of the Committee’s proposed  “Business Plan” for the consortium, which Plan he described and which he mentioned as having been previously discussed over several group meetings. He analogized the Plan to a “road map” for the consortium, with “the learning model” as a principal ingredient, and commented that the consortium is fully capable of marrying the community colleges and the transit agencies in a joint, successful effort to produce a course catalog. He remarked that the ITS America Phase II proposal conforms with the consortium’s Business Plan, and that the ITS America grant proposal, if approved by the Board, provides a potential short-term funding source and financial assistance on the revenue side. Bob Hildebrand commented that the proposed business Plan had been helpful in the consortium’s Legislative Committee efforts in Washington, D.C. Stumpo additionally commented that minor funding assistance might be provided through the sale of advertising space, such as through banner ads, on its web site.



Stumpo additionally recommended a proposed new consortium letterhead, incorporating improvements and corrections in the letterhead’s description of the consortium and its members.

IV. Salient Activities and Action Items
A. ITS America Phase II Proposal Recommendations
Preliminary to the Board chairman’s report, David Stumpo described 

in greater detail the ITS America Phase II proposed project, which includes five “deliverables” and which involves a time line culminating in a pilot course to be ready by November, 2005. Stumpo suggested that the proposed course, which could include hybrid bus training, could probably be delivered by summer, 2005, and in any case would be finalized for delivery by December. Jim Ditch characterized the proposal and the consortium’s involvement as an opportunity and a “potential foothold”. Ditch remarked that the Planning committee had done considerable work in arriving at the Business Plan, and the ITS America Phase II proposal, and recommended that the consortium adopt the proposal.

B. Board Chairman Report
      Jim Ditch opened his report as Chair by immediately 

identifying a significant issue confronting the consortium, namely whether to impose membership fees on members for a second year in light of the consortium’s current financial balance and the current lack of revenues from other sources. Ditch designated the immediate issues as: 1) Should we have fees; 2) Should the community college members pay fees, and, if so, how much; 3) Should the transit agencies and community colleges “split” the fees, or otherwise allocate revenue generation among themselves in some other fashion; and 4) Should the Board vote to impose membership fees in some fashion for one more year, subject to review in one year? Ditch noted that the consortium has 31 members, of which 14 are transit agencies, and that to this point the transit agencies have been the only members to pay fees of any kind.



     Kevin Anderson suggested dividing the consortium’s budget needs by 31 members, and requiring at least small contributions from every member as a way to make the revenue generation work. Bob Hildebrand commented that historically the members for the most part realized a year ago that another year of membership fees would be needed, and that imposing a second year of fees would thus not come as a shock. Steve Donley and Cal Macy, with suggestions and coments from Mike Slavich, suggested a fee of $500 from each community college as a practical and potentially acceptable solution for including all consortium members in the generation of consortium revenues for a second year through membership fees.



   i} Membership Fees


        After further discussion, upon motion by Alan Fox, seconded by Steve Donley, a vote was taken and it was APPROVED that a second year of membership fees, at the same level as the previous year for the transit agencies, and $500 per year for the member community colleges, would be requested for one more year, and hopefully obtained, to sustain the consortium. The vote was unanimous in favor of the $500 fee for the community colleges, and 8-1 in favor of the retention of the membership fee levels for the transit agencies, for one year. Al Pierce, who was generously thanked for OCTA’s contributions as host for the meeting, had to leave before the vote, and therefore abstained.



      It was explained by certain Board members, and understood by the group, that the meeting participants did not necessarily in each case have financial authority within their organizations to commit to the fee contributions as requested, but each member indicated as appropriate that he would make the needed requests within his organization.



     At the suggestion of Cal Macy, and with the support of Steve Donley, an additional source of possible revenue for the consortium was identified through a potential program that, through the coordination of the Planning Committee with each individual college member, could encourage and enable each college to commit to sponsoring and presenting at least one consortium-related program during the next nine months, with the revenues from program participants to go directly to the consortium. 

Considerable discussion followed, and the proposal seemed to be accepted by the college representatives present, without a formal motion for approval.



  ii) Business Plan


        Chairman Ditch requested Board consideration of the proposed Business Plan, as presented, proposed, and explained by the Planning Committee. Upon motion by Steve Donley, as seconded by Tom Barrio, and after discussion, the Business Plan as proposed was unanimously APPROVED.



   iii) ITS America Phase II Proposal


          Chairman Ditch then requested Board consideration of the ITS America Phase II proposal, as presented and discussed by the Planning Committee. Upon motion by Dan Encinas, and seconded by Steve Donley, it was unanimously APPROVED that the consortium undertake a further and continuing agreement with ITS America as described by David Stumpo on behalf of the Planning Committee.



    iv) Management Contract



Chairman Ditch proceeded to request Board consideration of a possible management contract with APTREX INSTITUTE as described in detail in the agenda package for the meeting. Ditch requested, to facilitate objective consideration of the proposed arrangement, that David Stumpo leave the meeting room, and Mr. Stumpo went out of the room. Discussion of the proposed management agreement ensued, including several questions from Kevin Anderson. On motion of Steve Donley to approve the management contract, as seconded by Ralph Merced, and after further discussion, the proposed management contract was unanimously APPROVED, 9-0, by those Board members still present.



Chairman Ditch suggested that the next meeting of the Board be scheduled for May 18th. Following discussion and the realization that several transit agency Board members would be tentatively conflicted on that date, it was agreed that the next Board meeting would take place a week later, on May 25th. The location for the next meeting was tentatively established for Long Beach City College, subject to notice and further direction.



The meeting adjourned at approximately 1:15 p.m.








__________________________









Alan L. Fox









  Secretary

