 
Mr Chairman, members of the Council. 

My name is Bryan Bondioli.  I am representing the Alaska Charter Association, a membership of over 200 businesses statewide.   Ladies and gentlemen, none of the options on the table are “fair and equitable” to all users and WILL…..cause significant economic damage to the charter operator and the communities that depend on them.


The current suite of alternatives does not even provide for the basic needs of the potentially qualified Moratorium fleet.  None of the options on the table can achieve the Council’s stated goals of charter sector stability, predictability, diversity, and economic viability.  The proposed options are based on legally unfounded “GHL Policy”.  They are not intended to provide a “fair and equitable” allocation as required under the Halibut Act but are instead intended to create an unlawful compensation scheme to individuals who have no legal ownership rights.  


The Council analyses have said many times that harvest by the charter sector does Not affect the halibut resource in a measurable way.  NMFS has clearly stated, just recently in court, that there is quote “No Concern” with respect to the conservation of the resource.  In addition, table 11 of the GHL analysis, shows longline removals have exceed the Commercial quota in all but one of the past five years, by as much as ½ million pounds, nearly one tenth the statewide charter harvest.  Last year 2C longliners were allowed a 2.3 Million pound harvest OVER their CEY.  Sublegal wastage has increased by 50%, Sublegal bycatch mortality has increased by 24%, and yet, neither the Council nor the IPHC have expressed any concern, much less a call for conservation.  Furthermore, the Council analyses indicate that the CEY is projected to increase in 2C and 3A by nearly 20 million pounds in the next 5 years.  
All current allocation options are based on The Sole foundation of the GHL “problem statement” which says,  the increase in charter harvest would  #1) reduce the available commercial quota shares and #2) therefore reduce the economic value to the longline sector.

The Council analyses state that the resource is “quote” very robust.  The fishery CEY, is projected to increase by nearly 20 million pounds for areas 2C and 3A in the next five years.  Commercial QS has increased overall.  Area 3A has increased by over 3.5 million pounds since 2003.  Page 9 of the GHL… analysis, CLEARLY states that reduction in 2008 commercial harvest was quote “due to a different production model and a lower “harvest rate”; assessed by the IPHC”………NOT the minimal growth of the charter sector.

The McDowell Group study provided to you by the Halibut Coalition provides a table on page 10 which lists the ex-vessel prices from ‘96-‘05.  The analysis states:” (A price shock hit the industry in 1998, perhaps partially due to a 49%  increase in the pacific halibut quota over a two-year period.  Another significant price decline occurred in late 2001 and early 2002, following the Sept. 11, 2001 attacks.”)  The analysis definitively shows that the first drop in quota value was due to the additional “gifting” of the public resource, free of charge to the longline sector. The 2nd price hit was the result of a MAJOR worldwide terrorist threat.  Clearly, neither of these effects was caused, by ANY growth of the charters.

1. Since 1995, the longline sector has had an average annual harvest of over 58 million pounds, including a 100% “FREE” increase in “gifted” Shares between ‘97 and ‘99.

2. Individual quota share values have increased by 300% in 2C and 340% in 3A, and up to 444% statewide.

3. Ex-vessel prices have increased by over 200%, statewide.

4. Area 2C longliners are currently receiving 39% MORE profit for 35% LESS effort.

5. The guided recreational angler has NEVER harvested more than 6 million pounds statewide.

A simple evaluation of the reports, analyses, and the actual historical data demonstrate, without question, that the GHL “policy” is unfounded and legally unsupportable.  The growth of the charter sector has had Zero effect, much less a negative impact… to either the amount available commercial quota shares or commercial economic values.  

 The Council has a legal responsibility to evaluate alternative proposals which would be much less economically damaging and yet, actually achieve the Council’s stated goals.  

In the clear absence of a biological “need”, the ACA requests  that the Council postpone action until April and add the CHTF proposal as an option for consideration.          The alternative proposal:

1. … Ensures compliance with the Halibut Act and presents a “fair and equitable” alternative to damaging options currently under consideration.

2. It offers true conservation solutions, for the benefit of halibut resource, and not just the longline sector, in the event of definable biological concern.

3. It simplifies enforcement and will eliminate in excess of three quarters of a million dollars (per area)/ year in additional enforcement costs, 

It eliminates extensive Council involvement; All current proposals require Council attention at nearly every meeting ….forever.

Page 14 of the Halibut Coalition’s McDowell Group report states that 75% of the ex-vessel earnings become Personal Profit, after taxes, expenses, and loan payments.  I respectfully submit that with a 300-400% increase in equity, a 200% increase in profitability, and a 75% personal profit.  If you can’t pay back your low interest loans, bankrupting the charter sector will certainly not save them. 
On a side note – in regards to leasing.  If I cannot legally sell a sport caught halibut, how can I legally lease one…..And If I can legally lease a sport caught halibut, why the heck can’t I sell it.
