MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING

OF

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

OF

 SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA REGIONAL TRANSIT TRAINING CONSORTIUM

June 23, 2005

Montebello Transit 


The Board of Directors of the Southern California Regional Transit Training Consortium (the “Corporation” or “consortium”) held a regular meeting on June 23, 2005, at the headquarters of Montebello Transit, 400 S. Taylor Avenue, Montebello, California.


The following directors were present for the meeting:


Kevin J. Anderson                              Cal Macy


Tom Barrio                                         Ralph Merced


Jim Ditch                                            Al Pierce (by telephone)


Dan Encinas                                       Milo Victoria


The following directors were absent from the meeting:


Steven Donley                                    Mike Slavich


Also present, in person or by telephone conference call-in, were the following individuals:


                         Nina Babiarz (College of the Desert) [by telephone]


                         Mike Bonacio (Omnitrans)


                         Peter Davis (California Community Colleges) [by telephone]




 Alan L. Fox (Secretary of the Corporation)


                         Bob Hildebrand (Gardena Transit)

                         Mike Kushner (APTREX INSTITUTE)

 Dana Lee (Long Beach Transit)

                         Steve Mullaly (L.A. Metro)

                         Wayne Olson (Golden West College)

                         David Reyno (Foothill Transit)

                         Larry Schulman (ITS America)

                         David M. Stumpo (APTREX INSTITUTE)

                         Dale Withers (OCTA)  [by telephone]

                         Manchi Yi (Montebello Bus Lines)

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

11:05a.m., introducing himself and welcoming all meeting participants, both those present in person and those present by telephone. He described and passed out to all meeting participants a proposed meeting agenda. He then proceeded to take role of the Corporation’s directors, eight of whom were present. He asked each meeting participant to introduce himself/herself, by name and organization or position, and self-introductions were made by all participants. 

II.  Financial Report

 Jim Ditch introduced the subject of the consortium’s finances by

 reporting that he did not have the up-to-date financial information, having been unable to coordinate with the responsible personnel within the Finance Department at Long Beach Transit prior to the meeting.



Ditch reported generally that the consortium currently has adequate funds to move forward, and he indicated that he will email full financial information to the Board and interested parties as soon as it is received.

III. ITS Project 2005
Chair Ditch introduced Dave Stumpo, who reminded the 

meeting participants that the Board previously approved, at its most recent meeting in March, Phase II of an ongoing agreement with ITS America. Stumpo confirmed that the Phase II contract has been entered into, for an eventual total payment to the consortium of $75,000, in return for a variety of stipulated and in-kind services. Stumpo described briefly the intended ITS America program, including a pilot training program, timelines and milestones, course catalogs, and an anticipated “curriculum committee” to provide oversight and coordination.



Stumpo in turn introduced Mike Kushner, who proceeded to outline the anticipated program in greater detail, together with its advantages and benefits to the involved parties and the intended services for eventual training recipients. Kushner, mentioning courses for programs which already exist, and the plethora of course materials available to the consortium, described the consortium’s (and APTREX’s as facilitator) role in part as integrating existing community college courses and course materials with transit agency requirements and personnel, partially through a curriculum committee, so as to produce eventual vocational classes for maintenance training directly applicable to and in conformity with the consortium’s purpose and objectives.



Jim Ditch inquired of Stumpo whether the consortium Planning Committee is and has been involved in the agreement’s planning, and implementation and general support, and further inquired of timelines for implementation. Stumpo responded that the Planning Committee is in tune with and supportive of the planned program, and, as to time frames, indicated a June, 2005, implementation of the second phase of the program, completion of course outlines and training tracks by November, 2005, and deliverables in the way of actual courses and college/transit agency course coordination by the end of December, 2005. Stumpo further explained that, because various transit agencies are currently conducting their own ongoing training independent of any coordinated efforts within a greater system or network of agencies, part of the program will serve to communicate, and integrate, existing training courses through the consortium’s member system.



Ditch emphasized the importance in 2005 of the consortium’s taking the initial steps to pinpoint the specific training that each transit agency actually needs, and the existing and potential courses that applicable and appropriate community colleges can offer, and “marry them up”. Ditch underlined the significance of the consortium’s moving forward, showing results, both in course work and actual training, for its activities, time, and funding to date, and generally in demonstrating an impact. He commented that there continues to be active support for the consortium and its goals and purposes, and that now is the time for the consortium to be much more specific in producing actual training results.



Mike Bonacio of Omnitrans supported Ditch’s comments by remarking that, in terms of support, coordination, and the imminence of actual results, he and his organization are looking both for feedback and also tangible indications of ongoing consortium support from other transit agencies in order to determine their intentions for continuing membership.



Mike Kushner, Bob Hildebrand of Gardena Transit, and Ditch each reiterated in different ways the potential opportunities of the consortium in offering training that smaller systems can’t perform by themselves, and Hildebrand further emphasized that the opportunity is a “big thing” for groups such as Gardena Transit. Ditch described ongoing partnering efforts and arrangements for first time course work between Long Beach Transit and Long Beach City College as a possible example and role model for what can be done. Ditch further inquired about, and focused on, what larger groups such as L.A. Metro and OCTA want in terms of consortium “products” and training offerings.



Tom Barrio suggested that a “shopping list of courses” must eventually emerge from the consortium’s efforts, that an “ongoing training process” must be the eventual reality, and that he and Montebello Transit want to work with L.A. Trade Tech or Rio Hondo College, by way of example, toward the intended ongoing training.

IV. Organizational Financial Requirements

A. Status and Potential for Congressional Appropriations

Dana Lee of Long Beach Transit, speaking on behalf of the

Legislative Committee in the absence of Chairwoman Stephanie Negriff, presented a congressional appropriations status report and a description of future funding possibilities from the federal government.



Dana, describing her report as a “bad news/good news” summary, initially indicated that the consortium has not to date been successful with a hoped-for U.S. Department of Labor grant which she had described in detail at the Board’s March meeting. She commented that the Department of Labor has indicated, in view of its ongoing funding of a similar, non-profit maintenance training group on the east coast, that it does not favor providing two separate grants to separate groups for a similar purpose. However, Dana offered some cause for optimism in the sense that the consortium, while still new and only now beginning its funding applications and requests, seems to be moving up and onto a “level playing field” with other similar groups seeking funding, by virtue of its increasing recognition and notice within the federal appropriations establishment.



Dana proceeded to describe three significant funding possibilities, both direct and indirect, for the consortium in the near to mid-term time period. Preliminarily, Dana reported on the reauthorization of a six-year governmental transit bill (“T-21”), which has received several extensions and which offers hope for consortium funding, especially initially as a pilot project. Dana described the annual congressional appropriations process, and reported that an initial request has been made on behalf of the consortium in connection with such bill in the amount of $750,000. Dana advised, and underlined, that it is important in the funding requests that the request be identified and labeled as the funding sponsor’s number one priority, and that it is neither sufficient nor effective for a request simply to be added on to a larger or more important request, or otherwise treated as a secondary priority.



Dana then described, with enthusiasm, optimism, and what she labeled as a “stroke of good luck”, another funding possibility in the form of a grant request for a Department of Labor appropriation in the amount of $750,000 sponsored by and brought in the name of the California Community Colleges District. Dana, with the help of Peter Davis and Nina Babiarz, described the request, its timelines for consideration by the House and Senate, the nature of the particular appropriation’s matching of in-kind services and funding from other governmental sources, and the probability of a decision being made after October, 2005. Peter Davis further commented on the appropriation request in saying that it stands a better chance than many to be granted, and that its chances are enhanced by the fact that one significant group, the California Community Colleges District, is behind the request, and making it a priority appropriations request. Peter further explained the usual timing for such requests, and suggested that the request is a positive development in itself in the sense of the consortium’s efforts becoming more widely recognized. Peter recommended as a matter of legislative outreach that contacts by every consortium member to his/her/its congressional representative to support the appropriations request would be extremely helpful in enhancing its chances for success.



Finally, Dana Lee joined with Kevin Anderson in describing a third potential funding source in the form of a high growth job initiative program through the Department of Labor for which only community colleges can apply. Kevin described the funding source, for which colleges across the country will compete, described the efforts being made in the Inland Empire for a portion of such funds, and commented that the particular grant request is focused on entry-level job training, thus limiting its applicability to the consortium’s purposes. He reported that of a total pool of six million dollars or more, for which transportation is a major focus, he is involved with grant requests for approximately $60,000 to support the development of an apprenticeship program, which would be subcontracted to the consortium. Kevin requested a formal letter of support from the consortium for his and his group’s efforts, described it as a “small piece of  multiple efforts”, and explained that the pertinent application is due by July 6th, for funding which would commence in 2006 and be extended as work progresses  for from 18 months to three years. Peter Davis described this as a “wonderful” if indirect opportunity for the consortium. Dana Lee agreed to develop and distribute to Board members and interested parties within the following week or so a “talking point sheet” to assist and facilitate in the writing and forwarding of support letters from consortium members to appropriate congressional representatives, encouraging such local funding appropriations.

B. Agency/College Membership Fees

Vice Chair Cal Macy gave a brief summary of the status 

of consortium membership invoices and fees, reporting that fees from four or five community colleges have been received, and that he was presently unsure of the precise amount or sources of total fees collected to date. Cal reminded the group that Long Beach Transit is at least temporarily serving as fiscal agent for the consortium.



Jim Ditch added to Macy’s report on behalf of the transit agencies, reporting by recollection that Gardena, Long Beach Transit, L.A. Metro, Santa Monica, Santa Clarita, and Montebello and Norwalk have all committed, while Sunline and Torrance remain to be heard from.

C. Inventory of Financial Services
At Jim Ditch’s request, Alan Fox reminded the group that discussion 

occurred at the Board’s March 24th meeting regarding the advisability of creating a finance committee separate from the Legislative Committee to explore funding alternatives other than congressional appropriations. Discussion ensued regarding the inventory of possible alternative funding sources prepared by Dave Stumpo and APTREX INSTITUTE in mid-2003. Dana Lee commented that the inventory had previously been reviewed and utilized as appropriate and advisable by the Legislative Committee, and Stumpo responded that the list was now almost certainly out of date and would have to be revised. Ralph Merced inquired concerning, and suggested, a possible invitation to manufacturers and related vendors to join the consortium, with the financial benefits implied thereby.



At Jim Ditch’s request, Mike Kushner agreed to work with Dave Stumpo to bring the inventory list of possible funding sources up to date, and all parties agreed that it makes sense for the consortium to explore possible private and other, non-congressional funding alternatives in addition to those federal sources previously discussed. 



Jim Ditch reported on the status of the consortium’s federal tax exemption application for I.R.S. Sec. 501(c)(3) status, which he characterized as having been submitted around June 1, 2005, with the anticipation and understanding that IRS review, comment on the application, and possible request for more or different information could be several months away.



It was discussed and agreed that by the time of the next consortium Board meeting in August, a finance subcommittee separate from the Legislative Committee will have been organized, to pursue other and additional funding.

V. Committee Reports
A. Legislative Committee
Dana Lee reported, again on behalf of Chair Stephanie Negriff, on various 

Legislative Committee involvements not discussed earlier, including participation as invitee in an American Public Transportation (“APTA”) conclave on web structuring, to which Mike Kushner commented with approval that  participation in such discussions, and invitations to participate, constitute a good sign in terms of public awareness of the consortium and “building a brand identity”.



Dave Stumpo cautioned that with regard to organizational and funding efforts within the State of California, legislators with whom consortium members have established relationships should be targeted, as opposed to blanket contacts of legislators. Stumpo explained his advice as being based on general current resistance at several legislative levels to vocational education, as theoretically providing avenues and alternatives to minorities in particular which tend to avoid perceived greater long-range educational opportunities through four year programs.

B. Organizational Committee
Co-chair Alan Fox reported that, other than the earlier discussion

 regarding the possible establishment of a financing subcommittee to explore alternative funding sources for the consortium, there were no new developments or reportable events pertaining to the consortium’s organization.

C. Planning Committee
Co-chair Dave Stumpo reported that there had been no Planning 

Committee meetings since the last Board meeting on March 24th, and that there were no new developments which had not been discussed previously.

VI. New Business
A. Mechanic Job Announcements
Chair Jim Ditch raised the subject, and reminded the group of the 

availability of the SCRTTC  (www.scrttc.com) web page for mechanic and bus maintenance-related job announcements, and asked rhetorically why all consortium members weren’t already availing themselves of the existing links between consortium-related career opportunities and the SCRTTC web site. Ditch and Steve Mullaly discussed the further development and availability of the web site for such purposes. Cal Macy mentioned the advantages of having career information available on the web site even for the community college members. Milo Victoria reiterated the potential advantages to all consortium members, and especially to transit agency consortium members in having a publicly available talent pool to draw from. Dave Stumpo re-emphasized the link which is the key part on the web site.

VII. Election of Board of Directors---August Meeting, August 24th
Alan Fox at Jim Ditch’s request reminded the Board and group that at its

 November, 2004, meeting, it had been decided that the consortium would hold its annual meeting in July of each year, at which meeting a new Board for the forthcoming year would be elected.



Fox announced that in light of the date and fact of the June Board meeting, the annual meeting would take place on August 24, 2005, rather than in July. He urged all consortium members to consider appropriate Board candidates, and suggested that members discuss appropriate candidates between meetings and come to the August 24th meeting prepared to select a Board team to carry the consortium forward over the ensuing year.



Kevin Anderson underlined the advantages to the consortium of having a local, full or part-time executive director, subject to the organization’s ability to finance such an employee.



Mike Bonacio
commented on behalf of Omnitrans that the meeting, and the continuing showing of support for the consortium from so many sources and groups, was impressive, and that Omnitrans in all likelihood would continue its membership and support. It was suggested, and tentatively decided, that the August 24th meeting venue would be at Omnitrans’s headquarters in San Bernardino, in order to recognize the widespread participation and geographic locations of consortium members.


On motion made, seconded, and approved, the meeting adjourned at approximately 1:20 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Alan L. Fox

Secretary

