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The Budget/Personnel Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in the Great Room of the W Hotel, New Orleans, Louisiana, Tuesday morning, June 5, 2007, and was called to order at 10:00 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Bob Shipp.
CHAIRMAN BOB SHIPP:  If committee members for the Budget/Personnel Committee will take their places, we’ll go ahead and get started with this.  The members of this committee are myself, Gill, Hendrix, Minton, Pearce, Foote, and Bobbi Walker and we have a quorum.  I will make a comment or rather than that, I’ll turn it over to Robin, who wants to make an announcement about the schedule. 
MR. ROBIN RIECHERS:  For those who are trying to keep up with our schedule, we are running a little ahead.  This committee meeting is supposed to take thirty minutes.  We will probably conclude it a little early and we will then move into Joint Reef Fish/Shrimp and try to do some of our either public hearing summaries or AP summaries and so forth before lunch and then we will try to probably have the closed session for Data Collection right before lunch and give them about fifteen minutes and then we’ll break for lunch, hoping to break around 11:30.  With that, back to you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  If you will turn to Tab F, Number 1, the first item on the agenda is the Adoption of the Agenda.  Are there any objections to adopting the agenda on Tab F, Number 1?  Hearing none, the agenda is adopted.

The next item is Tab F, Number 2, the Approval of Minutes.  Are there any corrections or additions to the minutes?  Hearing none, the minutes are adopted.  Tab F, Number 3 is the 2007 Budget and I will turn it over to Mr. Swingle for that item.
CY 2007 BUDGET

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR WAYNE SWINGLE:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  That table has a number of columns.  One which I’ll point out is the council base funding and that’s based on -- If you look at the total, it’s $14.8 million for the eight regional councils and that was what the administration included in its budget bill for 2007, which actually it was for 2006, but that’s what they used for 2007.
The other funding you should be aware of that makes up our budget comes from Dr. Hogarth and he receives at the NMFS/NOAA level funding for NEPA and the program for streamlining the regulations and in this case, he added an additional $1 million add-on for the councils and so we’re pretty much obligated to work on the funding that NMFS is providing, because the total cost of the eight councils is about $30 million and we’re getting a base amount of about half of that.  With that as the introduction, I’ll leave it to Cathy.

MS. CATHY READINGER:  I included Tab F, Number 3(b).  You’ve all looked at the budget several times.  As you know, this meeting resulted from a request to increase the state liaison funding.  There were some revisions that needed to be made and I’ve included those in red.  They all occur on page 3.

As you know, this year we hosted the Council Chairmen’s meeting, just a few weeks ago here at the W Hotel.  We increased those costs, because we had underestimated those, plus we had included some participation by other council members and we needed to include those costs.

Also, we had to add the select committee to review the data analysis on recreational statistics and we had to add the ICCAT Advisory Committee and we also have a representative that’s going to attend the ICCAT Commission that is in Istanbul, Turkey.

With that, I want to take you over to the breakdown of the administrative part on page 4 of the operating budget.  All of those numbers that I just reviewed make the total travel expenses $498,500.  That increased council salary somewhat and I also increased our temporary full time staff.

As you know, we have an employee who has been on medical leave and so we have a temporary in there now helping to fill that workload.  Our health insurance decreased, ironically.  However, our dental plan went up and so it was still a nominal decrease overall.

Disability was slightly increased overall and so you can see the differences in those numbers.  Then as we go over to page 5, I basically just did a historical overview and year to date, to try to see where my numbers were.

I needed to increase the supplies and then on the contractual end, our audit came -- I had budgeted previously $12,000 for 2005 and 2006.  It’s going to be right at $15,000 and so I broke that over 2007 to make half of that at $7,500 and so that’s slightly increased.

I also increased our meeting room expenses.  As you guys know, the cost of fuel and everything, airfare, it’s all increasing.  The previous budget that you approved in November was $2,611,000.  With these revisions, it brings it to $2,672,000.  Are there any questions on this?

With that, I’m going to refer you to Tab F, Number 3(c).  The very top several numbers are the numbers that Wayne just reviewed and so our total NOAA funding, including the recent $1 million add-on that Dr. Hogarth gave us, is $2,296,733.

We are fortunate that we had carryover funding from the 2005 and 2006 calendar years of $389,000.  If we had not had that funding, we would have had some serious problems this year, because we only got about 20 percent of our base allocation, the $1.9 million, to operate on the first of the year.

Our full funding was not received until just a few weeks ago, on May 7th.  Had we not had that carryover, we would have been down to nothing and I guess we would have just had to close shop.  We did get our $30,000 from our SEDAR funding.  The administrative portion from our ecosystem award will be $21,200.  The coral is $28,967 and so the total of our other funding is $469,167.

When you add all of that to our NOAA funding for 2007, it comes to $2,765,900.  Then when you look at our revised operating budget, that comes to $2,672,000.  That’s a difference of $93,000 as a surplus that we will hopefully have at the end of this year.

I do want to point out to you again that our operating budget for 2007 is $2,672,000.  If you compare that with the base funding, not the carryover funding or the SEDAR or anything from our programmatic funding, we technically would have had a $375,000 deficit.

STATE LIAISON BUDGET INCREASES

MS. READINGER:  Now that takes us over to Tab F, Number 4.  Everyone has seen this page before.  The council had requested that we look at other councils and see what they were paying for state liaisons.  This, again, is a breakdown and it shows also what the Gulf pays.  I don’t know if you want to take time to look at that again or not.  Everyone should have already been able to see this.

That takes us to Tab F, Number 4(b).  This basically just shows where we would stand with our current operating budget if we gave the states $5,000 each or $10,000 each for this calendar year and what the difference would be.

The bottom line is if we gave each of the states $5,000, we would have a surplus of $68,900.  If we gave them $10,000, we would have a surplus of $43,900.  I don’t want to steer the committee in any direction, but I would like to point out that if we had not had the carryover that we did from 2005 and 2006 that the council would have been in serious trouble financially the first of this year, because that was what kept us afloat, the $389,000.

We only got 20 percent of our budget, of the base funding now.  That was like $397,000.  Just keep that in mind whenever you make this decision and probably the ideal solution that would help everyone would be to give a nominal increase right now and in November, when we look at the 2008 budget, we’ll know exactly where we stand with our 2007 funding and our carryover for 2007 and then we can backtrack and give the states what they need.

They submit their reports to me -- Even though it’s not cost reimbursable, they get advances, but we could also reimburse them an extra amount if the budget would allow us to do so.
CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Thank you, Cathy.  Bobbi, did --

MS. BOBBI WALKER:  It’s apparent to me, from looking at the budget, that we can’t afford to step out there and say that we’re going to increase the states by $5,000 or $10,000 and that we’re going to do it from here on out.  If we didn’t have this excess money, we would be operating in the hole now.

I guess my question to Cathy -- One thing I would like to understand is I know that the Gulf Council manages, I think, more FMPs than any of the other councils and I was wondering -- How do they decide, when they divvy up the money for the councils, why aren’t we considered -- Why don’t we get more money, because we certainly have a tougher workload.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  If you look at Tab F, Number 3(a), there is an allocation percentages for dividing the money amongst the councils and this was worked out over a long period of negotiation between the councils on whose workload was the highest.  I guess we came out about Number 4, with 13 percent share of the allocation, whatever it might be.

We did that because otherwise, without having the allocation percentages, it was always a hassle between the councils at each budget period on what their share should be and so this was worked out over a long period.

MS. WALKER:  Wayne, was that done -- Were those percentages done apparently several years ago and do you think that the workload has changed dramatically for the councils?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  It’s changed, but it’s always been heavy.  We were considered -- I guess we asked at one time for NMFS to do a workload analysis of the eight councils and actually, we came out Number 2, after the North Pacific Council, and that was ten or fifteen years ago.

Unfortunately, none of the councils wanted to, other than I guess us and the North Pacific, wanted to buy into the workload analysis and that was done in two successive years and we came out, I think, third in the other exercise.  Our load has always been heavy.  We started out trying to develop eleven FMPs and we cut it down to seven and some of those jointly with the South Atlantic and et cetera, et cetera.
MS. WALKER:  I know that the other councils don’t want to take less money, but who makes that decision and how do we get to the person?  Is it Dr. Hogarth that makes that decision or is it Congress or is the Secretary of Commerce?
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Dr. Hogarth has been kind of adamant about the fact that the councils should divide up the share amongst themselves and not put him in a position of having to do that.

MS. WALKER:  Then that will always leave us on the short end of the stick.  Although we’re Number 2 in workload, we’re Number 4 in receiving money and I think in order for us to be able to give the states more money, that’s the major problem that we’re going to have to resolve.

MR. ROBIN RIECHERS:  With that add-on, first of all, I think what Cathy is suggesting is that you might can give the states extra money, but it does revolve around unencumbered balances being carried forward.  You could do it now and then possibly you just have to look at it again in the future.

In regards to the discussion regarding allocation, that discussion did get brought up at the recent council chairs meeting.  So that we didn’t spend days on that discussion again when we had a very full agenda -- There will be a need to look at that again.

Now, understand that the workload analysis was done a long time ago, too.  All the councils believe that their workload has gone up, I am sure and I don’t think we’re the only ones that sit around the table and believe that.  

I think what would probably have to occur is another workload analysis and then a revisiting of these percentages or just a revisiting of these percentages amongst the council chairs and executive directors, but right now, that’s where we stand.  

There certainly was believe amongst other -- Not wholesale belief, but amongst other members as well that -- In fact, it’s the Pacific Fishery Management Council who is in pretty good shape here, but because of some of the programs that they’ve added on and some of their needs, they think this needs to be revisited as well and so that’s where it stands now, Bobbi.

MS. WALKER:  Maybe we need a motion out of this committee asking for a work analysis done on all of the councils and have the EDs and the chairmen sit down and come up with something a little more fair for the Gulf Council, so that we can help our states.

MR. RIECHERS:  I think part of the problem that gets lost here is that when the most recent analysis was done, and I don’t remember the acronym that Gary Reisner uses, but basically the budget should be somewhere around $28 to $30 million and the reality of it is that it’s more like $18 million and so that’s the bigger problem at issue here.  

It’s not, I don’t believe -- All councils probably deserve more money than they’re getting, but the reality is that overall everyone is shortchanged in this process at this moment in time.  Another workload analysis may do it, but I don’t really think that’s going to be the key that unlocks this box.  That’s just my opinion.

MS. READINGER:  One thing I just wanted to mention is that Tab F, Number 3(a), the allocation tables, that doesn’t fully represent all the funding that all the councils get, because I know the Western Pacific Council gets I think a half-million dollars for coral funding and the South Atlantic Council is now handling all the SEDAR and I’m not sure how much money that is.  We’re actually probably lower on the totem pole than what this table shows.  That’s my opinion.
MR. CORKY PERRET:  Bobbi, it’s the same like thing like we heard Dr. Boreman talk about three-and-a-half million going to recreational.  Let’s see what we get in the Gulf, where we have more recreational angler activity.  Hopefully we’ll get our fair share, but -- You’re splitting a small pie.  Three-and-a-half million throughout the country is not enough.

MS. KAREN FOOTE:  Even though it may be more conservative to give a little to the states now and more at the end if we could get it, I would propose we give the $10,000 to the states now.  The states definitely spend more than that.

I’ve got personnel on just about every committee we have.  We don’t turn in all of our expenses, because we know we’re capped, but this discussion never comes up on all the other things we do, that beware that we’re borrowing from next year or whatever.  It seems to be centered on the state liaison and it’s a real part of the partnership, I think, is to pay for what the states are expected to do or try to pay for as much as we can of it.
I propose, although I don’t see Vernon, my compatriot, here, and I would make a motion, if it’s appropriate, that we increase the state liaisons by $10,000 this year.
CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We have a motion.  Is there a second?  The motion, I’m sorry, Karen, dies for lack of a second.

MR. DEGRAAF ADAMS:  I’m not on your committee, but, Cathy, can you tell me -- Not a state representative, but just a general council member like myself and others, what’s the average cost of a general council member for salary and expense on average, just a rough neighborhood?

MS. READINGER:  Per year or per meeting?

MR. ADAMS:  Per year.

MS. READINGER:  It’s $428 per day times five is $2,000 times -- It’s probably around $12,000, I would say.  That’s salary only and not travel.

MR. ADAMS:  You must know the average travel of members.  How much is that?

MS. READINGER:  Again, I would say probably anywhere from $1,000 to $1,200.  Some of them are much less, especially like with New Orleans being centrally located.  It’s going to be less than what it is and so --

MR. ADAMS:  A thousand or so a meeting and five meetings and let’s say $7,000, plus travel and so an average council member would be $19,000 or $20,000 a year, I guess.  I’m just curious.  The states are getting $10,000 more than I am.

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I was waiting for your hand, Karen.

MS. FOOTE:  You deserve every penny of the extra money.  If you can figure out a way to get it for yourself, that would be good.  Of course, the states charge time when we’re not sitting at the table.  We charge time when we’re coordinating and working on council business and preparing for it, as well as all of our other -- 

MR. ADAMS:  I don’t get that.
MS. FOOTE:  I wish you would get it though, but that’s how the state budget is.  You charge time per project and the travel does not come out of the liaison funds.  The travel comes from the council travel and so it’s just time.

MR. JOE HENDRIX:  Cathy, do you remember the last time there was an increase for the state liaisons?

MS. READINGER:  I think it’s been probably ten years ago, when Corky actually requested it, or maybe a little less time, but it’s been a while.

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Do we have a committee member who might want to make the motion that Cathy suggested or otherwise?

MS. WALKER:  I would like to ask something, Mr. Chairman.  Cathy, do we give Larry Simpson and Atlantic States the same amount that we give the states?

MS. READINGER:  We give Gulf States the same amount that we do all the other states, yes.

MS. WALKER:  I see that the South Atlantic doesn’t give Atlantic States any money and don’t we also give Larry money for Jeff Rester and -- Tell me how much this council gives Gulf States on an annual basis.

MS. READINGER:  On the liaison aspect, it’s $30,000, just like it is with the states.  This year’s liaison contract with Larry was, if I recall, like slightly over $50,000, around $51,000 or $52,000.  It’s a little over $80,000 per year and that does not include some of Jeff’s travel.

MS. WALKER:  Boy, I want to make a motion and I’m sorry Larry is not here.  We’re giving Gulf States like eighty-something-thousand a year and the South Atlantic doesn’t give anything to Atlantic States.  The North Pacific here gives $40,000.  That’s some money that -- I would encourage the committee to think about it.  That’s some money that we could play with and redirect to the states.

MR. BOB GILL:  Bobbi, I understand where you’re coming from, but it may be that the South Atlantic does theirs on other payments and hence, doesn’t do it on a liaison basis, perhaps, that we may not have been discussing.

MS. READINGER:  I’m not aware that they give Atlantic States anything.

MR. GILL:  I meant similar to Jeff Rester’s payments or our payments that don’t show on the liaison to the Gulf.  They may have a setup that is not liaison funding, but it’s other funding in some other category.

MS. WALKER:  We have a representative here from the South Atlantic Council that could answer that question for us.

MR. DAVID CUPKA:  I’m sorry, but what was the question?
CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Dave, the question was that the South Atlantic Council does not give the commission any funding and is that correct or do you supplement their funding in some other way?

MR. CUPKA:  That’s correct.  We don’t give them any liaison funds and it doesn’t come out of any other funding sources.  We don’t give them anything, you’re correct.

MR. PERRET:  Dave, what do get out of the Striped Bass Act for the Atlantic States Commission to coordinate all that activity, the Atlantic Commission?  Don’t they get a substantial amount of money to handle that?
MR. CUPKA:  They do, but we aren’t involved in that.

MR. PERRET:  They coordinate that money and that is management of striped bass and whatever other species in the EEZ, isn’t it?

MR. CUPKA:  They get quite a bit of money from ACFACMA to manage the state territorial sea fisheries.

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  What about the other Atlantic councils?  It’s not just the South Atlantic, but what about the Mid-Atlantic?  Atlantic States overlaps their jurisdiction.

MS. READINGER:  The Mid-Atlantic doesn’t provide them anything and hasn’t for a long time and the New England cut out liaison funding quite some time ago for their states and their commission.

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Is anyone on the committee considering making a motion?

MS. WALKER:  I don’t know if I’ll get a second, but I would like to move that we take the stipend that’s paid to Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission of $30,000 a year and that it be divided among the five Gulf States on a permanent basis, to increase their liaison money.

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Is there a second? 

MR. HENDRIX:  I’ll second that.

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We have a motion and a second.  Is there discussion?

MS. READINGER:  We already have contracts in place for 2007 and so I assume you mean this would start in 2008, correct?

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Further discussion?

MR. GILL:  I would like to hear from the commission representative, if he’s here, as to what that might mean to them, so that we can integrate that into the thinking on this motion.

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  He’s not here, but I assume he will be when it gets to full council and so if this did go to full council, he would have an opportunity, but maybe Corky, because he interacts so closely with Larry, might know.

MR. PERRET:  All I’ll say is if it gets to the council, I’m going to vote against it and speak against it and do whatever I can to kill it, even though it may mean a few more dollars for the state.

The commission, just like the states, has a staff that does a lot of work for the council.  I could argue that yes, they do get liaison money and yes, I guess they get travel money like the states do, but I think that money is put to very good use by those members of the commission that are doing work for this council.

Like Karen says and I’m sure Robin can echo this.  Vernon is not here and Bill is here.  Even though we’re the people you see at these council meetings, I probably have no less than ten or twelve people that do various council work during the year on various activities and I think in the larger states there’s probably even more people doing work for the councils.  I think you’re getting a bargain for what you’re paying.

MS. WALKER:  To that point, Corky, the states do an excellent job.  I wish we had the money to pay the states appropriately for the time that you spend, but apparently Larry has figured out how to get over $80,000 out of this council on an annual basis and I certainly think that the states and their employees who serve on our committees are equally as important.

Taking $30,000 away from him and splitting it among the states is still going to leave him with over $50,000 that we as a council are funding that commission when other councils don’t fund the commissions.

It’s not that I don’t want to give money to the state.  I do and I know that you do work.  I know that the employees that you send to committee meetings is taking away from state work, but unfortunately, when you look at our budget, you see what we’ve got.

The only way that we can do something where we say okay, we’re going to increase the state funding and it’s going to be from here in perpetuity would be to take something from someone else.  It’s the only way we can do it.

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Corky, what is the basis of Gulf States’ funding other than the $80,000?  Where does it come from?

MR. PERRET:  The basic money is the contributions from each of the Gulf States and I’m not even sure what we give now.  Karen, what does each state contribute?

MS. FOOTE:  I believe it’s $25,000.

MR. PERRET:  It’s $25,000 or $30,000.  That’s the basis and then, of course, there’s the SEAMAP program and the RecFIN and ComFIN and all those sorts of things.

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  It’s just been pointed out to me that Jeff is here.  I didn’t see him.  Jeff, if you want to make a comment, I’ll invite you to do so.  Jeff, of course, is with Gulf States.

MR. JEFF RESTER:  The one comment I would like to make is a little clarification.  There’s been some numbers of $50,000 and $30,000 and it’s really two separate things.  The $50,000 covers the joint habitat program.  It’s not necessarily -- It’s just like instead of the council hiring a habitat person, they’ve gone together with the commission and they’re not paying 100 percent of the salary for this person, which is me.
It’s a little bit different pot of money than the $30,000 and I think that we shouldn’t confuse the two and if the $30,000 is taken away, if the $50,000 remains for the habitat program, it’s not going to be used like the $30,000 was.

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Thanks, Jeff.  Joe, did you want to say something?

MR. HENDRIX:  I seconded for discussion.  I think the Gulf States Fisheries Commission makes a generous contribution to the council process and in particular, with our essential fish habitat amendment.  They were instrumental in completing that process.

This amount of money -- I think the council needs to look for additional funding from the federal sector and not compromise some of our joint programs and I withdraw my second.

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Can you do that?  Can you withdraw a second after discussion?  You can vote against.

MR. HENDRIX:  I speak against then.

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Is there any further discussion?

MR. BILL TEEHAN:  I’m not on this committee and I echo the other state directors concerns about staff usage for council work, but I’m uncomfortable with running this sort of a plan to try to take money away from the Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission without adequately thinking it through and so I would not support this at a council level if it passes.

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I would also like to comment that it seems to me since the primary support of the commission comes from the states that we would just be kind of passing it around and there would no net gain or loss either way, which is not what the states had wanted in the first place.  Any further discussion on Bobbi’s motion?

MS. WALKER:  I want to make one comment and that is if other regional fishery management councils do not support their commissions, there’s got to be a reason and so why are we?  I speak in support of the motion.

MR. HENDRIX:  Bobbi, there’s a good chance that their fisheries commissions on the state level do not perform the same functions as Gulf States does for the Gulf Council.

MR. PERRET:  Bobbi, there are three commissions.  The Gulf Commission has been funded in the past like the states.  The Atlantic Commission is not funded and if you look at the Pacific Commission, they’re getting $31,500.  Two of the three are getting council funds.

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  If there is no further discussion, I think we’re ready to vote on this motion, Bobbi’s motion.  Does everybody understand the motion that’s on the board?  All committee members in favor of the motion signify by saying aye; those opposed.  The motion fails.  

We still have the original issue.  I think the only thing for this committee is whether or not to increase our support of the states, either no increase, half an increase of $5,000, or a total of $10,000.

MR. GILL:  Cathy, I have a question for you.  Is it not true that the council financial process each year tends to have a carryover to the subsequent year relative to budget and if that’s true, could you enumerate rough numbers of what that typically is?

MS. READINGER:  In years past, we only operated under an annual grant and so for the years 2005 and 2006 -- They’ve been the only two years we’ve had the ability to carry over funding, because we’re working under a multi-year award of 2005 through 2009.  It can be accumulated, whereas in years past we haven’t.

If I recall the numbers, I think in 2005 it was something like $150,000 and then I think last year was two-something.  Perhaps the committee might want to be more proactive and review the budget at every meeting and see where your expenses are going and see where you can cut back so you can give the states more money.

We really only visit the budget once a year or whenever there’s an issue like this.  I think other councils do at least a quarterly review and some of them do a very detailed review of their budget, which we could do.  You could become more involved in where your money is going and how you want to spend it and that way you know for future purposes.

MS. FOOTE:  I’m not proposing knowing too much about the budget, but I would like to request that we do a study of how much the salary cost for the council has gone up during the time period that the states have been at $30,000, just percent-wise.  If we’ve been at $30,000 for ten years, what has the council salary -- I’m not talking about benefits and all that, but just the salary package and how much has that increased?

MS. READINGER:  The council salary is dictated by the Magnuson Act and it’s based on what General Services Administration does with their salary tables.  Typically, it’s anywhere from 1.9 to 2 percent.  Rarely is it more than 2.5 percent.
MS. FOOTE:  Just a study over the years.  I mean council staff salaries and not individuals, but just the big package.  If it’s about $192,000 or something like that, what was it when the states first started getting $30,000?  Do you understand what I’m saying?  

I think you’ll see a 10 to 20 percent increase in council staff salary while the states have maintained the same and our salaries in the states are dictated by various state laws and civil service regulations.

MR. HENDRIX:  I would like to make a motion that we recommend to full council that we increase the state liaison funding by $5,000 a year at this point.

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Is there a second?  I’ll second it.  Is there discussion?

MR. PERRET:  Does that include Gulf States as it has in the past, because they always got the same thing the states got.

MR. HENDRIX:  No, I said states.

MS. WALKER:  Joe, I could support it if you said a one-time increase.  We may not have any overage in 2008 and then what are we going to do?

MR. HENDRIX:  At this point we do.  That’s what I understand from Cathy’s presentation and is that correct?

MS. READINGER:  That’s correct for 2007.

MR. HENDRIX:  A $5,000 increase per state is not going to put us in a deficit funding situation?

MS. READINGER:  No, it won’t.

MR. GILL:  I would offer a friendly to that, because I think the sense of this committee is we would like to help the states, but we’re concerned about blow out in following years.  If the motion maker would accept a friendly, I would say not inclusive of the fish commission, but to be reviewed at the November meeting.

MR. HENDRIX:  That’s acceptable. 
CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I, as the seconder, would accept it as well.  Is there further discussion?
MS. WALKER:  I want clarification, Bob.  What do you mean to be reviewed at the November council meeting?

MR. GILL:  That was the time that Cathy suggested we’ll have the next year’s funding looked at and we can decide whether we want to continue it or not.

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Cathy’s comments were that the original request was a $10,000 increase and depending on next year’s budget in November, we might could raise it to the full amount, but it would still fit with your motion, that we review all aspects of it at the November meeting.

MS. WALKER:  Mr. Chairman, if I may ask you one question for clarification.  This motion would be giving a $5,000 a year increase to all five Gulf States into perpetuity and that’s the way I read this motion.  We can review it in November, but unless someone makes a motion to take the money away in November --

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Bobbi, we could do that.  We could do that.  I think the intent of the motion is as long as things are stable that we increase their funding, but at any time we could, if we get into a deficit situation, cut back.

MS. WALKER:  That was my clarification I was asking you.  The way the motion is worded, it would take a motion from the council to take the money away.  The only way to prohibit that would be to say a one-time $5,000 increase in 2007 and then to be reviewed again at the November council meeting to decide whether it continues.

MR. RIECHERS:  The entire budget is approved every year and so within the context of that, you will always have an annual review of the budget and you can look to specifically this question when that review comes up each and every year.  

We always have the opportunity to look at our budget and determine where we need to move more money or have less meetings or whatever that case is.  This doesn’t in any way institute an in perpetuity kind of thing, because our whole budget is subject to being upgraded or downgraded based on the funds that we get each year.
CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We’ve had an awful lot of discussion on this and I think we should be ready to vote on the motion.  All those in favor of the motion signify by saying aye; opposed.  The motion passes.  Being no other business, this committee meeting is adjourned.
(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 10:45 o’clock a.m., June 5, 2007.)
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