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Roll call was taken to ensure a quorum.

ITEM 1 – APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 13, 2010 MEETING MINUTES
Mr. Rose asked for a correction on a typo on page four.  He said “Christens” should be changed to “Christensen.”

Mr. Rose motioned to approve with the correction.

Mr. Gouker seconded the motion.
(M/S/C TO APPROVE THE AUGUST 13, 2010 MEETING MINUTES)

ITEM 2 – CONSENT ITEMS A) NO ELECTRICIANS JATC WAGE INCREASE, B) SO SHEET METAL WORKERS JATC WAGE INCREASE
Mr. Rose recused himself on item 2B.
Mr. Gouker motioned to approve both items.

Ms. Andriola seconded the motion.

(M/S/C TO APPROVE ITEMS 2A NO ELECTRICIANS JATC WAGE INCREASE AND APPROVE ITEM 2B SO SHEET METAL WORKERS JATC WAGE INCREASE)

ITEM 3 – CORRESPONDENCE TO NSAC PLUMBING HEATING COOLING CONTRACTORS OF NEVADA
Ch. Christensen stated that this item was correspondence where the program was asking for clarification and an opinion from the Council regarding an apprentice who is continuing to attend classes as a part of their curriculum.  The apprentice is paying for the class themselves and the program is asking if the apprentice can receive credit for related training instruction for that time period.
Ch. Christensen introduced Michael Wymer, Deputy Attorney General, to the Council and members of the public.  

Mr. Bob Benedict, Executive Director, said there are a number of apprentices that have been laid off.  they want to continue to take classes at the College of Southern Nevada.  He said once the apprentice is suspended from the program they want to continue to take courses themselves and receive credit for the classes when they are placed with a qualifying employer.  He said the regulations and statutes are not clear.

Ch. Christensen asked what the reason for the suspension.

Mr. Benedict said if an apprentice is out of work for 30 days or more they are suspended until they are able to be placed with a qualifying employer.

Mr. Gouker stated that he is the Executive Director for the Apprenticeship Studies Division for College of Southern Nevada.  He said he reviewed the course with Dean Spangler at CSN.  He said what the program was asking was the Council to approve a change in an established class at CSN.  He said he didn’t believe that was correct.  He said he also verified with Dean Spangler that the class was not open to the general public because there is statement in the course description that says the student must work at least 10 hours per week for a plumbing contractor.  He said in order to act on the letter, those class descriptions would have to go back to the curriculum committee for review and change.    He said he also didn’t believe the intent of the regulation was to allow the apprentices to pay for their own education because they are suspended from the program.  He said that could lead to abuse.  
Ms. Andriola said it was her understanding also that apprentices are not to paying for classroom training.   

Mr. Rose said he had numerous concerns also.  He said reviewed the course catalog.  He said any program that is using that system is going to have problems.  The description for the plumbing class has two hours of electric two hours of lab and ten hours of work per week.  The classroom instruction cannot be mixed with work hours.  They have to be separated.  He said he also saw a potential for abuse.  
Ch. Christensen asked for clarification.  He said the apprentices are indentured into the program but have been suspended because they can’t find work, whether they can pay for their own college tuition to take curriculum that is already a part of the program.  And then have credit for that once the suspension is lifted and essentially reinstated.

Mr. Benedict said that is correct.

Ch. Christensen asked why they are being suspended even though there isn’t work.

Mr. Benedict said their standards require that if they haven’t found suitable work in 30 days they get suspended at least temporarily from the program until they can find suitable employment.

Ms. Henry clarified the terminology for suspension in the database; they call for an apprentice to be put on a suspension status which is basically like putting them in hiatus.  So they don’t wind up on an overdue apprentice list.  Also when an apprentice is on suspension apprentice verifications such as Davis Bacon Certification cannot be generated out of the system.
Mr. Gouker said the Council couldn’t make a motion to direct the College of Southern Nevada to change the requirements of a class.  He said he understood that there could be non apprentices in the class.  He suggested that Mr. Benedict contact Dean Spangler and then bring the matter back to the Council.
Mr. Benedict said the apprentices do have the hours leading up to the point when they are suspended.  After they are not working they would run afoul for the CSN requirement.  He said currently, this is not an issue, but the question had been raised.  He said he didn’t have a problem contacting CSN and taking the necessary steps to have this matter reviewed.

Ch. Christensen said the most important thing is that the training goes on.  He said he would hate for some artificial barrier be erected to prevent them from receiving training.  He said he knew of many programs in the state that provide instruction on their own. Without the benefit from CSN instruction who in this economic time is essentially offering continued instruction just so that there can be some progress for apprentices who can’t find work.  

Mr. Benedict said they have considered that too.

Ch. Christensen asked if the program would consent to meet with CSN then come back to the Council on this matter.  

Mr. Benedict said yes. 

Ch. Christensen said it may be appropriate to ask the Attorney General’s office to take a look at this issue and give them the benefit of their thinking when this matter comes back on. 

Mr. Rose stated there was a problem with all of the classes that have the requirement.

Ms. Andriola said she was anxious to get the results of this matter.

Mr. Gouker motioned to table this letter and allow Mr. Benedict time to work with College of Southern Nevada to get a resolution for the class content.  He also requested an attorney General’s Opinion on the legalities on combining curriculum and work.
Ms. Andriola seconded the motion.

Mr. Wymer inquired about the purpose of the opinion was.  He said the Office of the Attorney General has more than one type of opinion.   He said depending on the type of opinion would depend on the type of processes to get from point A to point B.  He said he would be glad to take a look at the issue with guidance as to what type of an opinion that they want.  He said asking him is not the start of the process.
Ch. Christensen said he is certain that they would be looking for an informal opinion with advice regarding the idea of requiring work as part of the curriculum.

Mr. Gouker said that was correct, he said with regards to how this Council has always operated, there has always been a division of curriculum and work process.  He said an informal opinion would be enough.

(M/S/C TO TABLE CORRESPONDENCE FROM PLUMBING HEATING COOLING CONTRACTORS OF NEVADA)
ITEM 4 – WILFREDO CORDERO VS. NEVADA ROOFERS JATC APPEAL FROM TERMINATION OF APRPENTICESHIP 
Mr. Cordero was not present.

Tom Nielson, apprentice coordinator, and Claudia Margarucci, Administrative Assistant, were present for the appeal.

Ch. Christensen said that normally if an apprentice does not appear the Council denied the appeal.

Ms. Brown said Mr. Cordero was sent proper notice.

Mr. Gouker motioned to deny the appeal due to lack of apprentice participation.

Mr. Rose seconded the motion.

(M/S/C TO DENY THE APPEAL OF WILFREDO CORDERO)
ITEM 5 – LLOYD MOORE VS. TEAMSTERS TRAINING 

Lloyd Moore, appellant was present.

Andy Brigman, Attorney for Teamster’s Training Trust, Crystal Allen, Apprentice Coordinator, Rob Field, Apprentice instructor, were all present to represent the Teamster’s Training on this matter.

Mr. Moore said in March of 2010 he had an appeal before the Council.  He was reinstated back into the program.  Upon returning back to the apprenticeship he was denied.  The program was attempting to place him probation and the program didn’t fulfill their obligations.  They wanted to drug test him and they did not follow the procedures for that. They denied him the opportunity to reenter the program.  He had numerous appeals meeting.
Ch. Christensen asked if the program wanted to place him back on probation after he was reinstated and required a drug test.
Mr. Moore answered yes and that the drug test was immediate.

Ch. Asked if there was a problem with him keeping his address current.

Mr. Moore said he did.  He moved from one apartment to another.  He said he notified the program within a few days of his changing his apartment.

Ch. Christensen reminded the Council that this matter had been brought before them previously.  The Council ruled that Mr. Moore should be reinstated and it involved a drug testing issue on a site, which he believed was the convention center site.  That was appealed to the Labor Commissioner and was upheld the opinion.
Andy Brigone, attorney said this appeal was the same as last time.  The program denied him entrance because he refused to take a drug test.  He said the program erroneously placed him back on probation.  He said that issue was corrected immediately.  He said back in August he was involved in an accident.  He was required to take a drug test.  He made excuses for why he couldn’t take a test.  He said the Council reinstated him into the program.  He was warned by the Council to not play around with the program.  Ms. Allen called him in and scheduled an appointment.  They set up an appointment for 8 a.m. which he was 45 minutes late.  They routinely require a drug test for people being reinstated.  Mr. Moore made excuses for why he couldn’t take the go and take the drug test.  He wouldn’t get in line, and he wouldn’t stay in line.  He appeared to be cooperating but he didn’t.  He said the meetings were the regular meetings for cancellation and appeal.  He said the program had to contact NSAC staff to get a current address for him.  He said the program has provided all the statements and documents pertaining to this issue.  He invited the Council to speak directly with Mr. Field and Ms. Allen who had direct contact with Mr. Moore.  They believe their actions were correct and he asked that the Council affirm their decision.

The Deputy Attorney General swore in Ms. Allen, Mr. Fields and Mr. Moore.
Ms. Massingill asked said there was an error in placing him on probation.  She asked him when the program rescinded the probation.

Mr. Brigman said Mr. Moore was informed verbally and they had not taken any action based on that letter.   He said it was an administrative error that was withdrawn.
Ms. Massingill asked when Mr. Moore was verbally told that he was not on probation.

Ms. Allen said she told him at the Committee meeting.

Ms. Massingill clarified that when Mr. Moore reported back to the training center it was his understanding that he had been placed on probation.

Ms. Allen said that was correct.

Ms. Massingill asked if he was informed that he was going to have to take a drug test.

Ms. Allen said no, because they didn’t want him to have time to prepare in case there is an issue they can catch it.
Ms. Massingill said unless the apprentice is under reasonable suspicion she didn’t understand why they would tell the person that they are taking a drug test.  She said there is some preparation that needs to be made.

Ms. Allen said this was a part of their collective bargaining agreement.

Ms. Massingill asked if it was stated that way for returning apprentices.

Ms. Allen said no, but it is past practice.  

Mr. Gouker asked if the applicants and the apprentices are aware that the program is a drug free environment.

Ms. Allen said that was correct.

Ms. Gouker asked if the employee was terminated for violating a drug test.  Were they banned from the employer or the entire industry.

Ms. Allen said the entire industry on a refusal of a drug test.

Mr. Gouker asked if the attorney’s testimony of events was correct.

Mr. Moore answered that not all of what was stated by the attorney was true.  He said situation became hostile. Ms. Allen was not present and the time of the meeting.  He talked to Julie and Rob.  He was threaten with probation and told that he had to clock in before the meeting started.  He said he was trying to contact someone who could help him before he signed any paperwork.  
Mr. Gouker asked why he didn’t just take the drug test the second time.
Mr. Moore said he had explained that he had other things to do.  It was his understanding that he was just going to meet with the program to find out what was required of him to reinstate into the program.

Mr. Gouker asked if he would have been prepared to return to work that day.
Mr. Moore said no, he had family obligations that were pending.

Ms.  Massingill said she believed that when an apprentice enters an office and is given a copy of the letter that they had received, listing six conditions and is then told that he needs to go down and take a drug test, which normally according to their documentation someone is not escorted seems like a hostile environment.  She says there appeared to be retaliation that the program was being forced to take back someone that they didn’t want to.  
Mr. Rose said in most cases when an apprentice is terminated from an employer, even if the program keeps the apprentice they would place them on probation.  So he didn’t feel like that was a major concern.  He said he had an issue with the apprentice not taking the drug test that day anyway.

Mr. Moore said until he wasn’t able to speak to anyone to counsel him on what was proper.  He would have stayed if he had been directed to by someone who understood better.  He felt like he was being punished by the program.

Ms. Massingill said she still believe the environment was hostile.  She read a portion of a statement into the record to substantiate her belief.

Ch. Christensen asked for closing statements.

Mr. Brigone said the apprenticeship jobs are considered good jobs.  They want people in the program who follow the rules, go to work, finish the program, and make them proud.  This is the same thing that the Council is looking for.  When someone wants one of those types of jobs they should make every effort to do what is required of them.  He said Mr. Moore did the same things that he did before, with believing he should not have to take the test, didn’t want to take the test, and wasn’t prepared to take the test.  He was on his telephone, went outside, and let others get in line ahead of him.  The totality of those circumstances constituted a refusal to take the test.  He mentioned that both Ms. Allen and Mr. Fields have dealt with Mr. Moore and they observed his demeanor and it was clear to them and the board that his actions mounted to his refusing to take the test.  They refused to reinstate him and he asked that the Council approve that action.
Mr. Moore said he had never spoken to Mr. Fields except for the date of his meeting.  He said he had very little contact 

Mr. Rose motioned to deny the appeal of Lloyd Moore.  Based on the Teamsters Training did prove that they were justified in the decision to cancel him.

Roll Call Vote:  Ms. Massingill Nay, Ms Andriola Aye, Mr. Rose Aye, Mr. Gouker Aye.

(M/S/C TO DENY THE APPEAL OF LLOYD MOORE)

Ch. Christensen explained to Mr. Moore what his appeal rights were.

ITEM 5 - NEVADA ROOFERS JATC REVISION OF STANDARDS
Thomas Nielson, coordinator, and Claudia Margarucci, Administrative Assistant, were present to answer questions regarding this change in ratio.

Mr. Nielson, stated that the program was submitting the standards for approval, and still honor the ratio that was established until their probation is complete.  
Mr. Rose clarified that the programs intended maintain the current ratio until the Council approved the change in ratio.

Mr. Nielson said that was correct. 

Mr. Rose said he was concerned with the OSHA classroom requirements where still listed as a part of the course outline.

Ms. Margarucci said it was her understanding that those classes were going to be left in the because of refresher course requirements.

Mr. Rose said the way it was written was that the apprentice was to attend OSHA 10 each semester which seemed redundant to him.  

Ch. Christensen asked if the curriculum had been approved by the Department of Education.

Mr. Rose asked about the pointes awarded for previous experience on page 39.  
Mr. Nielsen said that previous experience not in the trade should be construction trade.

Mr. Gouker suggested the first line read previous experience in “roofer” trade and the second line should say previous experience in “other” construction trade.

Mr. Gouker motioned to approve with understanding that the program could not return to the 1 to 1 until after they are placed on February meeting and the change to page 39 regarding previous experience.
Mr. Rose seconded the motion.
(M/S/C TO APPROVE THE NEVADA ROOFERS JATC’S REVISION OF STANDARDS WITH CHANGES)
ITEM 7 - AMAZAON.COM REVISION OF STANDARDS
This item was tabled.

ITEM 8 – NEVADA BRICK & TILE JATC

This item was moved on the agenda.

ITEM 9 - NO PLUMBERS JATC REVISION OF STANDARDS
Randy Canale, coordinator, said the major change to the standards was the on the job training hours.  The program has changed the on the job training to 8000 hours for the plumber program.  There have been changes to the work processes to be more of an estimate instead of a definite hour requirement.
Mr. Rose asked on page 4 of the minimum qualifications about the requirement for U.S. high school diploma.
Mr. Canale said yes, because the variance in requirements for graduation in other countries is so large, the national office has required it.

Mr. Rose said the allowance for applicants to be 17 can be an insurance issue, he asked if the program has had any other problems with that.  

Mr. Canale said there had not been any problems.  

Mr. Rose page 5 F the direct entry language needs to be more specific.

Ms. Brown said she can provide the program with the correct language.

Mr. Canale said they would accept the language Ms. Brown provides.

Mr. Rose asked about the physical capabilities in of an applicant.

Mr. Canale said if they don’t have that statement there would be no recourse for the program is someone was not capable of performing the tasks assigned to an apprentice.

Mr. Rose said he understood, but there language is vague.  He questioned page 6 & 7 where there is discussion of an apprentice working without direct supervision of a journeyman.  He explained that would mean there was no ratio requirement for those apprentices, which is not allowable.
Mr. Canale said that was for upper class.  He said they are still in training, but they can work alone.  This is also in the collective bargaining agreement.

Mr. Rose said he was concerned about that language.  He was also concerned about the approximate hours used on the on the job training.  He said the range was too large.

Mr. Canale said the reason why this is vague is because they can’t control the work situation.  He said another concern was when there is a definite number placed on the hours, and a veteran is working they could lose money if they go over in the particular job skill.

Mr. Rose said the JATC does have the jurisdiction on those hours and controlling the apprentice’s rotation.

Mr. Canale said they have control in moving an apprentice around when there is work available, but they can’t guarantee where the work will be.

Mr. Gouker said the U.S. high school diploma issue is a big issue.  They may be a legal concern.  He said the program may want to consider tabling the standards until they can have Office of the Apprenticeship.

Mr. Canale said that legal counsel has reviewed the diploma issue and they have been advised to use that language.

Ms. Andriola said she was also concerned about the diploma and the apprentices working alone.

Mr. Canale said he would revised that section to show that an apprentice would be in direct contact with a journeyman.

Mr. Gouker questioned page 6 where it states an apprentices.

Mr. Gouker motioned to table this matter.  The program should have the standards reviewed by office of Apprenticeship. 

ITEM 8 NEVADA BRICK & TILE JATC REVISION OF STANDARDS
Jack Gray, apprentice coordinator, was present to explain the purpose of the revision.  He said the only change in the standards was adding the required workforce language to the standards.
Mr. Rose asked the program to include the apprentice occupations in the definitions on page 5 for apprentice.

Mr. Gray said that he would make the change to the standards.

Mr. Gouker motioned to approve with change to definition.

Ms. Andriola seconded.
(M/S/C TO APPROVE THE NEVADA BRICK & TILE JATC REVISION OF STANDARDS)

ITEM 9 – PLUMBING HEATING AND COOLING CONTRACTOR’S ASSOCIATIONS – REVISION OF STANDARDS
Bob Benedict, apprentice coordinator, presented this revision of standards.
Colleen Henry stated that there were a lot of ongoing audits on AARA funded projects.  If the fringe benefits are not outlined the apprentices must be paid the full fringe package.  She said there is copy of a bulletin the under tab 19.  

Ch. Christensen said this was different from what the Council had traditionally required.  They had gone so far as to require the program use the cash wages for the purpose of the starting minimum wage.  He read an except into the records, “If the apprenticeship program does not specify fringe benefits, apprentices must be paid the full amount of fringe benefits listed o the wage  determination for the applicable classification.”  He asked if that was the section that was of concern.
Ms. Henry said that is correct, she said some of the programs that are addressing the issue, are putting the wage schedule for the base wage and adding an additional table showing the expression whether it be a dollar amount or a percentage of the journeymen’s fringe package.  If it is not in the standards, the contractors have to pay the apprentices the full journeymen’s fringe package.  She said in the case of some of the associations and some of the organized apprenticeship programs that give the same health benefit but they may give a smaller package for pensions and vacation time.  
Ch. Christensen asked if this was a new regulation.

Ms. Henry said this bulletin was disseminated to all state agencies in 2006.

Ch. Christensen said this was a conflict with the statute.  He said the statues incorporate other standards as determined by collective bargaining agreement.  

Ms. Henry said that is correct.  If the collective bargaining agreement has a variation in their wages for the apprentices for fringe benefits then they have a conflict on federally, and when they are working on Federal projects.  She said the other issue was with association contractors that don’t have collective bargaining agreements but are also being penalized.  

Mr. Tanchek said this is primarily a federal requirement.  He said one of the reasons that this had not been a big issue previously is because federal oversight on federal projects had been minimal.  He said AARA funded projects have generated a more aggressive stance.  He said all of the programs need to go back and make sure they are not working under the incorrect assumption regarding fringe benefits.
Ch. Christensen asked what the minimum requirement was for changes needed to meet the federal approval.  He said it sounded like if the program had some declaration of what the fringe benefit payments would be in there standards then that would be sufficient.
Ms. Henry said yes if the standards do not specify the fringes, then on federal prevailing rate jobs they would have to be paid the full package.  

Mr. Benedict explained that his only change to the standards was to add the language on page 9 adding the words “and fringe benefits” to that section.
Dan Rose page ii, add to the definition of apprentice.

Mr.  Benedict agreed.

Ms. Andriola motioned to approve.

Ms. Massingill seconded.

There were both Ayes and Nays.

Ch. Christensen asked for an explanation of the Nays.

Mr. Gouker said although the program was only asking for one revision to the standards it is the policy of the Council to review the entire set of standards.  The issue of the program offering class credit for the hours worked.  

Ms. Andriola requested to amend the motion.  Motion to approve standards as presented with the exclusion of having any curriculum hours being counted as towards the credit.

Ms. Massingill seconded.

Roll call vote: Ms. Massingill Aye, Ms. Andriola Aye, Mr. Rose Nay, Mr. Gouker Aye.
(M/S/C TO APPROVE THE PLUMBING HEATING AND COOLING CONTRACTOR’S ASSOCIATIONS EXCLUDING THE ALLOWANCE OF THE CURICULLUM HOURS TO BE COUNTED TOWARDS THE CREDIT FOR OJT)
ITEM 11 – NO CARPENTERS JATC – REVISION OF STANDARDS
Greg Alaire and Ruby Ramos presented the standards for revision.
Mr. Alaire said the main reason for the revisions was to make the standards current.  He said they had not been revised in a number of years.  

Mr. Rose asked said on appendix A, the hours for the Work Process was stating 4800 to 6000 hours.  He said that range was too wide.  He said the program needs to have a specific hours set.    He asked them to revise.  

Mr. Alaire said he would correct that section.
Mr. Rose asked about the related instruction classes having electives for green building.

Mr. Alaire said those were submitted as an elective for awareness only.  The class is not mandatory.  He said they would be willing to remove from the standards.

Mr. Rose said asked about appendix D transfer of apprenticeship.  He said this particular program has several different crafts and asked if the apprentice would be able to transfer from another craft.

Mr. Alaire said the intent was if an apprentice was transferring from another JATC but the scenario could happen through an evaluation for the apprentice.

Ms. Andriola clarified that the “green building” was being removed.

Mr. Gouker suggested that the program add those classes as journeymen upgrade classes.  He suggested they keep the scaffold classes and add it in the curriculum as a portion of a required safety class.
Ms. Ramos explained that during the orientation the apprentice receive 16 hours of mobile tower scaffold, the other class is more specific as an elective class.
Mr. Gouker and Mr. Rose asked about the On the Job Training hours.

Ms. Ramos said the program would change to 6000 hours.

Ms. Brown asked if the program was 3 years or 4 years.

Ms. Ramos said it was 4 year program.

The Council asked Ms. Henry if the carpenter program was 4 years.

Ms. Henry said it the program is a straight time base program it is 8000 hours.  Their agency policy now is that a program could go higher or lower than 10% of the term of apprenticeship.  Carpentry was also approved as a hybrid program during the last two years with a minimum of 5200 and a maximum of 8000 hours. 
Ms. Ramos asked Ms. Henry to elaborate on what a hybrid program was.

Ms. Henry explained that the hybrid approach was a time based competency approach that allows an apprentice to excel out of a tasked area and spend more time in another task area based on competency.

Mr. Alaire said they believed they fit under that type of program.

Mr. Gouker said he has reviewed that program and they do fit the hybrid model.

Ms. Henry said hybrid program need a lot more documentation especially with the VA audits.  

Ms. Ramos asked the Council if they would allow the program to submit changes to reflect as a hybrid program.
Mr. Gouker motioned to approve the revision of standards as a hybrid program if it the program meets the requirements, otherwise the program must submit changes for an 8000 hour program.

Ms. Andriola seconded the motion.

(M/S/C TO APPROVE THE NO. CARPENTERS JATC REVISION OF STANDARDS WITH CHANGES)

AGENDA ITEM TAKEN OUT OF ORDER
ITEM 13 – SO. CARPENTERS JATC – REVISION OF STANDARDS
Greg Alaire and Ruby Ramos presented the standards for revision.

Ch. Christensen said the two programs were similar and asked if this could be approved with the same changes.  

Mr. Burnett asked about the work process for this item.  He said it was written as 1200 to 1500 hours of supplemental skills in the electives category.  He asked if that was the same as the electives for the related training where it would be removed.

Mr. Alaire said no because that includes items such as rigging, rough terrain forklift and some of the safety classes.  
Ruby read the changes to the supplemental skills into the record.  Those are the skill that would be added to both agenda items 11 and 13.
Ms. Andriola clarified that solar, weatherization and green building would be removed from both the work processes and the related instruction training.

Mr. Gouker asked the program to remove the words miscellaneous and add the detailed skills.  

Mr. Gouker motioned to approve with changes.
Ms. Andriola seconded. 

(M/S/C TO APPROVE SO. CARPENTERS JATC REVISION OF STANDARDS)

ITEM 12  – NO CARPENTERS JATC – NEW PROGRAM DRYWALL LATHER
Greg Alaire and Ruby Ramos presented the standards.

Mr. Alaire said this occupation was originally included in the No. Carpenters JATC standards.  He said other than the occupation; the body of the standards is the same as the other program.  The program is willing to remove the solar, green building, and the weatherization electives.  The program would be offered as a 6000 hour hybrid program.

Ms. Andriola asked Ms. Henry for the hours required to be a hybrid program. 

Ms. Henry said the lather is a 6000 hour program, the drywall is a normally a 4000 hour program.  The hybrid hours are between 3900 and 6000 hours.  She said the program has combined the two occupations which is acceptable.

Mr. Gouker clarified that the same changes will be submitted for this set of standards.
Mr. Harry Mowery, No. Painters Coordinator, said his program includes a drywall finisher occupation.  That program is 6000 hour just for the drywall finisher program.  The program applicant is only dedicating 1600 hours for that.  He asked that the Council to consider that in that approval.  
Mr. Hardy asked how many journeymen this program had.  He said there was not a question of need that should have been raised as it was at previous meetings.
Ms. Ramos answered that the program always had a drywall component.  Their international decided to split the program so that the apprentice would receive a specific certificate of training for the trade they are training in.  
Ch. Christensen clarified that the program didn’t consider it a new program since it previously existed in the same program.  
Jack Mallory, So. NV Painters and Decorator’s training committee, said in support of Mr. Mowery concerns about the work process hours.  He said there is another agenda item that is listed as a standalone occupation agenda item 16.
Mr. Rose addressed the issue of needs that was raised by Mr. Hardy.  He said he had been one who questioned that in the past specifically with weatherization because it was a new area in which everyone was trying to provide training for.  He said very few people have actually been trained in that area.  Construction itself will need to keep the numbers up because of attrition and retirements.  He said that was a big difference between that and a new occupation.
Mr. Gouker motioned to approve with the changes as were listed the previous agenda items.
Ms. Andriola seconded the motion.

(M/S/C TO APPROVE THE NO CARPENTERS JATC – NEW PROGRAM DRYWALL LATHER WITH CHANGES)
ITEM 14 – SO. CARPENTERS TAPER JATC – REVISION OF STANDARDS
Greg Alaire and Ruby Ramos presented the standards for revision.

Mr. Alaire said that revisions were similar to the other sets of standards.  He would submit the same corrections as were previously approved by the Council.

Mr. Gouker pointed out that on the signature page there were a signature line which showed the Thomas Pfundstein had abstained from signing, he asked how someone could abstain from a signature page.  He also clarified whether the standards would be handled as the other standards.

Ms. Ramos said that when this program was originally approved the Council was not requiring signatures of each committee member. She said Mr. Pfundstein also represents another trade so he abstained.  She said they asked if they could still submit the standards and they were advised to do so.  

Mr. Alaire said he believed that Mr. Pfundstein had a conflict of interest in this matter.

Jack Mallory testified that Mr. Pfundstein is the Co-chair of the So. Painters JATC.  This program was denied by the Council granted approval by the Labor Commissioner.  There was a number of issues raised at that time, not only the needs base but also the concerns with the original standards as they were submitted.  Those standards were inferior to the established existing standards that were approved in Southern Nevada.  Those concerns continue to exist today.  Their established program has a full training requirement of three years minimum 144 hours per year from classroom related training and 6000 hours of on the job training.  Mr. Mallory said the program that was approved for his program has made gradual increases in OJT and classroom training hours.  The program’s current standards call for 4500 hour for the complete program.  They have proposed what appears to be a hybrid program calling for 3600 to 4500 hours.  He said his program requires 6000 hours to complete.  He read the first paragraph of the work process into the records. The related training outline deviates from a traditional drywall finisher occupation.  The classes are insufficiently described.  By having the undefined supplemental skill further dilutes the amount of on the job, craft specific related training relative to the drywall finisher occupation.  If the program is operating as a hybrid program then the probation period is substantially greater that the maximum amount allowed by state law.  
Jeff Vaughn read a letter from the international into the record.

Mr. Gouker explained the education requirement of the regulation.  He was concerned with the parallel program stating that there would not be enough hours to train as a journey worker.  He asked the Carpenters how they could train someone with fewer hours as is approved in similarly approved standards.
Mr. Vaughn said there are specific training requirements that are expected on the job for journeymen that this program applicant does not have.  He’s not sure how the apprentice will be able to work in the industry without those specific training areas.  T

Mr. Rose stated a similar concern.  He reviewed the related instruction training portion and if the added areas such as metal framing and other areas that aren’t considered a part of a tapers job function there is not enough left for a drywall finisher. 
Mr. Gouker asked if it was possible increase the hours of this program.

Mr. Alaire said the approximate hours are being eliminated as in the previous set of standards.  The program is a three year program.  They hours are based on what is being performed in the taping program.  They have received information for the classed based on other areas of the Country were the carpenters have been doing the same work.  They have instructors who come in and teach the classes.  They are willing to look at the hours and go back and check.

Ms. Andriola asked Ms. Henry about the time frame of the program.
Ms. Henry said the program length as a hybrid program is 3900 to 6000 hours.  
Mr. Alaire said this program is to remain as a time based program only.
Mr. Mallory said they may have been successful in other areas of the county but things are done a much faster pace in Nevada than in other areas.  

Mr. Gouker asked if there were journeymen working currently.

Ms. Ramos said yes they do.

Mr. Gouker asked if the same corrections would apply as were before.  He said he was concerned about the hours.
Ms. Ramos asked what the suggestion for the hours was.

Mr. Gouker said he would suggest 6000 hours.

Mr. Alaire said they would like to stand with the hours as presented and give the board the opportunity to make changes if required.

Ms. Andriola asked how many hours were approved originally.

Ms. Ramos said the program was approved as 4500 hour three year program.

Mr. Mallory reminded the Council that this set of standard was approved by the Labor Commissioner who overturned a unanimous decision by the State Apprenticeship Council who denied the standards.  
Ms. Massingill motioned to approve with a stipulation of the 4500 hours, clarification of the supplemental hours, and the removal of the elective courses.

Ms. Andriola asked if the motion included having the Office of Apprenticeship review them as well.  

Ms. Andriola seconded the motion.

Mr. Gouker abstained from voting.

Mr. Rose voted to approve because the program was a revision to an existing standards.

(M/S/C TO APPROVE  SO. CARPENTERS TAPER JATC – REVISION OF STANDARDS WITH CHANGES)
ITEM 15 – SO CARPENTERS – PILE DRIVERS JATC – REVISION OF STANDARDS
Greg Alaire and Ruby Ramos presented the standards for revision.  He said there are no major changes; the standards are being presented as requested by Staff.  They are willing to make all of the same corrections.  

Ch. Christensen asked if the program was intending to make this a hybrid program.  

Mr. Alaire said it was a time based program.

Ms. Henry said the new regulation requires the pile driver program to be strictly an 8000 hour time based program with a minimum amount of hours that this program could be is 7200 hours.  

Mr. Alaire said they will increase the program hours to 7200 hours.  

Ms. Andriola said the number of journey worker is one and the number of apprentices is two.  She asked what the program’s ratio for this program was.
Mr. Alaire said it was 1 apprentice to three journeymen.

Ms. Andriola said the program is out of ratio on the 5910 form.

Mr. Alaire said they would adjust the ratio to meet what they have in their program currently.  They will also actively recruit other journeymen for the trade.

Ms. Andriola said her concern is if the program is currently operating.

Mr. Alaire said yes.  The program is an open program.

Ms. Ramos said there is only one employer in Southern Nevada.  The other journeyman left the trade.

Mr. Gouker said the program is out of compliance.  

Ms. Ramos said there may have been error in the reporting of the number of journeymen.

Mr. Gouker motioned to table this item pending further review and a newly submitted 5910 form.

Ms. Andriola seconded the motion.

(M/S/C TO TABLE SO CARPENTERS – PILE DRIVERS JATC – REVISION OF STANDARDS)
ITEM 16 - SO CARPENTERS – DRYWALL APPLICATOR LATHER JATC – NEW PROGRAM

Greg Alaire and Ruby Ramos presented the standards for revision.

Mr. Gouker pointed out that the 5910 form showed 171 journeymen and 380 apprentices.
Ms. Ramos said she was certain that there was an error in how the journeymen numbers were reported to them incorrectly.

Ms. Andriola motioned to table this item until the program can make the corrections that were agreed to in the other agenda items and a correct 5910 form which reflects the correct ratio of apprentices to journeymen.

Mr. Gouker seconded the motion.

(M/S/C TO TABLE SO. CARPENTERS DRYWALL APPLICATOR LATHER JATC – NEW PROGRAM)
ITEM 17 – SO. CARPENTER JATC – MILLWRIGHT NEW PROGRAM

Greg Alaire and Ruby Ramos presented the standards for revision.  

Ch. Christensen said he thought there was an existing Millwright program.

Mr. Alaire said there was.  He said the major change to this program was that it was extended it to five year program with 8000 hours.  They agreed to make all of the same corrects that were agreed in the previous agenda items.

Ms. Henry said the millwright as a time based program is 8000 hours.  As a hybrid program it ranges between 5200 to 8000 hours.

Ms. Brown explained to the Council that this is a new program that has separated from the original carpenter program.

Mr. Gouker said Mr. Raponi signed the curriculum checklist as a four year program.  He asked if that was presented to him as a four year or five year program.  He said this was a major issue for him.
Ms. Ramos said she believed that was a typo.

Mr. Gouker motioned to approve pending receipt of a corrected curriculum sheet reflecting 8000 hours five year program and correction as stated in the previous agenda items.

Ms. Andriola seconded.

(M/S/C TO APPROVE SO. CARPENTER JATC – MILLWRIGHT NEW PROGRAM PENDING CORRECTIONS)
ITEM 18 – REPORT OF STAFF
Ms. Brown reported 5295 registered apprentices, 99 registered apprenticeship programs, 5% are female, 31% minority and 8% are veterans.

Ch. Christensen said in a period of time the number of apprentice went from 13,000 to a little more than 5000.
Ms. Brown said 1400 of those were bartender apprentices who were being carried until the program was closed.  The remained have been through regular cancellation and completions.

ITEM 19 – REPORT OF OFFICE OF APPRENTICESHIP
Ms. Henry reported that the U.S. Department of Labor had award $21M in disability employment initiative grants.  None of that money came to Nevada.  They have awarded $14M in healthcare career grants under the recovery act.  There is a revision to the national guideline standards for the diesel mechanic, which now has an alternative title called a bus mechanic technician, which is a 5500 hour time based program.   There is a new national guideline standard for the special technology remote sensing geospatial apprenticeship program.  That program is 4000 hours of OJT and 516 RTI.  That program allows for a ratio of five apprentices to one journeyman.  The update for the revising of the 29 C.F.R 30 has been postponed.  The notice of proposed rulemaking will not be issued until late spring early summer. There have been three town hall meetings and a webinar.  It will still go out for public comments for 60 days once it is published.  They are currently working with another agency to make sure there is not conflict in 29 C.F.R 30 and 41 C.F.R 60.
ITEM 20 – REPORT OF DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL
Mr. Wymer reported that Associated Builders and Contractors of Nevada appealed their application for an apprenticeship program for their Weatherization program.  He said a hearing officer has been appointed and a hearing will be taking place.

ITEM 21 – REPORT OF SECRETARY DIRECTOR
Mr. Tanchek reported that Andrew MacKay has been appointed as the hearing officer for the ABC appeal.  He is in the middle of reapplying for continued recognition from the Office of Apprenticeship.  He said one of the requirements is to review the regulations and statutes to make an effort to comply with the C.F.R.  He said he, Mr. Gouker and Ms. Andriola met with the representatives for the Veterans.  He said he wasn’t sure that they were able to get a lot resolved.  But he will meet with Mr. Pearlman to try to continue to come up with a resolution.  He said he believe they were more bureaucratic than the Council was and they have a lot less flexibility in how the view their mandate.  He said one thing that came out of the meeting was that there was no appeals process.
Mr. Gouker said he was not optimistic after the meeting.  He said Mr. Tanchek was accurate in stating that there is not appeal process.  The agreement is not between the Veteran’s Administration and the Commission on Post Secondary Education.  The agreement is between Veteran’s Administration and the two individuals working from the Commission on Post Secondary Education.  He noted that Mr. Rueman has the authority to decertify on the spot.  He said he has started dialogue with the executive director of helmets to hard hats in Washington D.C.  he said this has nothing to do with complying with the Veterans requirements, it has to do with how the requirements are being applied by one individual.  

Ms. Andriola said her comments do not reflect her position as chair on the Commission on Post Secondary Education.   Her comments are participating in a meeting and dialogue as a party in that meeting.  There was no action.  She clarified that the appeal process is dictated by the Veteran’s Administration.  Their requirements are between the State Approving Authority and the Veteran’s agreement.  She hoped this would continue to open the dialogue for a continued resolution.
ITEM 22- PUBLIC COMMENT
Ms. Andriola asked that the programs submit the standards to both Office of Apprenticeship and Staff.  

Mr. Archie Walden, So. Laborers, said he was upset with the issues that are happening between the VA representatives and the programs.  
Ch. Christensen said there may need to be some assistance from the Senator Reids office. 

Mr. Gouker asked if there was requirement for a specific quorum for a committee to conduct business.

Ms. Brown said the standards do vary and some programs have a quorum of one member for each side of the committee.  

Ch. Christensen said that is in their trust agreements.

(M/S/C TO ADJOURN)
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