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Abstract 

I- 

This update is a continuation of the Division of Subsistence’s efforts 

to document the Norton Sound - Bering Strait subsistence king crab 

fishery. Villagers in the area have crabbed for subsistence for as long 
P 

as elders can remember. The area was opened to commercial crabbing in 

1977 : subsequently subsistence harvests declined sharply. A 1981 report 

of the Nome office of the Division of Subsistence documented subsistence 

harvest from 1970 through 1980. In 1981, the Board of Fisheries created 

a 150mile offshore closure in the Norton Sound Section of the Northern 

District. The purpose of this update is to continue monitoring the 

fishery. Nome permit data were analyzed for 1981, while surveys were 

administered in Golovin, Elim and Savoonga to the same households 

surveyed for the previous report. These data, for the winter season 

. 

prior to the closure, show that the decline in harvest had not reversed. 

In Golovin, Nome, and Savoonga (northside), both the average catch per 

household and the average catch per day were the lowest since data 

gathering began. Informal reports from crabbers suggest that 1982 

harvest continues to be depressed. Local people are concerned about the 

possible affects of the commercial fishery on the crab population. The 

Norton Sound Advisory Commitee has submitted a proposal to close Morton 

Sound to commercial crabbing (proposal number 73). The Arctic Regional 

Council unanimously approved this proposal. The staff has submitted a 

proposal to reduce the harvest (proposal number 75). 



Introduction 

The Nome office of the Division of Subsistence has been documenting the 

harvest and use of king crab in Norton Sound and the Bering Strait area 

since May, 1980. In March, 1981, the office presented a report -- 
3 

\ - 

“Norton Sound - Bering Strait Subsistence King Crab Fishery” -- to the 

Board of Fisheries. The Nome office has updated its 1981 report for four 

selected villages. This update will describe the problem, the 

methodology for the initial report and for the update, and the findings. 

The Problem 

For as long as some village elders can remember, King crab have been 

harvested in the Norton Sound - Bering Strait area. As in the past, most 

crabbers today crab through the ice, using handlines baited with fish. 

Each village has favorite, productive crabbing locations, which may be 

as near as immediately offshore from the village or as far away as 15 

miles. Crabbing is widespread, with active crabbers on St. Lawrence 

Island to the west, at Shaktoolik to the south, and on Little Diomede to 

the north (see Map 11. There are no precise harvest figures prior to the 

1970s. However based on the recollections of elders who talk of sled 

loads of crab they caught themselves, harvests were substantial (Thomas 

1981, page 50). More recent harvest data are available from surveys and 

permits. Harvests in Nome in the mid 1970s averaged at least 60 to 78 
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crab per crabbing household. By 1980 that figure had decreased to less 

than 20 crab per household (Thomas 1981, page 24). Savoonga crabbers who 

fished the north side of St. Lawrence Island in the mid 1970s averaged 

about 20 crab annually. By 1980 that harvest was down to 1.6 crabper 

household (Thomas 1981, page 93). Elim, Golovin and white Mountain also 
3 

experienced declines in average harvests and average catch per day. 

Figure 1 compares subsistence harvest with commercial harvests in the 

Norton Sound - Bering Strait area for the years 1975 through 1981. These 

data come Thomas 1981 report, from the surveys conducted for this 

update, and from the annual management report of the Division of 

Commercial Fish. Data from four individual villages will be presented in 

the findings section of this report. 

The opening of a summer commercial crab season in the Norton Sound 

Section in 1977 is widely perceived to have caused the decline in 

subsistence harvests. There was no harvest guideline that first year. In 

1978 the board approved a harvest guideline of 350,000 to l,OOO,OOO 

pounds. The guidelines fluctuated during subsequent seasons, and this 

past season (1981) the guideline was the highest to date, 2,000,000 to’ 

5,000,OOO pounds. But harvest information during the 1981 season induced 

the area biologist to close four areas (about 15 per cent of the 

section) to crabbing. The purpose of this emergency order was to 

distribute effort to areas where little or no harvest had occurrred. 

Commercial crabbers were further restricted during summer 1981 by a 

3 



1,000,00( 

900,000 

N 

U 800,000 

M 

B 700,000 

E 

R 600,000 

0 500,000 - 

F 

11 

I- 

/- 

I- 

i- 

- 

I- 

I- 

I- 

II 

- 
I 

R, 300,ooa 

A 

B 200,000 

100,000 

10,000 

Figure 1 
Commercial and Subsistence King Crab Harvests 

6 Norton Sound Section 

1975 1976 1977 1978 

YEARS 

Subsistence Harvests 



(-“ 
-- 

150mile closure of near shore waters established by the Board of 

Fisheries in an attempt to protect the subsistence fishery. The actual 

harvest of king crab by commercial crabbers in summer 1981 was 1,379,014 

pounds (376,000 crab). Since 1977, 8,107,030 pounds of king crab 

(2,500,OOO crab) have been harvested by commercial crabbers in the 3 
Norton Sound Section (see Figure 1). The Division of Commercial Fish has 

been conducting tagging studies to determine population and migration 

patterns. These studies are continuing. 

I-: 

Thomas ( 1981 report on subsistence crabbing provided detailed historical 

and contemporary information ab0u.t gear and technique, timing of effort, 

preparat-ion and storage, distribution of catch, and other topics for the 

entire Norton Sound - Bering Strait area. The 1981 report also mapped 

local crabbing sites on large-scale maps. This update will not repeat 

that information. The. 1981 report does not include !,981 harvest 

information; it covers those years up to 1980. The 1982 update includes 

1981 harvest information. To avoid confusion, the 1981 report will be 

referred to simply as the “report” and the 1982 update will be referred 

to as the “update.” 

The purpose of the update is to report subsistence king crab harvest 

levels for 1981 in four widely scattered villages. Nome, Golovin, Elim 

and Savoonga should be good indicators of harvests in the Norton Sound - 

Bering Strait area. They are among the most active crabbing communities 
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(Thomas 1981, page 15). Brevig Mission, Teller, Wales, Shishmaref, 

Unalakleet, Koyuk, Stebbins and St. Michael do not have as many active 

crabbers as other villages in the region. Gambell and White Mountain, 

two active crabbing villages, were not surveyed for the update because 

they share crabbing sites with villages that were surveyed. Savoonga 
2 

harvests may be similar to those at Gambell, because both crab at 

Southwest Cape, in addition to other sites. Golovin harvests may be 

similar to those at White Mountain, because both use the same crabbing 

sites around Rocky Point. Little Diomede Island was not surveyed for the 

update. Unlike the other villages surveyed for the update, Diomede had 

not experienced a harvest decline (Thomas 1981, page 125). 

\.--. 
This update provides estimates for the 1981 harvest, prior to the 

closure of off shore waters to commercial crabbing vessels. Most 

subsistence crabbing occurs through the sea ice from December though 

May: March and April are very productive months. Any data presented now 

on the 1982 harvest would be incomplete and possibly misleading. This 

researcher did query informants about the 1982 harvest in general terms. 

This informat ion will be included in the Findings section when 

pertinent. 

A further limitation exists with the Nome data; not all Nome crabbers 

obtain or return permits. In 1978, a very good year for crabbing, 263 

permits were returned. But as crabbing success declined, fewer and fewer 

6 



people obtained OK returned permits. Because it is not known how many 

crabbers fail to obtain or return permits, the harvest totals for Nome 

should be considered minimums. To compensate for this limitation, the 

1981 report and this update rely on average harvests per household and 

on average catch per day for comparisons. When the Nome permit data is 
P 

compared with the Nome survey data, the values of these two averages are 
. 

similar or nearly identical, even though the actual harvests reported by 

permits may be far different than the actual harvest reported by survey. 

This limitation does not exist with the village data, because all 

available households were surveyed in the smaller villages and a random - 

sample was surveyed in the larger villages. 

Methodology 

A survey was used to estimate levels of subsistence harvests for the 

report (Appendix 1). The survey was mailed to all households in Nome. 

The survey was administered in person to all available households in 

Golovin, White Mountain, Elim, and Diomede. The survey was also 

administered to known crabbing households in Shaktoolik, where Thomas 

was residing at the time. A random sample of one third of the households 

was selected for administration in Gambell and Savoonga. In addition, 

information was elicited from selected informants about historical 

harvests, traditional methods, and other topics. 
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For the update, Nome crab permit data for the past four years was 

tabulated, analyzed and compared to Nome survey data. No survey was 

administered in Nome this year, because this would duplicate information 

already requested by the permit system. To complement permit data, 

crabbers were interviewed and observed on the ice near Nome this winter. 
a 

To gather village harvest data, the survey used in the report was 

shortened to elicit information only about the most recent harvest -- 

1981. A comments section was provided and crabbers were given an 

opportunity to comment about factors that might have influenced 

harvests, such as weather and ice conditions. The surveys were - 

administered in person to the same households surveyed for the report in 

Savoonga, Elim and Golovin. Some shortcomings of the report’s survey 

c.- were eliminated in the update’s version. Instead of asking for a harvest 

ranaer the update’s survey asked for an actual harvest estimate. This 

allowed more precise harvest totals for each village. When different 

gear types were used, respondents were asked to discriminate between 

catch by handline o,r by pot. 

In data analysis, the harvests reported by each household in each 

village were totaled to determine how many crabs had been harvested 

during the 1981 sea&n. This total was divided by the number of crabbing 

households in each village to determine an average catch per household. 

This information will be presented for Nome, Golovin, Elim and Savoonga 

and compared to previous years. The surveys asked crabbers the number of 
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days they had crabbed each month. The total number of crab harvested in 

each village was divided by the total number of days villagers reported 

crabbing to determine the average catch per day. Thomas gathered the 

same information for 1979 and 1980. Average catch per crabber per day 

for Nome, Golovin, Elim and Savoonga will be presented and compared to 
T,P 

previous years. The narrative will briefly describe the crabbing 

situation in each village and explain the data as required. Comments 

made by villagers during the survey will be included when pertinent. 
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Findings 

Data for the 1981 Nome harvest comes from permits returned by crabbers 

after the 1981 season. The comparisons below are betwe.en the 1981 permit 
3rd 

data and data from the previous three years. Average catch per household 

and average catch per crabber per day are shown in Figure 2. The permit 

data are represented by a dotted line, while the survey data are 

represented by a solid line. 

The 1981 harvest of king crab in Nome was the lowest in the four years 

permits have been issued. But because not everyone obtains or returns 

permits (see discussion in Appendix 21, the harvest reported by permits 

is incomplete. The reported harvest in 1981 was 371 crab, compared to 

about 500 in 1980 and 1979, and more than 18,000 in 1978. Several Nome 

crabbers noted that poor ice conditions hindered their efforts during 

1981. Although these harvest figures are a rough guide to harvest and 

effort, more meaningful information is provided by the average catches 

per household and per day, as described below. 

Participation in crabbing during 1981 increased from levels in 1980 and 

1979. Twenty-two people reported crabbing in 1981, compared to only 9 in 

1980, 16 in 1979, and 149 in 1978. Again, because not everyone obtains 

or returns permits, this data must be considered incomplete. More people 

10 
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are obtaining permits in 1982. Nearly 100 crabbing permits had been 

issued in Nome by March 1, 1982. Last year 51 permits were issued for 

the entire season. 

The number of days spent crabbing also increased over 1979 and 1980 
3 

levels. Crabbers reported spending 198 days crabbing in 1981, compared 

to 50 in 1980, 60 in 1979 and 8,133 in 1978. 

The average catch per household in 1981 was the lowest reported in the 

four years permits have been issued. Crabbers reported catching an . 

average of 16.9 crabs each in 1981, compared to 61.5 in 1980, 36.4 in 

1979, and 125.0 in 1978 (see Figure 2). 

The most meaningful statistic was the average catch per crabber per day, 

which showed. that 1981 was the worst year since permits were first 

issued in 1978. A crabber caught an average of only 1.8 crab per day in 

1981, compared to 4.3 in 1980, 2.3 in 1979 and 15.4 in 1978. Note in 

Figure 2 that both the permit data and the survey data show similar 

values for the average catch per crabber per day, suggesting that this 

statistic could be a useful guide to crabbing success despite the 

limitations of the permit data. Crab catch and effort reported by 

permits in 1981 is presented in Table 1. 
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Table 1 

Nome Crab Catch and Effort - From 1981 Permits 

Minimum Maximum Average 

---------------------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~---- 
3 

Handline Catch 0 crab 37 crab 7.5 crab 

Handline Effort 1 day 14 days 4.7 days 

Pot Catch 0 crab 155 crab 30.5 crab 

Pot Effort 1 day 60 days 21 days 

Number of Pots 1 3 2 pots 

---------------------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~-~----------- 

This winter (19821, crabbing in Nome began shortly after Christmas. 

Early, informal reports were that crab were more numerous than in 1980 

and 1981, but usually were sublegal size. Consequently, crabbing effort 

picked up, as indicated by an increase in the number of permits 

obtained. Some people with pots reported catches of ten or more crab, 

but the lengths of the soaks are not known at this time. Some crabbers 

interviewed on the ice reported that they had not crabbed in 1981, 

evidence that it was effort and not merely permit applications that was 

increasing. In mid-February a strong north wind blew the ice out to sea. 

A number of people lost crab pots, including the Division of Commercial 

Fish. When new ice formed about two weeks later, informal reports were 

that the crab were not so numerous. Three crabbers interviewed on the 
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ice March 7 reported crabbing almost every day during the preceeding 

week and catching only one crab. They caught another crab on March 7. 

This researcher crabbed the weekend of March 6 and 7, setting out four 

handlines for eight hours Saturday and six hours Sunday. One crab took 

the bait, but released his hold near the surface and was lost. On March 

8, a strong south wind piled sea ice against the shore ice along the 

crabbing sites. The wind shifted overnight to the north and blew the 

piled ice out to sea again. The lead has since closed, but there is no 

way to know if safe ice will form again, allowing continuation of the 

1982 crabbing effort in Nome. 

LOVU 

The 1981 harvest of king crab reported by Golovin households was 

extremely poor. Reported harvest dropped from 356 in 1979 and 201 in 

1980 to 4 in 1981. 

Participation in crabbing also declined, but not in proportion to the 

harvest decline. Households reporting crabbing in 1979 and 1980 numbered 

12 and 8, respectively. Four households crabbed in 1981. About one 

fourth of the households mentioned the poor harvest as a reason they did 

not crab. When the most persistent crabbers in the village repeatedly . 

failed to bring home crabs, other were reluctant to invest their time 

and energy. 
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Days spent crabbing also declined, but again not in proportion to the 

harvest decline. In 1979 and 1980, villagers reported 64 and 55 days 

crabbing. In 1981 villagers reported 34 days crabbing. The catch per day 

in 1979 and 1980 was 5.6 and 3.7 crabs, respectively. That declined to 

0.1 crabs per day in 1981 (see Figure 3) . Data from the Golovin survey 
v 

are presented in Table 2. 

Golovin residents perceived several factors influencing the harvest. One 

fourth of the households mentioned that poor ice conditions at 

Ipnatchuaq (a favorite location on the opposite side of Rocky Point) 

kept them from crabbing. A few felt that the catch was low because the 

effort was low. But one man reported attempts in three locations on both 

sides of the point with both hand lines and a pot on one occasion. He 

didn’t catch a single crab in five months of crabbing, despite 15 days 

on the ice. He checked his pot after an overnight set; the bait had not 

been touched. Several residents mentioned the increasing commercial 

effort in Norton Sound, and worried about what would happen to 

subsistence crabbing if the commercial effort continues. “People feel 

the high quotas by the commercial catch attribute to the low subsistence 

catches,” one man wrote on his survey form. “They feel commercial 

crabbing should be stopped until there is a complete study done that 

would support a commercial harvest.” 
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Figure 3 shows the average catch per household and the average catch 
per crabber per day for Golovin crabbers, who crabbed along the shore 
around Rock y Point. 





Table 2 

Golovin Crab Catch and Effort - From 1981 Survey 

Minimum Maximum Average 

Handline Effort 1 day 15 days 8.5 days 

Pot Catch 0 crab 0 crab 0 crab 

Pot Effort 1 day lday 1 day 

In mid-February, 1982, a resident of Golovin reported that he knew of no 

crab harvested this winter, but was not sure if there had been any 

effort. 

ELIM 

The 1981 harvest of king crab reported by Elim households was about the 

same as the 1980 harvest, but both were far below the average harvests 

enjoyed by Elim crabbers in prior .years. Reported harvest in 1981 was 99 

crab, compared to 86 crab in 1980. From 1975 to 1979, crabbers harvested 

about 500 crab each year. 

Participation in crabbing declined slightly. Before 1978 about 13 
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households reported crabbing each year. In 1978, 19 crabbed; in 1979, 

16; and in 1980, 14. Only 11 households reported crabbing in 1981, but 

as in other villages with poor harvests, several households said they 

would crab if harvests improved. 

v 

As expected, the total days crabbed was down slightly, in proportion to 

the number of active crabbing households. In 1979 Elim crabbers reported 

crabbing for a total of 57 days and in 1980, 52 days. Handline crabbers 

reported crabbing 45 days in 1981. Four Elim crabbers reported using 

crab pots in 1981. But three couldn’t remember how many days they soaked 

their pots; they did remember that they caught no crab. The other soaked 

his crab for 30 days, and reported a catch of only 3 crab. Asked about 

the design of the pot, he said it was the same pot he had used in past 

years, which caught as many as 15 crab per 24 hour soak. From this data 

it would appear that handlines are more efficient than pots. One reason 

might be that Elim people generally crab late in the spring, sometimes 

using boats after the ice goes out. The pots are generally set earlier 

when the ice is more solid and crab may be less abundant. 

The catch per day in 1979 was 5.1 crab: in 1980 it was 1.2 crab. That 

increased slightly in 1981 to 1.3 crab per day (see Figure 4). 

The crabbers interviewed did not mention any special factors that might 

have affected harvests, such as ice conditions or weather. They, like 
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Fibure 4 
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Figure 4 shows the average catch per household and the average catch 
Per crabber per day for Elim crabbers who crabbed along the northside 
of Norton Bay from the village to Cape Darby. 



crabbers in other villages, perceive that the commercial harvest had 

something to do with their decreased success. One of the crabbers who 

used a pot last year noted his frustration. "One time, all afternoon, 

all night, next day, no bites or nothing. No use to.even try. Around 

Nome we use that kind (of pot), I could get almost 30, 40 a night. But 
TV 

around here, nothing. It's disgusting." Data from the Elim survey are 

presented in Table 3. 

Table 3 

Elim Crab Catch and Effort - From 1981 Survey 

------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Minimum Maximum Average 

------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Handline Catch 0 60 8.7 crab 

Handline Effort 2 days 12 days. 4.1 days 

Pot Catch* 3 3 crab 3 crab 

Pot Effort 30 days 30 days 30 days 

Number of Pots 1 pots 1 pot 1 pot 

------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

*Crabbers who .could not remember soaks or catch are not included. 

The 1982 crab harvest in Elim was just beginning when the survey was 

conducted. One man reported a three week pot soak, with checks every two 
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or three days, had yielded no crab. A few attempts had been made with 

handlines, also with no success. 

Savoonga, on St. Lawrence Island, is in the General Section of the 
;ir 

Northern District. Savoonga crab data are broken down into two groups 

representing two distinct crabbing operations on the Island. Early in 

the winter and into spring, crabbers crab near the village on the north 

side of the Island. When the bowhead whale hunt begins in April, whalers 

crab through the ice or off the ice edge at Southwest Cape while waiting 

for whales. Crabbing there is definitely a secondary activity: last year 

crabbers. reported their harvest was interrupted by the early appearance 

of bowheads. This update will consider the northside data first, then 

the Southwest Cape data. 

The 1981 northside harvest of king crab was the lowest of any village 

surveyed. Reported harvest in 1979 was 500 crab: in 1980, 16 crab. 

Participation in crabbing also declined, but not nearly enough to 

account for the low catch. Seven households reported crabbing on the 

northside in 1981, down from 10 and 9 in 1980 and 1979, respectively. 

Days spent crabbing declined by more’ than half, from 65 in 1979 and 62 

in 1980 to 24 in 1981. The catch per day in 1979 and 1980 was 7.7 and 

0.3 crab, respectively. That declined to 0.04 crab per day in 1981, the 

lowest of the villages surveyed (see Figure 5). 
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lJfgure 5 shows the average catch per household and the average catch 
per craRber per day for-Savoonga crabbers who crabbed near tRe villag 
m tRe nortRside of St. Lawrence Island. 



The data from Southwest Cape show a different picture. The 1981 harvest 

was 298 crab, compared to more than 332 reported in both 1979 and 1980. 

Participation was up slightly, from 11 to 13 between 1980 and 1981. In 

past years an average of five households have reported crabbing at 

Southwest Cape. Days spent crabbing declined, from 70 days in 1979 and 
3 

47 days in 1980 to 40 days in 1981. As would be expected with a good 

harvest and less effort, the catch per day was up slightly, from 4.7 in 

1979 and 7.1 in 1980 to 7.5 crab per day in 1981 (see Figure 61. 

Virtually all the Savoonga crabbers who crabbed at Southwest Cape - 

reported that the crab there were much smaller than they had been in the 

past. The commercial crabbers were blamed for this, too, as local people 

(, .- 
know the crab boats harvest only the larger crab. Crab boats were 

observed on the southwest side of the island during the summer of 1981; 

some crews reportedly traded crab for ivory carved by Islanders. No one 

observed crab pots set around the island in 1981; there was a persistant 

rumour that the Native Corporation had formally requested the boats not 

to set pots. The president of the Native Corporation said that was not 

true. But in earlier years , people in Savoonga could see the buoys of 

the commercial boats’ pots northeast, northwest and in front of 

Savoonga. Commercial crabbers have also been seen off Southwest Cape 

(Thomas 1980, page 100). Data from the Savoonga survey are presented in 

Table 4. 
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Figure 6 

Average Catch Per Household - Savoonga (SW Cape) 
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Ffgur'e 6 shows tRe average catch per household and the average catch 
per craBBer per day for Savoonga crabbers who crabbed at Southwest 
Cape on tRe soutRs2de of St. Lawrence Island. 



Table 4 

Savoonga Crab Catch and Effort - From 1981 Survey 

---------------------------------------------------o-------------------- 

minimum Maximum Average 

-----,----r----r-----------------------------~------------------------- 

NS Handline Catch 0 crab 1 crab 0.14 crab 

NS Handline Effort 1 day 12 days 3.4 days 

SW Handline Catch 0 crab 60 crab 24.8 crab 

SW handline Effort 1 day 7 days 3.3 days 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------o 

When the Savoonga survey was conducted in February 1982, few crabbers 

had attempted crabbing on the northside. Those who tried had no luck. No 

one reported any attempts at Southwest Cape. 
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Summary and Conclusion 

Both survey and permit data show that the 1982 subsistence harvest of 

king crab in the Norton Sound - Bering Strait area continues to be 

depressed. In Golovin, Nome and Savoonga (northside), both the average 
;c 

catch per household and the average catch per day were the lowest since 

data gathering began. In Elim the average harvest and catch per crabber 

per day increased slightly over 1980. At Savoonga (Southwest Cape) the 

catch per crabber per day increased slightly. But more households there 

. participated and catch per household consequently declined. At no site 

studied by permit or survey, except Southwest Cape, did the total 

harvest, the catch per household, or the average catch per day approach 

C\ 
pre-1979 levels. At Southwest Cape crab were generally sub-legal size, ._ 

smaller crab than were harvested there in years past. So although the 

Southwest Cape harvest remained relatively constant in numbers, harvest 

declined in terms of pounds of edible meat. 

Informally gathered data for the 1982 harvests suggest that the harvests 

in Elim, Savoonga and Golovin are no better than 1981. Some handline 

effort was reported in Savoonga and Elim in 1982 with no success. One 

crabber reported a three week pot effort in Blim in 1982, again with no 

success. In Nome some crabbers feel 1982 is a better year than 1981 or 

1980, but recent storms have hindered efforts. As in 1981, crabs seem to 

be smaller than in previous years. While the effectiveness of the 
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150mile closure for commercial vessels cannot yet be adequately 

evaluated, informal harvest reports for 1982 suggest that the population 

remains depressed in near-shore, subsistence crabbing areas. 

There is no conclusive biological data to explain the decline of 
P 

subsistence harvests. But there is no question that the magnitude of the 

fishery introduced by the commercial vessels has never before existed in 

the Norton Sound - Bering Strait area. Data show (see Figure 1) a direct 

correlation between the opening of the commercial season and the 

decrease in subsistence harvests. Further, data show that the annual . 

harvest for the commercial effort has also declined since the first 

years of the fishery. The Division of Commercial Fish staff will be 

presenting the Board with more information about the commercial effort ( . ..- . . 
and the results of their studies. 

The Norton Sound Fish and Game Advisory Committee, Kawerak, Inc. (the 

regional non-profit corporation), village leaders, and crabbers have all 

expressed concern to the Division of Subsistence about the status of the 

Norton Sound fishery. The advisory committee has submitted a proposal 

(number 73) that would close the summer commercial crab fishery in the 

Norton Sound Section of the Northern District. A crabber from Nome 

submitted his own proposal (number 72) to close both the summer and a 

small winter commercial fishery. The Division of Commercial Fish staff 

proposal (number 75) would significantly reduce the harvest guidelines 

26 



f 

I . 

for the Norton Sound Section, from a2,000,000 to 5,000,OOO pounds” to 

“500,000 to l,lC~O,O00 pounds.” While that would appear to be a 

significant reduction, the staff proposal would in fact allow harvests 

nearly as great as those during the last two commercial seasons. The 

Arctic Regional Council, meeting in Nome on March 9 and 10, voted 
w 

unanimously to support the closure of the summer commercial crab 

fishery. 

Although not in the Norton Sound Section and thus not affected by these 

proposals, the St. Lawrence Island and Diomede Island people have 

expressed concern about the crab fishery. St. Lawrence seats members on 

the Norton Sound Advisory Committee, and these representatives supported 

the proposal to close Norton Sound waters. The committee further 

requested that the harvest guidelines for the General Section (staff 

proposal number 74) be ammended to exclude harvests in the waters north 

of Cape Romanzof. Recent efforts by commercial crabbers have been around 

St. Matthew Island, which lies south of that latitude. 

In summary, crab harvests continue to be depressed for the subsistence 

crabbing villages of the area. While slight increases in success are 

being reported, success is far below pre 1979 levels. Crab being caught 

today are generally smaller than those caught prior to 1979, crabbers 

report. While biological data do not prove a link between the declining 

subsistence harvest and the recently introduced commercial efforts, the 
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timing of the decline has persuaded many local crabbers that the two are 

definitely related. 
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APPENDIX 1 

Survey Form used in Report and Update 
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APPENDIX 2 

Notes on Figure 1 

Commercial harvest data for king crab is compiled by the Division of - 
Commercial Fish and is published in the annual management report for the 
Norton Sound, Port Clarence and Rotzebue areas. The totals for 
commercial harvests on Figure 1 come from the 1981 report. 7 
Subsistence harvest data for king crab is gathered in two ways: permits 
issued to Nome residents by the Division of Commercial Fish and surveys 
administered to residents of Nome and other region villages by the 
Division of Subsistence. The Nome permit data is incomplete because not 
all Nome residents obtain permits and report their harvests. In 1980 and 
1981, the Division of Subsistence mailed surveys to 718 Nome households 
asking about their involvement in and harvests of king crabs. Of those 
718, 174 were returned and 95 of those 174 reported catching king crab. . 
Some of the 718 boxholders in Nome are local businesses and government 
agencies, who naturally would not be crabbing for subsistence. Others 
are no doubt people who do not crab and thus failed to respond. So while 
about half of the 174 people who responded to the survey reported 
crabbing, it is not accurate to assume that half of the 718 boxholders 
in Nome also crab. It is clear that the data presented understates the 
harvest, but it is not possible to accurately construct the total 
harvest. Data for the other villages is more accurate, because all 
households in these villages were surveyed, with the exception of 
Shaktoolik (see note below table). 

Totals for 1975-1980 are from the survey data gathered by Thomas. But 
because only sample villages were surveyed for 1981 harvests, it was not 
possible simply to add the village totals. Thomas’ data was analyzed to 
determine if each village harvested,a similar precentage of the Norton 
Sound Section total each year. It was discovered that the percentage of 
the total harvest taken by individual villages was remarkably stable 
from year to year, with the exception of 1979. That year, Nome crabbers 
did poorly while certain village crabbers did better than average. For 
example, excluding the year 1979, Nome crabbers harvested an average of 
76.2 per cent of the section total, with a range of 74-79 per cent. 
Golovin crabbers harvested an average of 8.6 percent, with a range of 
6-11 per cent. The greatest variation was in Shaktoolik, a less active 
crabbing village. There, 1979 was an unusually active year, and 
disrupted a more stable pattern of harvesting less than 2 per cent of 
the section total. So, to construct an approximate total subsistence 
harvest figure for 1981 for the Norton Sound Section, the village totals 
from Elim and Golovin were divided by the average percentage of total 
harvest taken in Elim and Golovin (103 crab divided by 19 per cent 
equals 547 crab). The same procedure was applied to Nome's harvest total 
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for 1981 reported by permit (371 crab divided by 76 per cent equals 486 
crab). For purposes of comparison, then, a harvest total of 500 crab was 
assumed for 1981 in the Norton Sound Section and graphed in Figure 1. 
Because the scale of the graph is so large (1 to l,OOO,OOO) and the 
subsistence component is so small (6,173 maximum), the accuracy of the 
data should be within the accuracy possible on the graph. Most - 
important, the survey data should be an accurate indicator of trends, 
since the 1981 survey used identical procedures with virtually identical 
households in the same villages. 3 

Number of Crab Harvested - Norton Sound Section 
-~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 
--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Nome 3,236 2,863 4,372 4,701 1,554 1,284 * 
Golovin 409 339 351 395 356 201 4 
White Mountain 171 171 171 261 278 111 * 
Elim 391 454 472 655 637 86 99 
Shaktoolik** 10 30 136 161 359 0 * 

TOTALS 4,217 3,857 5,502 6,173 3,164 1,682 500 

*Not surveyed in 1981. 

L __ **Data represents only nine households, which were the only active 
crabbers in Shaktoolik in 1980. In other villages, all available 
households were surveyed. 

Three of the villages surveyed are not in the Norton Sound Section of 
the Northern District, and so are not included in the Figure 1. The 
harvests in those villages are presented below. In Savoonga and Gambell, 
one third of the households were randomly selected so the total harvest 
reported here is the survey total times three. In Ingalik, all available 
households were surveyed and the total harvest is the survey total. 

Number of Crab Harvested - General Section 
-~~~~~~~~--~~-~~~~-~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 
~~--~~----~~-~~---~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~------- 
Savoonga 1,245 966 1,263 2,025 2,493 1,044 897 
Gambell 1,257 1,278 1,416 1,704 3,096 2,079 * 
Ingalik 1,142 1,418 1,445 1,298 2,037 2,878 * 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Total 3,644 3,662 4,124 5,027 7,626 6,002 

*not surveyed in 1981. 
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APPENDIX 3 

1981 Subsistence Harvests -- Raw Data 

NOME: Nome data comes from permits issued by the Division of Commercial 
Fish between December 1980 and March 1981. Permits included a day-by-day - 
harvest calendar where crabbers could list the number caught, the hours 
fished, and the number of pots or handlines used. They were to be 
returned at the end of the crabbing season. Fifty one permits were 
issued; 38 were returned. Of those 38, 22 reported crabbing. 

z- 

--------------_--___---------------------------------------------------- 

PERMIT HL DAYS HL CRAB HOURS/DAY PT DAYS PT CRAB # POTS 
----_--_____________---------------------------------------------------- 
01 14 24 
02 did not crab 
03 did not crab 
04 did not crab 

iz 
did not crab 
did not crab 

07 did not return permit 
08 did not return permit 
09 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
,16 
17 
18 

ii 
21 
22 
23 

it 
26 
27 

ii 
30 

‘3: 
33 

1 o- 3 
did not return permit 
did not crab 
did not return permit 
did not crab 
did not crab 

2 
did not crab 

1 2 6 
did not return permit 
did not crab 

1 0 
did not crab 
did not crab 
did not crab 
did not return permit 

‘a 
3 

2.5 
10 f S 5 
did not crab 
did not crab 
did not return permit 

2 0 3 
3 1 

did not return permit 

5 9 1 
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---_________________---------------------------- ___________________ 

PERMIT HL DAYS HL CRAB HOURS/DAY PT DAYS PT CRAB # POTS 

34 
35 

it 
38 

ii 
41 
42 

t: 
45 
46 
47 
48 

3 5 6 

did not return permit 
did not return permit 

1 2 5 

z 
2 
8 : 

12 37 6 
did not return permit 

0 
did not return permit 
did not crab 

1 

60 
40 

155 3 
12 

0 i 
18 26 1 

36 2 

5 1 

49 did not return permit 
50 2 1 2 
51 5 6 7 
--~~~~-~---~-~---~~---------------------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

TOTALS 71 127 127 244 14 
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GOLOVIN: Golovin data comes from a survey conducted between October 28 
and November 2, 1981. Thomas contacted 23 households in 1980; an attempt 
was made to contact those same households in 1981. Eleven were out of 
town or otherwise unavailable, so seven additional households were 
contacted. The harvest total reported by the first 23 was so low -- 4 -- 

was considered important to attempt to discover u harvest in - that it 
Golovin. Virtually every available household was contacted: no 
additional harvest was discovered. The survey numbers below are the same 
used by, Thomas in his 1980. report. v 
---------------------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~----~------------ 

SURVEY HL DAYS HL CRAB HOURS/DAY PT DAYS PT CRAB # ROTS 
---------------------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~---~~~---- 
01 5 4 6 
02 not available 

ii 
did not crab 
did not crab 

ii: 
did not crab 
did not crab 

07 not available 
08 not available . 
09 did not crab 
10 not available 
11 not available 
12 did not crab 

i: 
not available 
did not’ crab 

I’: 
not available 
not available 

:‘B 
not available 
did not crab 

19 did not crab 

E 
not available 
12 0 8 

22 2 0 12 
23 not available 

Xf 
did not crab 
did not crab 

26 15 0 10 0 1 
27 did not crab 
28 did not crab 
29 not available 
30 did not crab 
31 did not crab 
---------------------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~--- 
TOTALS 34 4 1 0 
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ELIM: Elim data comes from a survey conducted between February 18 and 
February 22, 1982. Thomas contacted 23 households in 1980: an attempt 
was made to contact those same households in 1981. Four households were 
unavailable, so five additional households were contacted. The survey 
numbers below are the same used by Thomas in 1980. 

4-5 
5 

30 
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SAVGONGA: Savoonga data comes from a survey conducted Between February’4 
and February 8, 1982. Thomas contacted 30 households: an attempt was 
made to contact those same households in 1981. Thirty households 
represents about one third of the total households in Savoonga. No one 
in Savoonga reported using. pots; all used handlines. The left hand 
columns below list data for the Northside crabbing (NS), while the right - 
hand columns list data for the Southwest Cape crabbing (SW). When 
respondents gave a range instead of a total, the midpoint was used in 
calculating totals (see Thomas 1980, page 100). If the range was one, 
then the maximum value was used. When a respondent gave the answer 0 
‘several” instead of a number of days, the value “3” was used in 
calculating totals. In two cases (03 and 17) SW cape crabbers were 
unable to remember how many crab they caught, only that they had caught 
a number of crab. To supply these values, the data was totaled, 
excluding these two cases, and an average harvest per day figured. That 
average harvest per day was multiplied by the days reported crabbing by 
03 and 17, to give a total harvest for each case. These were then added 
to the harvest total to give an adjusted harvest total. The survey . 
numbers below are the same used by Thomas. 

---------------------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~--------- 

SURVEY NS DAYS NS CRAB SW DAYS SP7 CRAB HOURS/DAY 
---------------------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~------------ 

XP 12 3 0 0 3 4 33 5 4-5 8 
x5 did not crab 2 14 

did not crab several ? 34-4 
04 not available 
:6” 0 1 11 

did not crab did not crab 
07 did not crab did not crab 
08 did not crab 2 15 
09 not available 
10 did not crab did not crab 
11 1 0 did not crab 
12 did not crab 1 
13 did not crab several %50 

it 
did not crab 8 
did not crab ‘5 16-25 

16 not available 
17 did not crab 5-6 ? 
18 did not crab did not crab 
19 did not crab did not crab 
20 did not crab 
21 did not crab 
22 did not crab 
23 did not crab 

1 60 
did not crab 
did not crab 

2 0 

8 

4-5 
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