MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING

OF

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

OF

 SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA REGIONAL TRANSIT TRAINING CONSORTIUM

November 9, 2005

L.A. MTA---San Gabriel Valley Sector Office, El Monte, California


The Board of Directors of the Southern California Regional Transit Training Consortium (the “Corporation” or “consortium”) held a regular meeting on November 9, 2005, at the San Gabriel Valley Sector Office of the Los Angeles MTA, 3369 Santa Anita Avenue, El Monte, California.

The following directors were present for the meeting:


Kevin J. Anderson  (by telephone)    Cal Macy


Tom Barrio                                         Ralph Merced  

Dan Encinas                                       Milo Victoria
            Mike Slavich   

Directors Jim Ditch, Al Pierce, and Steven Donley were absent.                              


Also present were the following individuals:


                        Mark Anderson (L.A. Metro) 

Patrick Astredo (L.A. Metro)

Alan L. Fox (Secretary of the Corporation)


                        David M. Stumpo (APTREX INSTITUTE)
I. Welcome and Introductions
Milo Victoria, Chairman, called the meeting to order at approximately 

11:15 a.m., introducing himself and welcoming all meeting participants, both those present in person and also those present by telephone. He described his having previously forwarded a proposed meeting agenda to the Board and potential meeting participants.  
Chair Victoria proceeded to take roll of the Corporation’s directors,

seven of whom were present as of the beginning of the meeting, including Kevin J. Anderson by telephone.

II. Approval of Minutes

Chair Victoria requested comments or discussion regarding the 

proposed minutes of the August 24, 2005, annual meeting of the consortium, copies of which had been posted on the consortium website in advance of the meeting. Upon motion by Cal Macy, seconded by Mike Slavich, and after discussion, the minutes of the annual meeting of August 24, 2005, were unanimously approved.

III. Financial Report
At Milo Victoria’s request, Dave Stumpo presented a financial report for 

the consortium, and distributed as part of his report a handout entitled “Fees, Reimbursed Expenses & Expenses for the Period August 13-October 31, 2005.” Stumpo reported that the consortium had received fee income of $2,500, and reimbursed expenses from Intelligent Transportation Society of America of $26,677.56, for total revenues for the period of $29,197.56. He further reported that expenses for the period totaled $23,979.32. Combining the excess of fees and reimbursed expenses for the period over consortium expenses with the consortium’s financial balance carried over from the period ended August 12, 2005, Stumpo reported that the consortium has a current balance of $41,678.08. The handout distributed by Stumpo provides a more detailed breakdown of specific fee income, expenses, and related accounting considerations.
IV. Secretary Report
Alan Fox, Secretary, gave a brief report of certain organizational 

considerations, including possible by-law amendments and consortium updates in keeping with the evolution and transformation of the consortium over the past several months. He indicated that further description of possible changes would come later in the meeting.

V. Activities and Committee Reports
A. Legislative Committee
i] Congressional Appropriations. In the absence of Stephanie Negriff, 

Chair, and Dana Lee, Chair Victoria reported on the status of the congressional appropriation described at length at the annual meeting of the consortium on August 24, 2005, and he proceeded to distribute a written summary of the status of the appropriation, including conditions, funding timelines, and the anticipated efforts of the Planning and Legislative Committees to access and budget for such funds. As indicated by Chair Victoria and described in the summary, the FY06 funds will only be accessed after passage of one FY06 Appropriations bill which is currently about to enter into Conference Committee negotiation in November.


  Ralph Merced inquired whether formal action would be required from the consortium to authorize the transfer of the financial agent responsibilities for the consortium to Santa Monica Bus from Long Beach Transit. The Chair and Secretary responded that the contemplated transfer was an organizational responsibility within the purview of the officers’ authority to handle without formal Board approval.



ii] ITS America Funding. Dave Stumpo reported that the consortium is currently involved in Phase 2 of its contract with ITS America, which provides funding of $75,000, and that discussions have begun and are continuing with ITS America for additional contract work and funding. In connection with Stumpo’s report, a question was raised whether the consortium is involved in any political activities which might affect its tax status. Secretary Fox responded to the question in the negative, and explained that political involvement and lobbying questions arise on the IRS tax status application as well. After discussion, it was agreed that it would be timely for the consortium to adopt a Conflict of Interest policy.
B. Planning Committee
i] Committee Report and Activity. Dave Stumpo reported that the 

Curriculum subcommittee of the Planning Committee had met several times and was currently actively engaged in curriculum planning and course preparation. He further suggested that the activities of the Planning Committee and Curriculum subcommittee were for practical purposes synonymous and should be considered combined at the present time.



     Stumpo proceeded to describe the salient activities of the Committee, which he characterized as the development of technical training outlines, preparation of a current inventory of colleges to determine what courses can be applied to the consortium, and training track development divided according to varying levels of educational sophistication.


   Stumpo reminded the consortium participants and Board members that minutes of the Planning Committee meetings are available on the consortium website at www.scrttc.com, and can be reviewed for a full description of the Committee’s activities.



   ii] ITSa Project Status. Dave Stumpo reported that the consortium is on target and on budget in connection with its deliverable responsibilities for Phase 2 of the ITSa contract. He added that because of its favorable performance to date, it has created a positive opportunity for additional funding.
a) Training to Date. Stumpo described the recent course successfully 

sponsored and presented by the consortium in late October at Long Beach City College as part of its ITSa contract responsibilities. He reported that there were 31 attendees at the all-day course, and he praised Cal Macy for his services and support for the course.

b) Training Planned. Milo Victoria raised questions regarding the

proposed regionalization of future consortium training, inquiring specifically about the demographic makeup of the regions and the relative distribution of technicians within the regions. Stumpo responded that certain anticipated regions have far fewer technicians, and community colleges, than others, and that the division of areas is intended to accommodate current training planning while maintaining the flexibility to be re-aligned as requirements and training efficiencies change. Stumpo commented generally that the training outline and training tracks as envisioned by the Planning Committee can be modeled to apply to virtually any geographical, educational and personnel requirements and situations.
C. Organization Committee
Alan Fox, Organization Committee co-chair, reported that there has 

been virtually no committee activity or planning during the past year in light of the direction and activities of the consortium, but that by-law amendments, committee compositions, membership fees and payments, and related organizational considerations are due for review. It was agreed that Committee review and a probable meeting within the next few weeks would be timely.

1. Status of 501(c)(3). Fox reported learning from the 

Internal Revenue Service that initial review of IRS Sec. 501 (c )(3) applications are currently taking approximately seven months from the date of receipt of the application. The IRS confirmed its receipt of the consortium’s application on June 8, 2005. Accordingly, the consortium is currently in a waiting period with regard to its 501 (c )(3) application, with initial review of the application being anticipated for January, 2006, or thereafter.

VI. New Business
A. Committee Assignments
Chair Victoria indicated that he has reviewed the composition of the 

consortium’s committees, together with the activities and relative participation of the Board members on the committees. Specifically, Victoria commented that he has noticed that the Legislative Committee has no current Board members on its roster, that the Organization Committee has no elected consortium officials other than Alan Fox, and that the new Finance Committee has only Kevin Anderson as a current Board member. He advised that he feels geographic as well as Board participation balance is important on the committees, and that he had inquired and been reassured that he as Chair may appoint new members to the various committees.



Chair Victoria then addressed the Organization Committee, and announced that he was appointing Board members Al Pierce, Mike Slavich, and Cal Macy to the Committee in addition to its existing members.



Chair Victoria expressed satisfaction that the Planning Committee has four current Board members, and he indicated that he would leave the Committee as is.



He then mentioned the Finance Committee, whose function as constituted is to identify and attract new or alternate funding sources for the consortium other than what may be obtained through congressional appropriations, stating that Board member Kevin Anderson is the only member of that Committee as constituted. Victoria proceeded to appoint Kevin Anderson as Chair of the Finance Committee, and to add Board members Steven Donley and Cal Macy to the Committee.


Victoria again addressed the Organization Committee and proceeded to request the Committee to review and offer recommendations for the handling of a number of current or possible consortium issues, including 1) how to handle membership fees and requested fees, in-kind services and other, related consideration offered or provided in return for membership; 2) a review of the consortium’s by-laws, to align current practices with by-law requirements; 3) a review of and possible suggestions for an ethics and/or conflict of interest policy for the consortium; 4) a review of the consortium Business Plan; 5) the adequacy and fairness of current fees in relation to membership participation, resources, and payments; and 6) whether, when, and how to admit other possible members, including northern California agencies and colleges who have expressed a potential interest in joining the consortium.



Victoria proceeded to announce that he was appointing Dan Encinas to the Legislative Committee, in part to ensure the presence of a Board member on that Committee.



A general discussion ensued regarding the roles of various committees, what is expected of the committees, and the potential advantages and benefits to the consortium of new members from outside the southern California area. To Mike Slavich’s question concerning the current composition of the committees, Dave Stumpo reminded the group that the names of the committee members are all indicated on the consortium website, www.scrttc.com.
B. Legislative Strategy (Discussion)

Chair Victoria stated that the Board may not currently be able to have a 

meaningful discussion regarding the consortium’s legislative strategy, in part because of the absence from the meeting of any Legislative Committee members, and that he would ask the Committee for an outline or explanation of its anticipated strategy going forward.



As part of the continuing discussion of new business, but without direct reference to committees or consortium legislative activities, Dave Stumpo at Victoria’s request proceeded to report on meetings in which he had participated earlier in the week in San Francisco. Stumpo briefly reiterated the consortium’s long term objectives as first encompassing local regional needs and requirements, and then expanding to regional, and eventually national issues and needs. He reported that as part of such objectives and on behalf of the consortium he had met with representatives of San Francisco City College, and eventually several northern California transit agency groups including SF Muni, BART, San Joaquin Transit, and AC Transit, and at least one other community college, to explain, discuss, and ultimately explore the possibility and advantages of a combination of all, or a portion of, such agencies and colleges under the state-wide umbrella of the consortium. Stated differently, and as outlined by Stumpo, the group in San Francisco addressed the benefits of a group approach to maintenance training issues and whether the northern California groups might want  to become a stand-alone, competing organization to the consortium, or whether conversely there would be advantages to a state-wide organization. Stumpo offered his personal advice that, based on the meetings, being separate from another, stand-alone northern California organization is not what the consortium wants or needs, in part because of the probable competing attempts for funding, and that a combination or incorporation of the organizations into one consortium would be in all parties’ interests.


Stumpo, in addition to describing more details of the meetings, then commented that a number of questions and sub-issues are raised for the consortium’s consideration by virtue of the northern California discussions, including in addition to whether a combination makes sense, how the organization and inclusion of new members would work, e.g., through or as a separate chapter or chapters, or through individual northern California transit agencies and colleges joining the consortium  separately and on their own. Stumpo reported that he had advised Suzanne Korey of San Francisco City College that at least three northern California transit agency “champions” of the one combined organization approach would be necessary for success. He further advised that a recommendation to go forward with the combination proposal, or not to do so, should be forthcoming from the consortium by the end of January or earlier. Chair Victoria requested Stumpo to forward a written summary of his meetings and presentation to the consortium Board.
C. Next Meeting February 9th, 2006.

The next meeting of the consortium Board and interested participants will 

take place on February 9, 2006, at a location to be determined. Tom Barrio suggested that Montebello Transit might be a possible venue for the meeting. Mike Slavich tentatively suggested Rio Hondo College in Whittier as another possible, alternative site for the February 9th meeting.


Mike Slavich praised the L.A. Metro participants and colleagues for being “excellent” hosts of the meeting, and for providing an excellent map with directions for getting to the meeting.



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








Respectfully submitted,









Alan L. Fox, Secretary

