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ABSTRACT 

This report summarizes the results of research conducted in the southwest Alaska 

community of Sand Point by the Division of Subsistence of the Alaska Department of Fish and 

Came in 1992 and 1993. The focus of the research was patterns of noncommerica~ USeS Of wild 

fish, game, and plant resources in 1992. Interviews were conducted with 104 randomly selected 

households, a sample of 51 percent, using a standardized data gathering instrument. ln addition 

to resource harvest and use information, data on demography and aspects of the monetary sector 

of the local economy were also collected. 

The first chapter of the report describes study objectives and methods. The second 

focuses on demography and the cash economy. Based upon the survey results, there were an 

estimated 204 year-round households in Sand Point in 1992 with a population of 606. About 67 

percent of the population was Alaska Native. The cash sector of the local economy of Sand Point 

was found to be relatively undiversified and employment was largely seasonal. On average, 

employed adults worked 8.7 months in 1992 with only 41 percent working year-round. 

Commercial fishing dominated the cash sector of the economy; 39 percent of the total jobs were in 

commercial fishing and these jobs provided 49 percent of the total household cash income in the 

community. Per capita cash income in Sand Point in 1992 was $18,708, which is higher than that 

of most other rural Alaska communities. In these characteristics, Sand Point most closely 

resembles neighboring King Cove, with similarities with the Alaska Peninsula communities of 

Chignik Bay and Chignik Lagoon as well. 

Participation in the harvest and use of wild resources was virtually universal in Sand Point 

in 1992. Every sampled household used wild foods and 94 percent han/es&d them. Additionally, 

95 percent received gifts of wild foods from other households and 69 percent gave away wild 

resources. Resource harvests were relatively diverse. On average, households used 17.3 kinds of 

wild resources in 1992, harvested 10.1 kinds, received 9.4 kinds, and gave away 4.1 kinds. The 

average Sand Point household harvested 760 pounds usable weight of wild foods for home use in 



1992. The per capita harvest was 255.7 pounds. Of this, 54 percent was salmon, 21 percent was 

fish other than salmon, 11 percent was land mammals, 7 percent was marine invertebrates, 2 

percent was birds and eggs, 2 percent was marine mammals, and 3 percent was wild plants. 

Resources retained from commercial fisheries accounted for 37 percent of the total harvest for 

home use by weight. 

The final chapter compares study findings for Sand Point in 1992 with those for other 

communities of Southwest, Southcentral, and Southeast Alaska for which the Division of 

Subsistence has conducted similar research. Compared to communities such as Kenai, Kodiak, 

Valdez, and Cordova, Sand Point, along with King Cove, has a relatively undiversified economy 

focused on commercial fishing. Noncommerical harvest patterns closely resemble those of King 

Cove, Chignik Bay, and Chignik Lagoon. Harvest levels at Sand Point in 1992 were higher than 

most larger communities of southern Alaska, but lower and generally less diverse than those of 

smaller communities of the Alaska Peninsula and Aleutian Islands region, such as Chignik Lake, 

Perryville, False Pass, lvanof Bay, Nikolski, and Akutan. The report also summarizes subsistence 

resource issues of importance to the community which respondents brought up during the 

interviews. The report concludes that noncommerical resource uses remain important to the 

economy and way of life of Sand Point. 



INTRODUCTION 

In ‘IQ92 and 1993, the Division of Subsistence of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

conducted research on patterns of noncommercial uses of wild resources in Sand Point, Alaska. 

Most of the findings of this research were reported in Technical Paper No. 226, “Noncommercial 

Harvests and Uses of Wild Resources in Sand Point, Alaska, 1993” (published in December 

1993). As part of the research, mapping sessions were conducted with 10 knowledgeable Sand 

Point residents in order to depict areas used by the community for subsistence hunting, fishing, 

‘and gathering. All 10 respondents were active in subsistence harvesting and had lived in the 

Sand Point region from 40 to over 70 years. They mapped the areas in which they had hunted, 

fished, and trapped while living in Sand Point. 

At the time the technical paper was prepared, funding was not available to compile these 

household mapped data into a set of community-level maps. In 1996 work on these community 

maps was completed, and they are included in this supplement to Technical Paper No. 226. 

Users of these maps should note that they are probably only a partial depiction of areas important 

to Sand Point for subsistence hunting, fishing, and gathering. Not all community residents were 

interviewed, and subsistence harvest areas change over time. Users of these maps should 

consult with the .community for more definitive information. 

For more information on the methods used to map these harvest areas, see pages IO - 11 in 

Technical Paper No. 226. 
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CHAPTER ONE: PROJECT BACKGROUND AND METHODS 

BACKGROUND 

This report presents the results of a research project conducted by the Division of Subsistence of 

the Alaska Department of Fish and Game in the Southwest Alaska community of Sand Point in 1992 and 

1993. Sand Point is located on Popof Island, one of the Shumagin Islands, off the southern coast of the 

western portion of the Alaska Peninsula (Fig. 1). The purpose of the research was to collect information 

about the role of noncommercial hunting, fishing, and gathering in the economy and way of life of Sand 

Point. As part of the same project, comparable data were collected in the neighboring community of King 

Cove. These data are presented in a separate report (Fall et al. 1993), although some findings are included 

here for comparative purposes. The research in both communities was partially supported through a 

cooperative agreement with the U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service. Additionally, a 

contract with the National Marine Fisheries Service provided funding to study subsistence uses of harbor 

seals and sea lions in Sand Point and King Cove, as well as in about 60 other communities. The findings 

for the latter study for Sand Point are discussed here; the reader should consult Wolfe et al. (1993) for the 

full results of the harbor seal and sea lion study. 

There were several reasons for conducting the research on noncommercial resource uses in Sand 

Point. Although general descriptions of subsistence use patterns in Sand Point are available (e.g., 

Langdon 1982), a comprehensive household harvest survey had never been conducted in the community. 

With the exception of salmon and big game, neither the state nor the federal agencies with resource 

management responsibilities in the area monitor subsistence harvests. Thus, there was a lack of basic 

quantitative information about subsistence use patterns. Such data have a variety of applications in 

resource management and allocation decisions, such as customary and traditional use findings, regulation 

review, marine mammal management, and use plans for federal (Alaska Peninsula National Wildlife Refuge, 

Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge), state, and private lands. 
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RESEARCH METHODS 

Research Obiectives 

Research objectives for the study of noncommercial resource harvests and uses in Sand Point 

included the following for the study year running from January through December 1992. 

1. A list of fish, mammal, bird, marine invertebrate, and plant resources which are 

presently used for subsistence purposes by residents of Sand Point. 

2. A seasonal round of resource harvest activities. 

3. Estimates of the percentage of community residents and households which 

participated in the noncommercial harvest and use of wild resources. 

4. Estimates of the percentage of households which received resources from others 

and who gave away resources during the study year. 

5. Estimates of harvest quantities in numbers of animals or fish (or other appropriate 

units such as gallons) and in pounds usable weight for each resource for each 

household, plus estimates of harvests by gear type for salmon and other fish. 

6. Estimates of households’ involvement in commercial fishing activities and the 

amount of resources removed from commercial harvests for home use or shared with 

other households. 

7. Demographic data, including household size and composition, birthplaces of 

household members, length of residence in Sand Point, and ethnicity. 

8. Employment data for each adult in the household (age 16 years and older), 

including job type, employer type, months employed, hours worked per week, and 

amount earned for each job. 

9. Estimates of cash income for each household from sources other than jobs (such as 

social security, unemployment benefits, or Alaska Permanent Fund dividends). 
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10. For a set of key respondent households, maps of areas used to harvest wild 

resources noncommercially during their residency in the community. 

Communitv Review and Aoproval 

A two-page project description was provided to community leaders and other Sand Point residents 

in September 1992 (Appendix A). Division personnel (James Fall, Craig Mishler. and Lisa Scarbrough) 

consulted several times with Aleutians East Borough officials to review the project goals and design. The 

borough officials identified community leaders and helped arrange community review of the study plan. 

Two division researchers (Mishler and Vicki Vanek) traveled to Sand Point in early December 1992. They 

held an informal community meeting of city and tribal council members on December 5 and received 

approval of the project. The Aleutians East Borough Assembly passed a formal resolution approving the 

project on December 10, 1992 (Appendix B). A brief project update was distributed in June 1993 

(Appendix C). 

Kev Respondent Interviews 

The first phase of fieldwork occurred in Sand Point from December 4 to December 7, 1992. In 

addition to introducing the project and obtaining community approvals, a purpose of this community visit 

was to conduct key respondent interviews on the range of resources used, the seasonal round of harvest 

activities, and patterns of marine mammal use. Researchers Craig Mishler and Vicki Vanek conducted 

interviews with four individuals in their homes, and conducted a community meeting during which five more 

people provided information. Additionally, harvest area mapping was conducted with 10 individuals during 

the January/February fieldwork phase (see below). During these mapping sessions, information on 

methods and means of harvest, harvest timing, and other key respondent information was collected. Also, 

many of the households randomly selected for the household survey (see below) provided additional 

comments which were recorded as field notes by the researchers. 



Svstematic Household Survey 

Quantified information on participation in harvest activities, harvest quantities, community 

demography, involvement in commercial fisheries, and jobs was collected through a systematic household 

survey using a standardized data gathering instrument (Appendix D). The survey instrument was modeled 

after others which have been administered by the division in other communities of Southcentral and 

Southwest Alaska. It was designed to collect data comparable to that reported in the division’s Community 

Profile Database (Scott et al. 1992). The list of resources on the survey instrument was based on previous 

research in Alaska Peninsula communities and the results of the key respondent interviews in Sand Point 

and King Cove which took place in December 1992. The instrument was intended to be administered in 

person, usually in respondents’ homes. 

Because of Sand Point’s relatively large size, the research design set a goal of 100 interviews with 

randomly selected, year-round households. The Sand Point city office provided division researchers with a 

list of community households based upon a city census conducted in July 1992. This list was updated with 

the assistance of community officials when the study team arrived in the community in January 1993. The 

borough office provided maps of the community showing the locations of all residences. The census list 

contained 239 households. Additionally, the list contained the names of 270 individuals who were living at 

the Trident Seafoods employee dormitory (group quarters). The residents of this group quarters were not 

interviewed because they were not year-round residents of the community and because they usually obtain 

their meals at Trident Seafoods’ dining facility. Including this group in the sample would have seriously 

distorted the picture of subsistence uses in Sand Point by underestimating participation levels, the average 

range of resources used, and harvest quantities. 

After verifying the household list, a table of random numbers was used to select a sample for 

interviewing. Of the 151 households selected, 11 were vacant, 4 were occupied seasonally, and 7 had 

members who had lived in the community for less than six months in 1992. The latter were not considered 

year-round residents for purposes of the survey. This provided a revised estimate of 204 year-round 

households in Sand Point who had lived in the community for at least half of the study year (Table 1). 

5 



Table 1. Sampling and Participation: Sand Point, 1992 

VARIABLE 
I 

HOUSEHOLDS 

Estimated Household Structures 
Non-Residential Structures 

A Estimated Households 
B Interview Goal: 
C Households Interviewed 
D Failed to Contact 
E Refused 
F Vacant Households 
G Seasonal Households* 
H Non-Resident Household ** 
I Vacant and Invalid Households: 
L Total Households Attempted: 
M Refusal Rate: 
N Non-Perm. HH Rate (“Vacancy Rate” 
0 Interview Goal (Percentage) 

P Total Permanent Households 
Q Percentage Interviewed 
R Percentage of Total Households 
S Interview Weighting Factor 

MAPPING EST. 

SAMPHH 

COMMHH 

STRATWT 

T Sampled Population 
U Estimated Population 

Actual Population 

SAMPPOP 

COMMPOP 

NOTES: 
Shaded areas are computed fields. 
* Seasonal households are households which maintain a permanent domicile elsewhere where 

they spend the majority of their time. 
** Non-resident households are households which were not present during the study year or which 

were resident less than the required number of months. 

FORMULAE 

I=F+G+H Total vacant or season households is the total of the two measures 

J=C+D+E+F+G+H Total HH attempted = sum of interviews, unavailable, refused, vacant, and seasonal HH 

N=l /L Non-Perm. rate = non-perm. households divided by total households attempted 

O=BIP Interview goal percentage = interview goal divided by estimated permanent households 

P=A’(l -N) Total permanent households = estimated households multiplied by 1 minus the vacancy rate 

Q=C/P Percentage interviewed = households interviewed divided by total permanent households 

R = P / (SUM OF P) Percentage of households = total permanent households divided by all permanent households 

S=P/C Interview weighting factor = total permanent households divided by households interviewed 

U=T’S Estimated popualtion = sampled population multiplied by household weighting factor 

6 



Subsistence Resource Specialists David Andersen, Michael Coffing, and Amy Paige administered 

the household surveys in person, usually in respondents’ homes. After a training session in Anchorage on 

January 19, 1993, the study team arrived in Sand Point on January 20. They left the community with the 

field work complete on February 5. 

As reported in Table 1, the project goal of 100 household surveys was met and surpassed, with a 

total of 104 interviews accomplished. This represents a sample of 51 .O percent of the estimated 204 year- 

round households in Sand Point. Only four households declined to participate in the project, resulting in a 

very low refusal rate of 2.7 percent. Also, the interviewers failed to contact 21 randomly selected 

households after three or more attempts to arrange an interview. It is likely that most of these households 

were temporarily out of the community during the time that the interviews were conducted. On average, 

the household harvest surveys took 0.69 hours (41 minutes) to complete, with a range from about five 

minutes to two hours (Table 2). 

Data Analvsis 

Survey data were coded for computer entry and analysis by the division personnel who conducted 

the interviews. Most coding was finished before the study team left Sand Point. For data analysis, 

resource harvests reported in numbers of animals or fish, gallons, or other commonly used units were 

converted into pounds usable weight using standard factors (Appendix E). Job titles and employers were 

coded using standard industrial categories as defined by the Alaska Department of Labor (Appendix F). 

Data analysis occurred using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) program. These data 

are summarized in the Community Profile Database (Scott et al. 1993). 

Although data collection and analysis for this project followed standard division procedures, a 

modification was made to the method used to obtain estimates of fish removed from commercial harvests 

for home use. In the past, respondents had been asked to estimate the amount of fish they had removed 

from their commercial harvests for their own household’s use (which includes fish consumed on their boats 

and may include fish that were subsequently shared), as well as fish from their catch that they gave away 

immediately after the harvest. It was uncertain if boat captains (permit holders) would include in the latter 

7 



Table 2. Average Length of Interviews, King Cove and Sand Point, 1993 

Number of Length of Surveys (Hours) 
Surveys Total Mean Maximum Minimum 

PROJECT TOTAL 179 114.35 0.64 

King Cove TOTAL 75 42.67 0.57 1.17 0.25 
King Cove Terry Haynes 19 12.33 0.65 0.92 0.33 
King Cove Rachel Mason 33 18.00 0.55 1.00 0.25 
King Cove Vicki Vanek 23 12.33 0.54 1.17 0.25 

Sand Point TOTAL 104 
Sand Point Dave Andersen 40 
Sand Point Mike Coffing 33 
Sand Point Amy Paige 31 

71.68 0.69 2.00 0.08 
24.58 0.61 1.42 0.08 
27.27 0.83 2.00 0.33 
19.83 0.64 1.50 0.33 

2.00 0.08 

SOURCE: Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence, Household Surveys, 
1993. 



category fish that their crews brought home from the catch. It was also unclear if crew members would 

consider fish removed from commercial catches as “theirs,” as opposed to belonging to the captain. If the 

fatter were the case, the crew members might only report receiving the fish. Thus, there was a potential for 

overestimating the commercial removal if crew members counted fish as “their harvest” and captains 

reported these same fish as “given to others.” On the other hand, there was ,potential for an underestimate 

if captains did not consider fish which crew members brought home as fish they (the captain) gave to the 

crew, but crew members were instructed by the interviewers not to include such fish in “their” harvests. 

Interviews with key respondents in Sand Point, as well as King Cove, established that local captains viewed 

fish taken home by their local crew as belonging to those crew members. In other words, these are not fish 

given by the captain to the crew. Consequently, during the interviews, those respondents who participated 

in commercial fisheries as crew were instructed to estimate the amount of resources they obtained from 

these commercial activities as part of their harvest. Captains were asked to distinguish between fish which 

crew members brought home and fish they (the captains) gave to people other than their crew. Although 

estimates for the former were obtained, they were not included in the estimates of the captains’ 

households’ harvests so as to avoid double counting. 

Researchers obtained a list of 1992 subsistence salmon permit holders who live in Sand Point and 

their reported harvests from the Division of Commercial Fisheries in Kodiak. The primary application of the 

list during the fieldwork was as a reference if respondents could not offer a harvest estimate based on 

recall or asked the researchers to refer to their reported harvests on the returned permit. This happened in 

only a few cases. In the field (but not during the interview), researchers compared respondents’ harvest 

estimates with those from permit returns. In one case, a wide discrepancy was noted and the respondent 

was recontacted for verification of the estimates. Otherwise, the researchers did not alter recall estimates 

to match permit returns. A comparison of the two data sets is presented in Chapter 3. The list of permit 

holders was not used initially to establish if the household had engaged in subsistence fishing because of 

the possibility that some households had fished without a permit or had assisted a permit holder from 

another household and obtained salmon through a joint effort. Also, there was concern that initial use of 
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the list might discourage nonpermitted households from estimating subsistence harvests or convey the 

impression that the interviews were being used for enforcement purposes. 

Harvest Area Mappinq 

Division researchers conducted mapping sessions with 10 knowledgeable Sand Point residents 

during the January/February 1993 fieldwork. The goal of the mapping was to interview long-term area 

residents and families who are currently or were formerly active in a variety of resource harvest activities. 

The first few individuals were selected based upon information collected during the household harvest 

surveys. These were active, long-term resident households. Then, the researchers asked these and other 

key individuals for the names of others who should be contacted for mapping sessions. After talking with 

numerous knowledgeable residents, the same people began to be consistently recommended, and these 

individuals were sought out. Mapping respondents ranged in age from about 40 to over 70 years of age. 

All were born in the Sand Point region, either at Sanak, Unga, Squaw Harbor, or Sand Point itself. The 

respondents were asked to map areas used for their specific hunting, fishing, and gathering activities 

during their lifetimes while living in Sand Point. They used color pens to draw these areas on clear acetate 

over a base map at a scale of 1:250,000. Resource categories used for mapping included caribou hunting, 

marine mammal hunting, bird hunting, trapping, marine invertebrate gathering, wild plant gathering, salmon 

fishing, and fishing for fish other than salmon. Mapping sessions generally lasted about one and one half 

to three hours. As noted above, during these interviews, respondents offered a great deal of information 

about harvesting activities. Consequently, two researchers usually participated in these sessions, one to 

assist the mapper and the second to take notes. 

Respondents were instructed to map areas used for noncommercial harvest activities. If they had 

obtained all of a particular resource category from commercial removal, these areas were not to be 

mapped. Because some respondents obtain most of their fish and crab for home use during commercial 

openings, some had difficulty separating “commercial” from “subsistence” areas. It should also be noted 

that some noncommercial resource harvesting, such as some marine invertebrate gathering and caribou 
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hunting, takes place in conjunction with commercial fisheries. Fishers may engage in these harvest 

activities during commercial closures. Respondents were instructed to indicate such areas on their maps. 

It is intended that the use area information from these 10 mapping sessions will be entered into a 

computerized database so that the data can be compiled at the community level. Further work on these 

maps must await future funding. Consequently, no mapped data appear in this report. 

REPORT ORGANIZATION 

Much of this report is organized around a series of standard tables and figures. Chapter Two 

provides a brief overview of the history of Sand Point and a community description. This is followed by the 

study findings regarding community demography and the cash sector of the local economy. Chapter 

Three contains the study findings regarding noncommercial harvests and uses of wild resources by Sand 

Point residents in 1992. This includes data on levels of participation in the harvest, use, receiving, and 

giving away of each resource and resource category, harvest quantities, and descriptions of harvest 

methods. If available, comparative data from other sources, such as subsistence salmon fishing permits, 

are incorporated into this discussion. The final chapter compares the study findings for Sand Point with 

recent findings for other Alaskan communities. It also contains an overview of resource issues which 

community residents identified during the research, 
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CHAPTER TWO: COMMUNITY DESCRIPTION, DEMOGRAPHY, AND ECONOMY 

HISTORY 

Prior to the arrival of Europeans in the mid eighteenth century, the areas surrounding present 

day Sand Point in the Shumagin Islands and the lower Alaska Peninsula southwest of Port Moller, as well 

as the entire Aleutian Islands chain, was the territory of the Aleuts. Estimates of the precontact Aleut 

population range from 12,000 - 15,000 to 16,000 - 20,000 people (Lantis 1984:163). The Aleuts of the 

Shumagin Islands were known as “Qawaqngin, ” “Those Beyond the Easterners” (Black 1980:82-83). 

Laughlin (198O:lO) estimates that the Aleuts had occupied their territory for at least 4,000 years, and for 

perhaps as much as 9,000 years. Just as today, Aleut subsistence in precontact times was oriented 

towards the sea. In the precontact era, major resources included whales, seals, sea lions, sea otters, 

salmon, halibut, cod, flounder, herring, sculpin, sea urchins, clams, limpets, mussels, octopus, ducks, 

geese, cormorants and other sea birds, bird eggs, and wild plants such as berries, wild parsnip, and kelp. 

Aleuts living on and near the Alaska Peninsula also had access to caribou and brown bear (Lantis 

1984:174-176). 

The first recorded contact between the Aleuts and Europeans occurred in the Shumagin Islands 

during Bering’s expedition for Russia in 1741. Although often met with armed resistance from the Aleuts, 

the Russians had established control over the Aleutian and Shumagin islands by the close of 18th 

century (Black 1980). Russian trading companies organized Aleut men into sea otter hunting parties, 

which often ranged far from their home villages, leaving their families without adequate food. As a 

consequence of disease, warfare, malnutrition, and exposure during enforced sea otter hunting, by the 

early 19th century the Aleut population dropped 80 to 90 percent from the precontact estimates of 12,000 

to 20,000 (Lantis 1984:163). 

The community of Sand Point itself was founded in 1887 as a wpply station for the developing 

COfTIfIIerCial cod fisheries in western Alaska. A post office was established in I891 (Langdon 1982164; 

Nebesky et al. 1983:258; Orth 1967:835). Gold mining and fox farming briefly contributed to Sand 
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Point’s growth, but it was Sand Point’s excellent harbor which encouraged fish processors to locate there 

and resulted in the community’s long-term growth. The first salmon cannery was established in Sand 

Point in 1931. This was followed by the development of processing facilities for other species such as 

halibut and crab. Sand Point’s population grew at the expense of other communities in the area, such as 

Unga, Squaw Harbor, and Sanak (Langdon 1982:64-65). 

The community of Unga was located on Unga Island and at one time had a larger population 

than Sand Point. It developed because the discovery of gold on Unga Island. The following account 

describes some subsistence activities at Unga earlier in the twentieth century. 

When the bay would go half dry, people could dig for clams, catch Dungeness crab, or 
just beach comb. . . There was stream fishing for trout, and Tommy’s Lake for lake 
fishing. In the winter, obliging ducks and ptarmigan could be shot. Groups went out 
after birds or just for skiff rides. Kids could go right out in the middle of the bay and 
catch halibut. . . People ate bidarkies, clams, sea eggs, octopus, along with whatever 
they got from hunting (Sand Point High School 1982:26). 

Production at the mine on Unga Island had declined markedly by the 1930s and subsequently, the 

population declined (Langdon 1982:64). The last families left Unga in the 1960s (Table 3). 

COMMUNITY DESCRIPTION 

The community of Sand Point is situated along the northwestern shore of Popof Island, 570 air 

miles southwest of Anchorage. Popof is one of about a dozen sizable and mostly treeless islands that 

make up the Shumagin Island group, located just south of the Alaska Peninsula. Much of Sand Point is 

confined to a one-mile long, half-mile wide hilly peninsula extending into Popof Strait and forming 

Humbolt Harbor. On clear days, the town site offers scenic views of neighboring Unga Island to the west 

and the mountainous mainland of the Alaska Peninsula 15 miles to the north. 

The Sand Point airport is located on the sandy western tip of Popof Island, three or four road 

miles from the city. In early 1993, the airport was served by Reeve Aleutian Airways and several other 

smaller carriers. Two major seafood processors, Peter Pan Seafoods and Trident Seafoods, operated 

fish processing plants in Sand Point. In 1992, Peter Pan Seafoods was a seasonal (summer) operation 

14 



15 



while Trident was operating nearly year-round. At the time of the research in January 1993, the Trident 

plant was processing cod and its multi-story dormitory, cafeteria, and dock facilities were the site of 

around-the-clock activity. Two manmade rock jetties form and protect the community’s busy harbor 

which houses an impressive fleet of locally-owned and visiting fishing vessels involved in area 

commercial fishing activities. 

Sand Point has its own radio station, a small hotel, several eating and drinking establishments, a 

health clinic, and a well-stocked grocery/hardware/dry goods store. The old, centrally-located school 

building now houses the City of Sand Point, Shumagin Native Corporation and Aleutian East Borough 

government offices. The new Sand Point school, serving grades kindergarten through 12, is located on 

high ground one mile northeast of the city center. State government services in Sand Point include a 

court office and a seasonally operated office of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. 

The homes of Sand Point residents surround the small business district and range from small, 

older beach side houses to large and modern hilltop homes with spectacular ocean views. There are 

several multi-story apartment buildings and a mobile home court. A new residential area known as the 

Meadows Subdivision has developed around the school, north and east of town, to accommodate newer 

homes and Sand Point’s growing population. 

Sand Point was incorporated as a first class city in 1978 (Nebesky et al. 1983:261). It is 

governed by a seven-member city council and an elected mayor. There is also a city manager. Sand 

Point is part of the Aleutians East Borough, established in 1988. 

There are three ANCSA village corporations based in Sand Point. The largest of these is the 

Shumagin Corporation, whose membership includes most Alaska Native residents of the community, 

The Unga Corporation includes former residents of Unga. The Sanak Corporation is made up of former 

residents of the community on Sanak Island (Langdon 1982:120). The regional ANCSA organization is 

the Aleut Corporation, with headquarters in Anchorage. 
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DEMOGRAPHY 

Table 3 provides an overview of historic population estimates for Sand Point and other 

communities of the Lower Alaska Peninsula area. Figure 2 illustrates Sand Point’s population history 

from 1900 until 1990. The community’s population has grown rapidly since 1950. In contrast, some 

other communities of the area, such as Unga, Squaw Harbor, and Paulof Harbor (on Sanak Island) have 

lost their year-round populations. 

The 1990 federal census estimated Sand Point’s population at 878. Of this, 189 lived in group 

quarters. The remaining 689 people lived in 242 households for an average household size of 2.85. As 

noted in Chapter One, the division’s household survey did not include residents of group quarters. 

Consequently, the surveys’ demographic findings should only be compared with the non-group quarters 

population from the federal census. 

Table 4 summarizes some findings from the household survey regarding demographic 

characteristics of Sand Point in 1992. There was an estimated 204 households with 606 people which 

had lived in the community for at least six months in 1992. The mean household size was 2.97. The 

average length of residency in the community was 16.7 years for the population overall and 18.8 years 

for household heads. Two-thirds of the study population (66.7 percent) were, by self ascription, Alaska 

Natives. The majority of Sand Point households (70.2 percent) were headed by at least one Alaska 

Native in 1992. According to the 1990 federal census, 433 of Sand Point’s 878 (49.3 percent) residents 

were Alaska Native (Alaska Department of Labor 1991:65). However, as noted above, the total 

population includes 189 people living in group quarters (processing facilities). If this group is removed 

from the total population and it is assumed that there were no Alaska Natives in this group, the estimated 

portion of the 1990 population that was Alaska Native is 62.8 percent, much closer to the survey 

estimate for 1992. 

Table 5 and Figure 3 provide a population profile (age/sex pyramid) for Sand Point in 1992. The 

population was 52.4 percent male and 47.6 percent female. The average age was 28.8 years (Table 4). 
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Table 4. Demographic Characteristics of Households, 
Sand Point, January 1993 

SOURC 

Characteristics 

Sampled Households 104 

lumber of Households in the Community 204 
Dercentage of Households Sampled 50.98% 

iousehold Size 
Mean 2.97 
Minimum I 
Maximum a 

Sample Population 309 
Estimated Community Population 606.12 

Age 
Mean 28.81 
Minimum 0.04 
Maximum 77.95 
Median 28.93 

Length of Residency - Population 
Mean 16.65 
Minimum 1 

Maximum 57 

Length of Residency - Household Heads 
Mean 18.82 
Minimum 1 
Maximum 57 

Sex 
Males 

Number 317.77 
Percentage 52.43% 

Females 
Number 288.35 
Percentage 47.57% 

Alaska Native 
Households (Either Head) 

Number 143.19 
Percentage 70.1 9% 

Estimated Population 
Number 409.96 
Percentage 67.64% 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Sub: ;tence, 

Household Survey, 1993 
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Figure 3. Population Profile, Sand Point, January 1993 
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SOURCE: Alaska Department of Fish 8 Game, Division of Subsistence, Household Survey, 1993. 

Table 5. Population Profile, Sand Point, January 1993 

AGE MALE 
NUMBER PERCENT CUM. 

PERCENT 

o-4 27.5 8.6% 8.6% 
5-9 25.5 8.0% 16.7% 

lo-14 33.3 10.5% 27.2% 
1519 29.4 9.3% 36.4% 
20-24 19.6 6.2% 42.6% 
25-29 23.5 7.4% 50.0% 
30-34 21.6 6.8% 56.8% 
35-39 33.3 10.5% 67.3% 
40-44 19.6 6.2% 73.5% 
45-49 17.7 5.6% 79.0% 
s-54 13.7 4.3% 83.3% 
55-59 25.5 8.0% 91.4% 
60-64 11.8 3.7% 95.1% 
65-69 3.9 1.2% 96.3% 
70-74 2.0 0.6% 96.9% 
75-79 3.9 1.2% 98.1% 

Missing 5.9 1.9% 100.0% 

TOTAL 317.8 52.4% 
OURCE: Alaska Department of Fish 8 Game, I 

FEMALE 
NUMBER PERCENT CUM. 

PERCENT 

33.3 11.6% 
33.3 11.6% 
29.4 10.2% 
19.6 6.0% 
13.7 4.8% 
17.7 6.1% 
29.4 10.2% 
27.5 9.5% 
25.5 8.8% 
23.5 8.2% 
11.8 4.1% 
3.9 1.4% 
5.9 2.0% 
2.0 0.7% 
2.0 0.7% 
0.0 0.0% 
9.8 3.4% 

11.6% 
23.1% 
33.3% 
40.1% 
44.9% 
51 .O% 
61.2% 
70.7% 
79.6% 
07.0% 
91 .a% 
93.2% 
95.2% 
95.9% 
96.6% 
96.6% 

100.0% 

TOTAL 
NUMBER PERCENT CUM. 

PERCENT 

60.8 10.0% 
58.8 9.7% 
62.8 10.4% 
49.0 0.1% 
33.3 5.5% 
41.2 6.8% 
51.0 8.4% 
60.8 10.0% 
45.1 7.4% 
41.2 6.8% 
25.5 4.2% 
29.4 4.9% 
17.7 2.9% 
5.9 1.0% 
3.9 0.6% 
3.9 0.6% 

15.7 2.6% 

10.0% 
19.7% 
30.1% 
38.2% 
43.7% 
50.5% 
58.9% 
68.9% 
76.4% 
83.2% 
87.4% 
92.2% 
95.1% 
96.1% 
96.8% 
97.4% 

100.0% 

288.3 47.6% I BOB.1 100.0% 
(ision of Subsistence, Household Survey, 1993. 
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As illustrated in Figure 4, 67 percent of the residents of the sampled Sand Point households were 

born in the local region.’ The local region was defined as the area traditionally inhabited by Aleut 

communities. In addition to Sand Point itself, local birthplaces of members of interviewed households 

included Akutan, False Pass, King Cove, Nelson Lagoon, Unalaska, Belkofski, Ikatan, Sanak, Unga, and 

Squaw Harbor. Table 6 lists the percentage of the sampled population which was born at each of these 

local places. Also, about four percent of the sampled population was born in other Alaska communities 

outside the local region, and the remainder (29 percent) were born outside of Alaska (Fig. 4). 

MONETARY ECONOMY 

Table 7 presents findings regarding cash employment characteristics for the sampled Sand Point 

households and population in 1992. Of the estimated 402 adults in the community (age 16 years and 

older), 86.3 percent held some kind of cash employment in 1992. There was a total of about 520 jobs, 

including commercial fishing, in the study year. On average, employed adults worked about 8.7 months 

in 1992; 40.9 percent were employed year-round (12 months). Almost all the households (94.2 percent) 

contained at least one member who was employed for at least part of the study year. 

Figure 5 presents data on the kind of jobs held by Sand Point residents in 1992 by industry (see 

Appendix F for definitions). By far, the largest portion of the jobs (39 percent) were in commercial 

fishing, followed by retail trade (12 percent), local government (excluding education) (12 percent), 

services (9 percent), and education (8 percent). About four percent of the jobs were in manufacturing, 

which includes fish processing. It should be recalled that residents of group quarters, most of whom are 

seasonally employed by fish processors, were not included in the survey. 

Most sampled Sand Point households (75.0 percent) had at least one member who was involved 

in commercial fishing activities in 1992. As summarized in Table 8, 74.0 percent of the sampled 

households participated in commercial salmon fishing, 61.5 percent fished commercially for halibut, 50.0 

’ In this study, “birthplace” was defined as the place of residence of the parents of the individual at the time of the person’s birth. 
For example, if an individual’s birth took place in a hospital in Anchorage but this person’s parents were domiciled in Sand Point at 
the time, the birthplace would be recorded as Sand Point. 
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Table 6 . Local Region Birthplaces of Sand Point Residents 

Number 
of People, Percentage 
Surveyed of Locally-born Percentage of 

Place Households Residents Total Residents 

Akutan 1 0.5% 0.3% 
Belkofski 2 1 .O% 0.7% 
False Pass 4 2.0% 1.3% 
I katan 2 1 .O% 0.7% 
King Cove 5 2.5% 1.6% 
Nelson Lagoon 1 0.5% 0.3% 
Sanak 13 6.4% 4.2% 
Sand Point 151 74.0% 49.2% 
Squaw Harbor 3 1.5% 1 .O% 
Unalaska 1 0.5% 0.3% 
Unga 21 10.3% 6.8% 

Total 204 100.0% 66.4% 

Source: Division of Subsistence, ADF&G, Household Survey 1993. 

Estimated 
Number of 

People 

2 
4 
8 
4 
10 
2 

26 
298 

6 
2 

41 

403 
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Table 7. Employment Characteristics, Sand Point, 1992 

SOURCE rlaska Department of Fish and Game, Divisior 

Characteristics 

ADULTS 
Total 402.12 

Employed 
Number 347.19 
Percentage 86.34% 

Jobs 
Number 519.81 
Mean 1.50 
Minimum 1 
Maximum 5 

Months Employed 
Mean 
Minimum 
Maximum 
Year-Round 

8.66 
1 

12 
40.88s 

HOUSEHOLDS 
Total 204.00 

Employed 
Number 
Percentage 

192.23 
94.23% 

Jobs per Employed Household 
Mean 
Minimum 
Maximum 

2.70 
1 
a 

Employed Adults 
Mean 
Minimum 
Maximum 

1.81 
1 
4 

Household Survey, 1993 
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TABLE a. HOUSEHOLD INVOLVEMENT IN 
COMMERCIAL FISHERIES, SAND POINT, 1992 

Resource 
Percentage of Households 

with a Member Participating 

Salmon 74.0% 
Pacific Cod 50.0% 
Halibut 61.5% 
Herring 12.5% 
Tanner crab 9.6% 

Any Fishery 75.0% 

Source: ADF&G, Division of Subsistence 
Household Survey 1993. 
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percent were involved in the Pacific cod commercial fishery, and 9.6 percent fished commercially for 

Tanner crab. 

Table 9 summarizes data on cash income for Sand Point in 1992 based upon the household 

surveys. The average household income in 1992 was $55,559. giving a per capita income of $18,708. 

This compares with the 1990 U.S. Census estimate of $20,218 per capita in 1989 in Sand Point (U.S. 

Department of Commerce 1992). Income earned from jobs (including commercial fishing) averaged 

$49,210 per household and $16,563 per capita in 1992. By far, commercial fishing provided the largest 

portion of the cash income of Sand Point households in 1992, representing 49.0 percent of all income 

and 55.4 percent of earned income. In second place was income from jobs with federal, state, and local 

governments ($4,048 per capita), with jobs with the schools contributing the largest portion of this 

category. 

On average, Sand Point households obtained $6,349 ($2,145 per capita) from non-job sources in 

1992 (Table 10). Almost half of this total (46.1 percent) was from the Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend 

program. The next most significant sources of other income for the community overall were pensions 

and retirement benefits ($296 per capita) and social security income ($281 per capita). 
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Table 9. Community, Household, and Per Capita Incomes. All Sources and by Employer Types, 
Sand Point, 1992 

INCOME 
INCOME SOURCE COMMUNITY AVERAGE 

TOTAL HOUSEHOLD PER CAPITA 

All Sources $18,019,427.32 $55,558.98 $18,707.51 

Earned Income $10,038,854.97 $49,210.07 $16,562.61 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing 5,561,412.69 27.261.83 9,175.50 
Agriculture 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Fishing, Hunting, Trapping 5,561,412.69 27,261.83 9,175.50 

Aquaculture 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Commercial Fishing 5,561,020.38 27,259.90 9,174.85 
Hunting/Trapping 392.31 1.92 0.65 

Mining 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Construction 195,369.23 957.69 322.33 

Manufacturing 
Cannery 
Other Manufacturing 
Logging/Timber 

411,265.96 2,016.Ol 678.53 
411,265.96 2,016.Ol 678.53 

0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 

Transportation, Communications, 
and Utilities 269,466.35 1,320.91 444.58 

Trade 606,077.39 2,970.97 999.94 
Wholesale 3,844.62 18.85 6.34 
Retail 602,232.78 2,952.12 993.59 

Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 153,921.92 754.52 253.95 

Services 387,943.27 1,901.68 640.05 

Government 2,453,398.15 12,026.46 4,047.74 
Federal 242,838.46 1 ,I 90.38 400.65 
State 36,406.15 178.46 60.06 
Local 2,174,153.54 10,657.62 3,587.03 

Local Government 994,268.54 4,873.87 1,640.39 
Local Education 1,179,885.00 5,783.75 1,946.63 

Other Income $7,980,572.35 $6,348.90 $2,144.90 

OURCE: Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence, Household Survey, 
1993. 
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Table 10. Community, Household, and Per Capita Other Income by Source, Sand Point, 1992 

SOURCE PERCENTAGE 
REPORTING 

OTHER INCOME 
COMMUNITY AVERAGE 

TOTAL HOUSEHOLD 
PER 

CAPITA 

All Sources 

Exxon Claims 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Aid to Families with Dependent Children 2.9% 38,210.n 187.31 63.64 
Adult Public Assistance 1 .O% 3J83.85 19.04 6.41 
Exxon Damages 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Pension/Retirement 4.0% 179,112.00 878.00 295.51 
Longevity Bonus 5.8% 46,488.46 227.88 76.70 
Social Security 7.7% 170,551 .a5 836.04 281.39 
Workman’s Comp.llnsurance 1 .O% 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Energy Assistance 4.8% 5619.81 27.55 9.27 
Supplemental Security Income 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Food Stamps 2.9% 9.04269 44.33 14.92 
Unemployment 3.8% 13.467.92 66.02 22.22 
Native Corporation Dividend 61.5% 43,278.89 212.15 71.40 
Dividend/Interest 2.9% 10,592.31 51.92 17.46 
Child Support 1 .O% 9Jo7.69 48.08 16.18 
Rental Income 1.9% 26792.31 101.92 34.30 
Veteran Disability 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Equipment Leasing 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Rental Assistance 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Per Diem 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Disability 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend 89.4% 481,165.B 2,358.65 793.85 
Other 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Weatherization 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Veteran’s Assistance 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.00 
InvestmentslStockslBonds 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Women, Infants. and Children Program 2.9% 12,524.42 61.39 20.66 

$1.044,538.35 $5,120.29 $1.723.33 

OURCE: Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence, Household Surveys, 1993. 
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CHAPTER THREE: NONCOMMERCIAL USE AND HARVEST OF WILD RESOURCES 

PARTICIPATION LEVELS AND RANGE OF RESOURCES USED 

Household Levels of Participation 

As reported in Table 11 and Figure 6, every interviewed household in Sand Point (100 percent) 

used at least one kind of wild resource in 1992. On average, Sand Point households used 17.3 types of 

wild resources during the study year, ranging from a low of 3 to a high of 57 kinds of resources. At the 

category level, 99.0 percent of the households used salmon, 97.1 percent used fish other than salmon, 

90.4 percent used marine invertebrates, 87.5 percent used wild plants, 76.9 percent used land mammals, 

75.0 percent used wild fowl, and 25.0 percent used marine mammals (Table 12, Fig. 6). Table 12 lists 

each resource that was used for subsistence purposes by sampled Sand Point households in 1992. 

There were 16 resources that were used by 50 percent or more of the Sand Point households. These 

were sockeye salmon (used by 94.2 percent of the households), halibut (89.4 percent), berries (84.6 

percent), coho salmon (81.7 percent), octopus (72.1 percent), chinook salmon (71.2 percent), ptarmigan 

(59.6 percent), pink salmon (59.6 percent), pacific cod (59.6 percent), chitons (57.7 percent), king crab 

(56.7 percent), bison (locally known as “buffalo”) (54.8 percent), chum salmon (54.8 percent), Tanner 

crab (53.8 percent), caribou (51.0 percent), and Dolly Varden (51.0 percent). Additionally, there were 

nine other resources that were used by at least 25 percent of the sampled households. These were red 

rockfish (49.0 percent), wild plants other than berries (44.2 percent), Dungeness crab (38.5 percent), 

Canada geese (32.7 percent), mallard ducks (30.8 percent), Steelhead (30.8 percent), black rockfish 

(30.8 percent), gull eggs (26.9 percent), and sea urchins (26.0 percent) (Table 13). 

The vast majority of Sand Point households participated in wild resource harvest activities in 

1992. Overall, 94.2 percent of the households attempted to harvest at least one kind of resource and an 

equal percentage were successful harvesters (Fig. 6). On average, Sand Point households attempted to 

harvest 10.7 kinds of resources in 1992 and successfully harvested 10.1 kinds (Table 1 I). Most 

households fished for salmon (76.0 percent) and fish other than salmon (74.0 percent), and searched for 
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Table 11. Resource Harvest and Use Characteristics, Sand Point, 1992 

tudy Community Sand Point 

lean Number Of Resources Used Per Household 
Minimum 
Maximum 
95 % Confidence Limit (+/-) 
Median 

17.28 
3 

57 
7.63 

16 

lean Number Of Resources Attempted To Harvest Per Household 
Minimum 
Maximum 
95 % Confidence Limit (+I-) 
Median 

10.68 
0 
44 

11.25 
9 

lean Number Of Resources Harvested Per Household 
Minimum 
Maximum 
95 % Confidence Limit (+I-) 
Median 

10.11 
0 

44 
11.57 

8 

lean Number Of Resources Received Per Household 
Minimum 
Maximum 
95 % Confidence Limit (+I-) 
Median 

9.44 
0 

39 
10.38 

6 

lean Number Of Resources Given Away Per Household 
Minimum 
Maximum 
95 % Confidence Limit (+/-) 
Median 

4.12 
0 
34 

18.2 
2 

dean Household Harvest, Pounds 
Minimum 
Maximum 

.otal Pounds Harvested 

759.81 
0 

8,246.54 
155,Wl.97 

:ommunity Per Capita Harvest, Pounds 255.73 

‘ercent Using Any Resource 100 

‘ercent Attempting To Harvest Any Resource 

‘ercent Harvesting Any Resource 

‘ercent Receiving Any Resource 

‘ercent Giving Away Any Resource 

94.23 

94.23 

95.19 

69.23 

dumber Of Households In Sample 104 

SOURCE: Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence, Household Surveys, 1993. 
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Table 12. Resources Used for Subsistence Purposes in Sand Point and King Cove, 1992 

Resource Scientific Name 

Percentage of Households 
Using in 1992: 

Sand Point King Cove 

SALMON 99.0% 

Chinook Salmon 
Chum Salmon 
Coho Salmon 
Landlocked Salmon* 
Pink Salmon 
Sockeye Salmon 

Oncorhynchus tshawyscha 
Oncorhynchus keta 
Oncorhynchus kisutch 

Oncorhynchus gorbuscha 
Oncorhynchus nerka 

71.2% 
54.8% 
81.7% 
1 .O% 

59.6% 
94.2% 

NON-SALMON FINFISH 97.1% 

Burbot l * 
Black Cod 
Ling Cod 
Pacific Cod 
Dolly Varden/ Arctic Char * 
Eel* 
Flounder* 
Greenling* 
Halibut 
Herring 
Herring Spawn on Kelp 
Atka Mackerel 
Pike** 
Rainbow Trout 
Red Rock-fish* 
Black Rockfish* 
Sculpin* 
Sea Perch 
Sheefish** 
Skates* 
Smelt (Eulachon) 
Sole* 
Steelhead 
Walleye Pollock 
Whitefish*,** 

Lota lota 
Anoplopoma fimbria 
Ophiodon elongatus 
Gadus macrocephalus 
Salvelinus ma/ma, Salvenlinus alpinus 

Platichthys stellatus 
Hexagrammos sp. 
Hippoglossus stenolepis 
Clupea harengus 

Plurogrammus monopterysius 
Esox lucius 
Salmo gairdneri 
Sebastes sp. 
Sebastes sp. 
Hemilepidotus sp. 
Sebastes alutus 
Stenodus leucichthys 
Raja sp., Bathyraja sp. 
Thaleichrhys pacificus 

Salmo gaifdnefi 
Theragra chalcogramma 

1 .O% 
12.5% 
1.9% 

59.6% 
51 .O% 
2.9% 
3.8% 
6.7% 

89.4% 
13.5% 
1 .O% 
1 .O% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

49.0% 
30.8% 
3.8% 
1.9% 
1 .O% 
0.0% 
4.8% 
4.8% 

30.8% 
1.9% 
1 .O% 

MARINE INVERTEBRATES 90.4% 

Butter Clam 
Pacific Littleneck Clams 
Pinkneck Clams 

Saxidomus giganteus 
Protothaca staminea 
Spisula polynyma 

21.2% 
3.8% 
1 .O% 

96.0% 

46.7% 
37.3% 
74.7% 
2.7% 

30.7% 
81.3% 

89.3% 

0.0% 
8.0% 
0.0% 

44.0% 
54.7% 
0.0% 
4.0% 
5.3% 

73.3% 
22.7% 
2.7% 
0.0% 
1.3% 
1.3% 

30.7% 
12.0% 
6.7% 
1.3% 
0.0% 
1.3% 
1.3% 
4.0% 
4.0% 
2.7% 
0.0% 

94.7% 

34.7% 
5.3% 
1.3% 
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Table 12. .Resources Used for Subsistence Purposes in Sand Point and King Cove, 1992 (Continued) 

Resource Scientific Name 

Percentage of Households 
Using in 1992: 

Sand Point Kina Cove 

Razor Clam* 
Chitons (black) 
Cockles* 
Dungeness Crab 
Hair Crab 
King Crab* 

8.7% 
57.7% 
5.8% 

38.5% 
0.0% 

56.7% 

Tanner Crab* 
Mussels 
octopus 
Scallops 
Sea Cucumber* 
Sea Urchin 
Shrimp * 
Snails 

Siliqua sp. 
Katharina tunicata 
Clincardium sp. 
Cancer magister 
Erimacrus isenbeckii 
Paralithodes camtschatica, 
P. platypus, Lithodes sp. 
Chionoecetes sp. 
My-tilus edulis 
Octopus dofleini 
Pecten caurinus 
Bathyplotes sp. 
Strongylocentrotus droebachiensis 
Pandalus sp. 
Fusitriton oregonensis 

53.8% 
0.0% 

72.1% 
11.5% 
1 .O% 

26.0% 
2.9% 
1.9% 

LAND MAMMALS 76.9% 

Bison 
Brown Bear 
Caribou 
Deer** 
Arctic Hare 
Snowshoe Hare 
Land Otter 
Mink 
Moose 
Porcupine 
Red Fox 
Wild Cattle 
Wolverine 

Bison bison 
Ursus arctos 
Rangifer tarandus 
Odocoileus hemionus sitkensis 
Lepus othus 
Lepus americanus 
Lutra canadensis 
Mustela vison 
Alces alces 
Erethizon dorsatum 
Vulpes vulpes 
Bos sp. 
GUI0 gulo 

54.8% 
1 .O% 

51 .O% 
1 .O% 

20.2% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

23.1% 
0.0% 
4.8% 
15.4% 
0.0% 

MARINE MAMMALS 25.0% 

Harbor Seal 
Sea Otter 
Stellar (Northern) Sea Lion 
Unknown Whale* 

Phoca vitulina 
Enhydra lutris 
Eumetopias jubatus 

18.3% 
0.0% 
1.0% 

17.3% 

BIRDS AND EGGS 75.0% 

Brant 
Bufflehead 

Branta bernicla 
Bucephala albeola 

10.6% 

8.7% 

4.0% 
48.0% 
1.3% 

17.3% 
6.7% 

82.7% 

49.3% 
1.3% 

78.7% 
2.7% 
2.7% 

25.3% 
6.7% 
8.0% 

68.0% 

4.0% 
1.3% 

64.0% 
16.0% 
5.3% 
1.3% 
4.0% 
2.7% 
8.0% 
1.3% 
4.0% 

25.3% 
1.3% 

25.3% 

22.7% 
2.7% 
1.3% 
1.3% 

73.3% 

42.7% 

6.7% 

35 



Table 12. Resources Used for Subsistence Purposes in Sand Point and King Cove, 1992 (Continued) 

Resource Scientific Name 

Percentage of Households 
Using in 1992: 

Sand Point King Cove 

Canvasback 
Common Snipe 
Eider* 
Gadwall 
Canada Geese 
Emperor Geese 
Snow Geese 
Goldeneye 
Gulls* 
Harlequin 
Mallard 
Oldsquaw 
Pintail 
Ptarmigan 
Sandhill Crane 
Scaup 
Teal 
Gull Eggs* 
Snipe Eggs 
Tern Eggs 

Aythya valisineria 
Gallinago gallinago 
Somateria sp. 
Anas strapera 
Branta canadensis spp. 
Anser canagicus 
Anser caerulescens 
Bucephala clangula 
Larus sp. 
Histrionicus histrionicus 
Anas platyrhynchos 
Clangula hyemalis 
Anas acuta 
Lagopus lagopus 
Grus canadensis 
Aythya affinis 
Anas crecca 
Larus sp. 

Sterna sp. 

3.8% 
1 .O% 
1 .O% 
0.0% 

32.7% 
11.5% 
0.0% 
3.8% 
0.0% 
5.8% 

30.8% 
1.9% 
4.8% 

59.6% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

23.1% 
26.9% 
1 .O% 
1.0% 

PLANTS AND BERRIES 87.5% 

Berries* 
Blueberries 
Cranberries 

Vaccinium uliginosum 
Vaccinium vitis-idaea 

84.6% 

Mossberries (Crowberries) Empetrum nigrum 
Salmonberries Rubus chamaemorus 
Wine Berries Cornus suecica 

Plants/Greens/Mushrooms 
Beach Celery Heracleum lanatum 
Petrouski Ligusticum hultenii 

Seaweed/Kelp* 

44.2% 

12.5% 

1.3% 
0.0% 
2.7% 
1.3% 

44.0% 
4.0% 
1.3% 

12.0% 
1.3% 
2.7% 

40.0% 
0.0% 
14.7% 
61.3% 
1.3% 
1.3% 

26.7% 
22.7% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

89.3% 

88.0% 

26.7% 

2.7% 

* Probably includes two or more species. 
** Not available locally 
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wild plants (81.7 percent) and marine invertebrates (63.5 percent). Also, 49.0 percent hunted birds, 28.8 

percent hunted land mammals, and 9.6 percent hunted marine mammals (Table 13, Fig. 6). The 

majority of Sand Point households were involved in berry harvesting (77.9 percent), and fishing for 

sockeye salmon (67.3 percent), coho salmon (63.5 percent), and halibut (60.6 percent). At least 25 

percent of the households fished for chinook salmon (48.1 percent), pink salmon (43.3 percent), Pacific 

cod (42.3 percent), Dolly Varden (40.4 percent), chum salmon (39.4 percent), black rockfish (26.9 

percent), and red rockfish (26.0 percent); searched for chitons (47.1 percent), octopus (45.2 percent), 

wild plants other than berries (36.5 percent), and crabs (26.0 percent); or hunted ptarmigan (39.4 

percent) and migratory birds (25.0 percent) (Table 13). 

Wild resources were frequently and widely shared among Sand Point households in 1992. 

Almost every household (95.2 percent) received at least one type of wild resource from someone living 

in another household, and most households (69.2 percent) gave away at least one resource to others 

(Fig. 6). The average household received 9.4 kinds of wild resources and gave away 4.1 kinds (Table 

11). The majority of Sand Point households received marine invertebrates (78.8 percent), salmon (74.0 

percent), land mammals (67.3 percent), fish other than salmon (63.5 percent), and birds and eggs (56.7 

percent). Additionally, 26.0 percent received wild plants and 17.3 percent received marine mammal 

products (Fig. 6). The most widely received resources included sockeye salmon (received by 58.7 

percent of the households), king crab (52.9 percent), bison (47.1 percent), halibut (47.1 percent), coho 

salmon (43.3 percent), caribou (43.3 percent), and octopus (39.4 percent) (Table 13). Overall, 47.1 

percent of the households gave away salmon, 38.5 gave away other fish, 38.5 percent gave away marine 

invertebrates, 25.0 gave away wild fowl, 22.1 percent gave away land mammals, 22.1 percent gave 

away wild plants, and 9.6 gave away marine mammals (Fig 6). Resources given away by the most 

households included sockeye salmon (39.4 percent), halibut (32.7 percent), coho salmon (28.8 percent), 

chitons (25.0 percent), chum salmon (21.2 percent), and berries (20.2 percent) (Table 13). 
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Individual Level of Participation in Harvestinq and Processina Activities 

Table 14 reports the percentage of Sand Point residents who were involved in noncommercial 

wild resource harvesting and processing activities in 1992. Overall, 87.7 percent of the population 

engaged in at least one harvesting activity. Additionally, 79.0 percent helped process wild fish, game, or 

plant resources for home use. About a quarter of the residents of Sand Point hunted (25.9 percent) and 

38.8 percent helped process harvests of land mammals, marine mammals, or birds. Most Sand Point 

residents (64.1 percent) fished or gathered marine invertebrates, and even more (66.7 percent) helped 

process these resources. Only a few Sand Point residents trapped furbearers (1.6 percent) or processed 

the fur (1.9 percent). The largest percentage of residents participated in gathering wild plants (73.5 

percent); 56.3 percent helped process wild plant harvests. 

SEASONAL ROUND OF HARVEST ACTIVITIES 

Figure 7 illustrates the current seasonal round of resource harvest activities in Sand Point. This 

is based on the results of key respondent interviews in Sand Point and King Cove, as well as written 

sources (Langdon 1982, Braund et al. 1986, Wright et al. 1985). For King Cove, Braund et al. (1986:7- 

42) note that with the exception of a few species such as salmon, resources are generally available year- 

round. Consequently, the seasonal round of subsistence harvests is more dependent on the availability 

of time and on regulatory restrictions. (Regulatory seasons which pertain to the various resources are 

discussed in the sections on particular resource categories, below.) This same generalization pertains to 

the seasonal round at Sand Point. Most species of bottomfish (cod, halibut, rockfish), marine 

invertebrates (clams, chitons, octopus, crabs), birds (waterfowl, ptarmigan), and mammals (harbor seals, 

caribou) inhabit the local region throughout the year and most are generally taken in small quantities 

when needed. A period of concentrated subsistence harvest effort occurs in the late summer and early 

fall (late August and September) after commercial salmon fishing ends for the year. During this season, 

most subsistence salmon fishing occurs, and there is concentrated effort directed towards caribou and 

waterfowl hunting (which opened by regulation in August and September, respectively) and bottomfish 
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Table 14. Participation in the Harvest and Processing of Wild Resources 
by Sand Point Residents, 1992 

SOURCE 

Total Number of People 606.1 

GAME Hunt Number 156.9 
Percentage 25.9% 

Process Number 235.4 
Percentage 38.6% 

FISH Fish Number 388.4 
Percentage 64.1% 

Process Number 404.1 
Percentage 66.7% 

FURBEARER Hunt or Trap Number 9.8 
Percentage 1.6% 

Process Number 11.8 
Percentage 1.9% 

PLANTS Gather Number 445.3 
Percentage 73.5% 

Process Number 341.3 
Percentage 56.3% 

ANY RESOURCE 
Attempt Number 531.6 

Percent 87.7% 
Process Number 478.6 

Percent 79.0% 
Uaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsisl mnce. 

Household Survey, 1993. 
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fishing. Ptarmigan hunting, chiton gathering, and subsistence crabbing tend to occur during the winter 

months, and periodic caribou hunting traditionally occurs throughout the winter as well. January and 

February have also been periods of concentrated harvest for home use as households participate in the 

Tanner crab and cod commercial fisheries. At this time, fish are retained from commercial catches for 

home use and other subsistence activities occur, such as caribou and duck hunting and bottomfish 

fishing. Other subsistence activities which exhibit seasonality include gathering gull eggs (primarily in 

May and June) and fishing for the various salmon species. Salmon runs in the area begin with chinook 

and sockeye in May and June, followed by chum (June into September), pink (July into September ), and 

coho (beginning in July, peaking in August and September, but available into November). 

HARVEST LEVELS AND COMPOSITION 

Wild resource harvests made a substantial contribution to the diets of Sand Point residents in 

1992. On average, Sand Point households harvested 759.8 pounds (usable weight) of wild foods, for a 

per capita harvest of 255.7 pounds (Table 11). There was considerable variation between household 

harvest quantities, as depicted in Figure 8. About half the Sand Point households (49.0 percent) 

harvested from 1 to 499 pounds of resources and 18.3 percent took from 500 to 999 pounds. At the 

other end of the harvest range, 3.8 percent of the households harvested from 2,000 to 2,999 pounds and 

another 3.8 percent harvest more than 3,000 pounds of wild foods. 

Figure 9 depicts the composition of Sand Point’s 1992 harvest of wild foods by resource 

category. Salmon made the largest contribution, at 137.5 pounds per person, for 53.8 percent of the 

total harvest. Fish other than salmon ranked second with a harvest of 54.0 pounds per person for 21.1 

percent of the total. Next came land mammals with 28.9 pounds per person (11.3 percent) and marine 

invertebrates with 17.8 pounds per person (7.0 percent). Additionally, wild plant harvests produced 7.0 

pounds per person (2.7 percent of the total), birds and eggs provided 5.9 pounds per person (2.3 

percent), and marine mammals added 4.7 pounds per person (1.8 percent), 
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Table 13 reports the estimated harvests of wild resources by residents of Sand Point in 1992 at 

the category, subcategory, and species level. Total harvests are reported in numbers of animals or fish 

(or other appropriate units such as gallons) and in pounds usable weight. As measured in usable pounds 

per person, sockeye salmon contributed the most to Sand Point’s harvest in 1992 with 65.9 pounds per 

person. This was followed by coho salmon (27.0 pounds per person), halibut (23.1 pounds), pink salmon 

(15.9 pounds), chum salmon (15.0 pounds), chinook salmon (13.7 pounds), Pacific cod (11.8 pounds), 

bison (11.7 pounds), caribou (9.7 pounds), and Tanner crab (6.7 pounds). 

COMMERCIAL FISHERIES AS A SOURCE OF RESOURCES FOR HOME USE 

Removal of resources from commercial harvests was a substantial source of wild food for home 

use in Sand Point in 1992. This includes both commercially targeted species as well as species taken 

incidentally (by-catch) which are retained for home use. As shown in Table 15, Sand Point commercial 

fishermen removed about 57,738 pounds of wild resources (usable weight) from their harvests for home 

use in 1992. This is approximately 95.3 pounds of wild foods for every person living in the community, 

and about 37.3 percent of the total wild resource take for home use during the study year. At least 31 

different kinds of resources were obtained for home use by commercial removal. Of all resources 

removed from commercial harvests, 59.6 percent of the total in usable pounds was salmon, 33.1 percent 

was other fish, and 7.3 percent was marine invertebrates, Resources removed in the largest quantities 

from commercial harvests included sockeye salmon (12,210 pounds), coho salmon (8,728 pounds), 

chinook salmon (6,250 pounds), halibut (6,240 pounds), Pacific cod (5,642 pounds), pink salmon (4,434 

pounds), red rockfish (3,636 pounds), chum salmon (2,792 pounds), octopus (2,118 pounds), Tanner 

crab (1,823 pounds), and herring (1,375 pounds). Commercial removal accounted for 41.3 percent of 

the total harvest for home use of salmon, 58.3 percent of the other fish, and 39.3 percent of the marine 

invertebrates. At the individual resource level, commercial removal provided 100 percent of the red 

rockfish harvest, 93.4 percent of the octopus, 79.6 percent of the herring, 78.9 percent of the Pacific cod, 

75.5 percent of the chinook salmon, 53.3 percent of the coho salmon, 46.1 percent of the pink salmon, 
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45.2 percent of the Tanner crab, 44.6 percent of the halibut, 30.7 percent of the chum salmon, and 30.6 

percent of the sockeye salmon. 

SALMON 

Reauiations 

During the study year, Sand Point residents could harvest salmon for home use under three 

general sets of fishing regulations. First, those participating in commercial fisheries could retain salmon 

from their commercial harvests for home use (5 AAC 01.030). Second, salmon could be harvested 

under subsistence regulations (ADF&G 199la). Subsistence fishermen in the Alaska Peninsula 

Management Area were required to obtain a subsistence permit and return it to the department with a 

record of their catch by October 31 of each year. There was an annual limit of 250 salmon per permit. 

Lawful gear for subsistence fishing for salmon included seines and gill nets. Set gill nets could not 

exceed 100 fathoms in length. Salmon could be taken at any time except within 24 hours before and 

within 12 hours following each open weekly commercial salmon fishing period within a 50-mile radius of 

the areas open to commercial salmon fishing (5 AAC 01.410,420,430). The third method to obtain 

salmon for home use was with rod and reel under sport fishing regulations (ADF&G 1992a). Sport 

fishing regulations for the Alaska Peninsula and Aleutian Islands Area limited harvests of chinook salmon 

to three per day and three in possession, with only two fish over 28 inches. For other salmon, there was 

a five per day bag limit, a five fish possession limit, and no size limit. 

General Pattern of Use of Salmon in 1992 

As noted above, the estimated harvest of salmon for home use by Sand Point residents in 1992 

was 137.5 pounds usable weight per person. Salmon made up about 54 percent of the total wild 

resource harvest in 1992. more than twice the harvest of any other resource category (Fig. 9). Virtually 

every household (99.0 percent) used salmon, 76.0 fished for salmon, 72.1 percent harvested at least one 
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type, 74.0 percent received salmon from other households, and 47.1 percent gave salmon away to 

others (Fig. 6). 

An estimated 19,441 salmon were harvested for home use by Sand Point households in 1992. 

As measured in numbers of fish, sockeye salmon represented the largest portion of this harvest, about 

48 percent (9,462 fish) (Table 16, Table 17, Fig. 10). Pink salmon were harvested in the next largest 

quantities (3,994 fish; 21 percent), followed by coho (3,409 fish; 18 percent), chum (1,834 fish; 9 

percent), chinook (728 fish; 4 percent), and landlocked salmon (14 fish; 0.1 percent). As measured in 

usable pounds, sockeye again ranked first (47.9 percent), followed by coho (19.6 percent), pink (11.6 

percent), chum (10.9 percent), chinook (9.9 percent), and landlocked salmon (0.02 percent) (Table 16). 

The largest percentage of households, 94.2 percent, used sockeye salmon. This was a larger 

percentage than any other single resource. Also, large percentages of the households used coho (81.7 

percent), chinook (71.2 percent), pink (59.6 percent), and chum salmon (54.8 percent) (Table 13). 

Although freezing is widely used, Sand Point residents mentioned a number of other methods 

that are currently used for preserving salmon harvests. These include salting (chinook, sockeye, coho), 

smoking (sockeye, chum), and drying (pink). Dried pink salmon are called “yukola.” Pickling of salted 

salmon, canning, and jarring also occur. Langdon (1982:106) concluded that in the early 1980s most 

salmon were frozen for later use in Sand Point, but that a variety of other methods were still used 

including smoking, drying, salting, and pickling. 

Salmon Harvests by Gear Tvpe 

As measured in numbers of fish, most salmon harvested for home use by Sand Point residents 

in 1992 were taken by subsistence methods. This contrasts with Langdon’s (1982:106) statement 

pertaining to the late 1970s and early 1980s that most fish for home use in Sand Point were taken 

“incidental to the commercial harvest.“r Subsistence methods in 1992 included beach seining, power 

seining, gill netting, and “other” (dip netting). An estimated 11,338 salmon were harvested by these 

’ In this study, use of a commercial boat and gear for subsistence salmon fishing during long commercial closures was defined 
as a subsistence method. If Langdon’s comment pertains to such fishing, it is not necessarily in contradiction to the survey results. 
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methods for about 59 percent of the total salmon harvest (Fig. 11, Table 16, Table 17). Subsistence 

methods accounted for the majority of the harvest of sockeye salmon (69.4 percent), chum salmon (69.2 

percent), and pink salmon (52.4 percent), plus 36.1 percent of the coho salmon and 23.2 percent of the 

chinook (Table 16). As reported in Table 18, 40.4 percent of the Sand Point households (about 82 

households) harvested salmon using subsistence methods in 1992. Gill netting was the most commonly 

used method (26.0 percent of all households, about two-thirds of those using subsistence methods). 

Fish retained from commercial harvests made up about 39 percent of the total salmon harvest 

for home use by Sand Point residents in 1992 (Fig. 11, Table 16). An estimated 7,664 salmon were 

removed from commercial harvests (Table 17), by 64.4 percent of the households in the community 

(Table 18). Removal from commercial catches accounted for the majority of the harvest for home use of 

chinook salmon (75.5 percent) and coho salmon (53.3 percent), plus 46.1 percent of the pink salmon, 

30.7 percent of the chum salmon, and 30.6 percent of the sockeye salmon. 

Finally, the smallest percentage of the salmon harvest was taken using rod and reel gear under 

sport fishing regulations. An estimated 439 salmon were harvested by Sand Point residents using this 

method, for about two percent of the harvest total (Fig. 10). Most of these (82.1 percent) were coho 

salmon. Rod and reel harvests accounted for 10.6 percent of the coho take (Table 16). About 18.3 

percent of the Sand Point households harvested salmon using rod and reel in 1992 (Table 18). 

Figure 12 illustrates the combinations of methods which Sand Point households used to harvest 

salmon in 1992. Although an estimated 82 households harvested some salmon using subsistence 

methods, only four of these relied exclusively on these methods; 61 also retained some salmon from 

their commercial catches, and 17 households used subsistence methods, commercial retention, and rod 

and reel to obtain salmon for home use. There were 45 households whose only source of salmon for 

home use was removal from their commercial harvests and 8 additional households that retained 

commercially-taken salmon and used rod and reel, but did not fish with subsistence methods. Finally, 

there were 12 households that caught all their salmon using rod and reel gear. A total of 55 other 

households used salmon, but relied totally on harvesters from other households for their fish. Only two 

households in Sand Point used no salmon in 1992. 
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Salmon Harvests with Subsistence Gear 

Table 19 summarizes study findings pertaining to salmon harvests by Sand Point residents using 

subsistence methods (noncommercial nets and seines) in 1992. It is estimated that 82 households (40.2 

percent) used these methods to harvest salmon. The average catch for these households was 137.6 

salmon, with a range from 12 to 556 salmon. As illustrated in Figure 13, 28.6 percent of the households 

which harvested salmon with subsistence methods caught between 1 and 50 fish: 23.8 percent harvested 

51 to 100 salmon, 11.9 percent harvested 101 to 150; 11.9 percent harvested 151 to 200; 11.9 harvested 

201 to 250; and 11.9 percent caught more than 250 salmon. The composition of the salmon harvest with 

subsistence gear was as follows: chinook, 1.5 percent; sockeye, 58.0 percent; coho, 10.9 percent; pink, 

18.5 percent; and chum, 11.2 percent (Table 16). 

These findings can be compared with subsistence harvest estimates from returned subsistence 

permits. Table 20 summarizes subsistence harvest data for Sand Point for 1985 through 1992 based on 

permit returns. Pertaining to the late 1970s and early 1980s Langdon (1982:106-107) wrote that, “As for 

quantities [of salmon] taken, figures from the subsistence permits issued by the Alaska Department of 

Fish and Game must be taken with caution for, by the biologists’ own admission, they probably represent 

less than half of the number of families actually harvesting salmon for subsistence purposes.” During the 

1980s compliance with the permitting requirements in Sand Point probably improved as community 

leaders urged people to obtain the permits and report their harvests (Dunaway, ADF&G, personal 

communication, 1993). Nevertheless, the estimated subsistence harvest of salmon of 11,338 (+I- 2,551) 

fish obtained from the household surveys is higher than the 7,833 estimated from permit returns. One 

reason for the difference is that not all Sand Point subsistence fishermen obtained permits in 1992. Of 

the 42 interviewed households which reported subsistence salmon fishing, 17 (40.5 percent) were not 

accounted for on the list of subsistence permit holders. 2 This indicates an improvement over the 50 

percent or more estimated by Langdon, but still represents a substantial portion of the subsistence fishing 

households in the community. It should also be noted that the 1992 survey estimate is on the high end 

2 Thirty of the sampled households obtained a total of 33 subsistence salmon permits in 1992. Of these 30 households, 25 fished. 
These 25, plus 17 others which fished but did not have permits, gives a total of 42 interviewed households which caught salmon 
with subsistence gear. 
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of the range of recent harvest estimates based on permit returns, being closest to the 1991 estimate of 

12,180 salmon. 

Despite the difference in overall harvest estimates, there were several similarities between the 

subsistence salmon harvests as documented through the permit system and that reported through 

interviews. For example, the composition of the estimated salmon harvest by species is similar (Fig. 

14). Sockeye salmon ranked first, at 60.4 percent of the permit harvest estimate and 58.0 percent of the 

survey estimate. Pink salmon ranked second, chum third, coho fourth, and chinook fifth in both 

estimates. This ranking in 1992 resembles the more long-term pattern based on permit data, also shown 

in Figure 14. The survey’s estimate of the 1992 coho salmon subsistence harvest was notably higher 

than that indicated from permits, while the permit estimate for chinooks was more than double that based 

on the household interviews. The distribution of household harvest levels was broadly alike as well: 

about 50 percent of the interviewed households and the permit group reported harvesting from 1 to 100 

salmon in 1992; about 23 to 24 percent of each group harvested in the 101 to 200 fish range; and about 

22 percent of the interviewed households harvested more than 200 salmon, compared to about 28 

percent of the permit returns (Fig. 13). Additionally, the average salmon harvest with subsistence gear 

by Sand Point households was about 138 fish, based on interviews, compared to an average of 140 

salmon for Sand Point subsistence permit holders (Tables 19, Table 20). (Both means exclude those 

permittees and households who reported no harvest.) 

FISH OTHER THAN SALMON 

Requlations 

As with salmon, in 1992 residents of Sand Point could obtain other fish for home use through 

subsistence methods, rod and reel (sport) fishing, or removal of fish from commercial harvests. With the 

exception of halibut, fish other than salmon could be taken in the Alaska Peninsula Management Area by 

a variety of gear listed in 5 AAC 39.105, including gill nets, seines, dip nets, longlines, and troll gear 

(ADF&G 1991:12-14). Halibut could be taken for subsistence purposes only by a single hand-held line 
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with no more than two hooks attached (5 AAC 01.420[d]). A subsistence permit was required for trout 

and char, but not for other species (5 AAC 01,43O[a]). The daily bag limit for halibut was two with a 

possession limit of four; regulations prohibited the possession of sport-taken (that is, rod and reel 

caught) and subsistence-taken halibut on the same day (5 AAC 01.440). Sport fishing regulations set 

bag and possession limits for rainbow/Steelhead trout (2 per day, 2 in possession, only 1 over 20 inches), 

grayling (5 per day, 5 in possession), Arctic char/Dolly Varden (10 per day, 10 in possession), and halibut 

(2 per day, 4 in possession). There was a February 1 through December 31 season for halibut (ADF&G 

1992a). 

General Pattern of Use of Fish Other Than Salmon in 1992 

With an estimated total community harvest of 32,733 pounds (usable weight), fish other than 

salmon ranked second as a resource category after salmon in its contribution to Sand Point’s home use 

harvest in 1992. The mean household harvest was 160.5 pounds of other fish, with a per capita harvest 

of 54.0 pounds (Table 13). This represents about 21 percent of Sand Point’s home use harvest in 1992 

(Fig. 9 ). Virtually every household (97.1 percent) used fish other than salmon during the study year. 

Also, 74.0 percent fished for these resources, 72.1 percent were successful harvesters, 63.5 percent 

received fish other than salmon, and 38.5 percent gave these fish away (Fig. 6). As listed in Tables 12 

and 13, at least 23 kinds of fish other than salmon were used for subsistence in Sand Point in 1992. Fish 

used by the most households included halibut (89.4 percent of households using), Pacific cod (59.6 

percent), Dolly Varden (51.0 percent), red rockfish (49.0 percent), black rockfish (30.8 percent), and 

Steelhead (30.8 percent). 

Nonsalmon Fish Harvests by Gear Type 

As measured in pounds usable weight, 58.3 percent of the harvest of fish other than salmon by 

Sand Point residents was removed from commercial harvests (either the targeted species or by-catch) 

(Table 21). Commercial removal provided 93.5 pounds of other fish per household (Table 22). As 

reported in Table 23, 56.7 percent of the Sand Point households retained fish other than salmon from 
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Table 21. Estimated Percentages of Pounds of Fish Other Than Salmon Harvested By Gear Type, Sand Point , 1992 

Subsistence Gear 

Removed 
from 

Commercial Catch Rod and Reel 

iesource 
Jon-Salmon Fish 
Burbot 
Pike 
Sheefish 
Whitefish 
Unknown Whitefish 
Capelin (Grunion) 
Lingcod 
Pacific Cod (Gray) 
Sablefish (Black Cod) 
Unknown Cod 
Starry Flounder 
Unknown Flounder 
Sole 
YellowfIn Sole 
Sole, Unknown 
Halibut 
Herring 
Herring Roe 
Roe on Kelp 
Black Rockfish (black bass) 
Red Rockfish 
Sea Perch 
Yellow Eye Rockfish 
Unknown Rockfish 
Unknown Sculpin 
Eulachon (Hooligan, Candlefish) 
Rainbow Smelt 
Unknown Smelt 
Atka Mackerel 
Unknown Greenling 
Eel 
Walleye Pollock (Whiting) 
Skates 
Dolly Varden 
Brook Trout 
Unknown Char 
Cutthroat Trout 
Rainbow Trout 
Steelhead 

30.94 58.29 10.77 
0.00 100.00 0 
0.00 0.00 0 
0.00 lw.w 0 
0.00 lw.w 0 
0.00 0.00 0 

1w.w 0.00 0 
0.00 lw.w 0 

20.37 78.93 0.7 
25.00 75.00 0 

0.00 0.00 0 
0.00 0.00 0 

60.71 39.29 0 
0.00 lw.w 0 
0.00 0.00 0 

lw.w 0.00 0 
49.60 44.63 5.77 
17.02 79.57 3.4 
0.00 0.00 0 
0.00 0.00 0 

10.81 58.44 30.75 
0.00 lw.w 0 
0.00 lw.w 0 
0.00 lw.w 0 
0.00 lw.w 0 
0.00 lw.w 0 
0.00 0.00 0 
0.00 0.00 0 
0.00 0.00 0 
0.00 lw.w 0 

23.81 76.19 0 
0.00 lw.w 0 
0.00 lw.w 0 
0.00 0.00 0 

13.63 5.75 80.62 
0.00 0.00 0 
0.00 0.00 0 
0.00 0.00 0 
0.00 0.00 0 

27.83 65.22 6.96 

SOURCE: Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence, Household Survey, 1993. 
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Table 22. Estimated Harvest in Pounds of Fish Other Than Salmon By Gear Type, Sand Point, 1992 

Jon-Salmon Fish 
Burbot 
Pike 
Sheefish 
Whitefish 
Unknown Whitefish 
Capelin (Grunion) 
Lingcod 
Pacific Cod (Gray) 
Sablefish (Black Cod) 
Unknown Cod 
Starry Flounder 
Unknown Flounder 
Sole 
Yellowfin Sole 
Sole, Unknown 
Halibut 
Herring 
Herring Roe 
Roe on Kelp 
Black Rockfish (black bass) 
Red Rocktish 
Sea Perch 
Yellow Eye Rockfish 
Unknown Rockfish 
Unknown Sculpin 
Eulachon 
Rainbow Smelt 
Unknown Smelt 
Atka Mackerel 
Unknown Greenling 
Eel 
Walleye Pollock (Whiting) 
Skates 
Dolly Varden 
Brook Trout 
Unknown Char 
Cutthroat Trout 
Rainbow Trout 
Steelhead 

Subsistence Gear 

Removed 
From 

Commercial Catch Rod and Reel Any Method 

Total HH Mean Total HH Mean Total HH Mean Total HH Mea 
IO,1 27.82 49.651 IQ,08126 93.541 3,524X 17.281 32.733.37 160.4 

0.00 0.00 5.88 0.03 0.00 0.00 5.88 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 161.83 0.79 0.00 0.00 161.83 
0.00 0.00 6.87 0.03 0.00 0.00 6.87 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

117.69 0.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 117.69 
0.00 0.00 137.31 0.67 0.00 0.00 137.31 

1,456.25 7.14 5,641.78 27.66 50.22 0.25 7,148.24 
30.40 0.15 91.21 0.45 0.00 0.00 121.62 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

loo.04 0.49 64.73 0.32 0.00 0.00 164.77 
0.00 0.00 245.19 1.20 0.00 0.00 246.19 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

588.46 2.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 588.46 
6.93404 33.99 6,239.65 30.59 807.17 3.96 13980.87 

294.23 1.44 I,37543 6.74 68.85 0.29 I ,728.51 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

138.29 0.68 747.35 3.66 393.29 1.93 1.278.92 
0.00 0.00 3635.71 17.82 0.00 0.00 3,635.71 
0.00 0.00 109.85 0.54 0.00 0.00 109.85 
0.00 0.00 103.96 0.51 0.00 0.00 103.96 
0.00 0.00 20.60 0.10 0.00 0.00 20.60 
0.00 0.00 32.37 0.18 0.00 0.00 32.37 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 5.88 0.03 0.00 0.00 5.88 
9.81 0.05 31.38 0.15 0.00 0.00 41.19 
0.00 0.00 6.87 0.03 0.00 0.00 6.87 
0.00 0.00 54.92 0.27 0.00 0.00 54.92 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

370.73 1.82 156.53 0.77 2,192.w 10.75 2,7X07 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

87.88 0.431 205.96 1 .Ol 1 21.97 0.1 II 315.81 

0.0 
0.0 
0.7 
0.0 
0.0 
0.5 
0.6 

35.0 
0.6 
0.0 
0.0 
0.8 
1.2 
0.0 
2.8 

68.5 
8.4 
0.0 
0.0 
6.2 

17.8 
0.5 
0.5 
0.1 
0.1 
0.0 
0.a 
0.c 
0.c 
0.2 
ox 
0.2 
0.c 

13.3 
0.c 
0.c 
0.c 
0.c 
1.5 

3 
0 
9 
3 
0 
8 
7 
4 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
8 
3 
.7 
9 
10 
17 
i2 
4 
II 
0 
6 
lo 
KI 
Q 
13 
D 
I3 
!7 
lo 
I3 
IQ 
IQ 
KI 
lo 

SOURCE: Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence, Household Survey, 1993. 
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commercial catches for home use. Commercial removal accounted for 100 percent of the red rockfish, 

78.9 percent of the Pacific cod, 65.2 percent of the Steelhead, 58.4 percent of the black rockfish, and 

44.6 percent of the halibut. Subsistence methods provided 30.9 percent of the total harvest of 

nonsalmon fish, including 49.6 percent of the halibut, 27.8 percent of the Steelhead, 20.3 percent of the 

Pacific cod, and 13.6 percent of the Dolly Varden (Table 21). Overall, 35.6 percent of the Sand Point 

households used subsistence methods to harvest these fish in 1992 (Table 23). Finally, rod and reel 

accounted for 10.8 percent of the total harvest of nonsalmon fish, including 80.6 percent of the Dolly 

Varden, 30.8 percent of the black rockfish, and 5.8 percent of the halibut (Table 21). About 43 percent of 

the households used rod and reel to harvest fish other than salmon in 1992 (Table 23). 

Most fish other than salmon were eaten fresh or frozen for later use. However, Pacific cod and 

herring were salted by some households. Cod livers were particularly prized by some families. Fish 

other than salmon are often consumed on board fishing vessels during commercial seasons. 

MARINE INVERTEBRATES 

Reaulations 

In 1992, subsistence fishing regulations for shellfish in the Alaska Peninsula - Aleutian Islands 

Area required that the harvester obtain a permit from the Department of Fish and Game (5 AAC 02.510; 

ADF&G 1991 a). The Alaska Board of Fisheries repealed this permit requirement in early 1993, primarily 

because the data were not essential for management purposes, few subsistence fishermen in the area 

were aware of the permit requirement, and no local system was available to distribute permits (except 

the few communities with Department of Fish and Game offices). Other subsistence regulations 

governing shellfish in this area during 1992 included size, bag, and possession limits for Dungeness, 

Tanner, and king crab. The subsistence king crab season was June 1 through January 31 (5 AAC 

02.520[3]). There was also a permit requirement for operators of commercially licensed shrimp fishing 

vessels who wished to use the vessels for subsistence shrimp fishing (5 AAC 02.510). 
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Table 23. Percentage of Households Harvesting Fish Other Than Salmon by Gear Type and Species, Sand Point. 1992 

Resource Subsistence Gear 
Uon-Salmon Fish 35.58 
Burbot 0.00 
Pike 0.00 
Sheefish 0.00 
Whitefish 0.00 
Unknown Whitefish 0.00 
Capelin (Grunion) 0.96 
Lingcod 0.00 
Pacific Cod (Gray) 13.46 
Sablefish (Black Cod) 0.96 
Unknown Cod 0.00 
Starry Flounder 0.00 
Unknown Flounder 1.92 
Sole 0.00 
Yellowfin Sole 0.00 
Sole, Unknown 0.96 
Halibut 31.73 
Herring 0.98 
Herring Roe 0.00 
Roe on Kelp 0.00 
Black Rockfish (black bass) 2.88 
Red Rockfsh 0.00 
Sea Perch 0.00 
Yellow Eye Rockfish 0.00 
Unknown Rockfish 0.00 
Unknown Sculpin 0.00 
Eulachon (Hooligan, Candle 0.00 
Rainbow Smelt 0.00 
Unknown Smelt 0.00 
Atka Mackerel 0.00 
Unknown Greenling 1.92 
Eel 0.00 
Walleye Pollock (Whiting) 0.00 
Skates 0.00 
Dolly Varden 2.88 
Brook Trout 0.00 
Unknown Char 0.00 
Cutthroat Trout 0.00 
Rainbow Trout 0.00 
Steelhead 5.77 

Removed 
from 

Commercial Catch 
56.73 

0.96 
0.00 
0.96 
0.96 
0.00 
0.00 
0.96 

38.46 
1.92 
0.00 
0.00 
1.92 
1.92 
0.00 
0.00 

38.46 
5.77 
0.00 
0.00 

17.31 
25.00 

1.92 
0.96 
0.96 
1.92 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.96 
2.88 
1.92 
0.96 
0.00 
3.85 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

12.56 

Rod and Reel 
43.27 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
1.92 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
7.69 
0.96 
0.00 
0.00 
8.65 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

35.58 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
2.88 

SOURCE: Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence, Household Survey, 1993. 

Any Method 
72.12 

0.96 
0.00 
0.96 
0.96 
0.00 
0.96 
0.96 

42.31 
1.92 
0.00 
0.00 
2.88 
1.92 
0.00 
0.96 

59.62 
7.69 
0.00 
0.00 

25.96 
25.00 

1.92 
0.96 
0.96 
1.92 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.96 
4.81 
1.92 
0.96 
0.00 

38.48 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

19.23 
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General Pattern of Use of Marine Invertebrates in 1992 

An estimated total of 10,796 pounds of marine invertebrates (usable weight) was harvested for 

home use by Sand Point residents in 1992. This is a harvest of 52.9 pounds per household and 17.8 

pounds per person (Table 13). Marine invertebrates accounted for about seven percent of the total 

resource harvest in Sand Point during the study year, ranking fourth after salmon, nonsalmon fish, and 

land mammals (Fig. 9). The vast majority of Sand Point households (90 percent) used marine 

invertebrates in 1992, while 64 percent harvested them. Notably, 79 percent of the households received 

marine invertebrates from others, illustrating that these resources are widely shared in the community 

(Fig. 6). 

A minimum of I7 kinds of marine invertebrates were used by Sand Point households in 1992 

(Table 12). Marine invertebrates used by the most households included crabs (75 percent using), such 

as king crab (56.7 percent using), Tanner crab (53.8 percent using), and Dungeness crab (38.5 percent 

using); octopus (72.1 percent using); chitons (57.7 percent using); sea urchins (26.0 percent using); and 

butter clams (21.2 percent using). Shellfish harvested in the largest quantities included Tanner crab (6.7 

pounds per person), chitons (4.1 pounds per person), octopus (3.7 pounds per person), and butter clams 

(I.8 pounds person). Harvest and use of clams in Sand Point in 1992 were almost certainly lower than 

prior to 1990. In that year, a Sand Point man died of paralytic shellfish poisoning (PSP) after eating 

some butter clams harvested west of the community from a mainland beach. Many respondents 

interviewed during this research reported that their families had not used clams since this incident. Each 

year, the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation issues a warning advising people not to use 

clams from uncertified beaches because of the risk of PSP. Only beaches that are used for commercial 

claming are tested for certification; there are no such beaches near Sand Point. 

Sand Point residents harvested marine invertebrates using noncommercial pots for crab and 

assorted other implements such as shovels and rakes (for digging clams) and knives (for prying chitons 

off of rocks). Also, marine invertebrates were removed from commercial harvests for home use. 

Overall, 39.3 percent of the marine invertebrate harvest, as measured in usable pounds, was obtained 

through commercial removal. Incidental takes of octopus in commercial nets and pots were the primary 
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source of this popular resource, accounting for 93.4 percent of the total harvest. Commercial removal 

was also a significant source of crab, providing 46.4 percent of the harvest for home use (Table 15). 

LAND MAMMALS 

Huntino Reaulations 

Residents of Sand Point hunt primarily in Game Management Unit 9D, with some use of portions 

of GMU 9E as well. For the 1992/93 regulatory year, the state’s general and subsistence resident 

caribou season in GMU 9D was August 10 to September 30 and December 1 to March 31 with a bag 

limit of one bull. Because of the lack of a harvestable surplus, moose hunting was closed in GMU 9D. 

There were no closed seasons and no bag limits for hare (ADF&G 1992b). 

During the study period, the Federal Subsistence Board was responsible for adopting 

subsistence hunting regulations for federal lands in Alaska, including GMU 9D. For caribou, moose, and 

hare in GMU 9D, these federal regulations for 1992/93 were the same as those adopted by the state (US 

Fish and Wildlife Service 1992:36-37). 

General Pattern of Use of Land Mammals in 1992 

An estimated total of 17,509 pounds (usable weight) of land mammals was used by Sand Point 

residents in 1992. This is a harvest of 85.8 pounds per household and 29.9 pounds per person (Table 

13). Land mammals represented about 11 percent of the total resource harvest during the study year, 

ranking third after salmon and nonsalmon fish (Fig. 9). Overall, 76.9 percent of the Sand Point 

households used at least one kind of land mammal in 1992, 28.8 percent had at least one member who 

hunted land mammals, and 26.9 percent were successful harvesters. About 67.3 percent of the 

households received land mammal products from other households; thus, far more households which 

used land mammals received them from others than harvested the resource themselves. Overall, 22.1 
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percent of the households shared land mammals with others: this represents about 82 percent of the 

successful harvesters (Fig. 6). 

Seven kinds of land mammals were used for food in Sand Point in 1992. These were bison 

(54.8 percent used), caribou (51.0 percent used), moose (23.1 percent used), Arctic hare (20.2 percent 

used), wild cattle (15.4 percent used), deer (1 percent) (deer are not locally available; the nearest source 

is Kodiak and adjacent islands), and brown bear (1 percent). Land mammals harvested in the largest 

quantities were bison (11.7 pounds per person), caribou (9.7 pounds per person), and wild cattle (4.5 

pounds per person) (Table 13). 

Caribou 

Game Management Unit 9D is inhabited by the Southern Alaska Peninsula (SAP) caribou herd. 

This herd is also found on Unimak Island in GMU 10. The SAP herd underwent a serious population 

decline during the 1980s dropping from a high of about 10,200 caribou in late 1983 to about 4,000 

animals in 1989. Causes of the decline included hunter harvests, predation, and low calf production 

possibly linked to poor range conditions (ADF&G 1989; Fall et al. 1990:1-2). The SAP herd’s population 

dropped further in the 1990s reaching a nadir of 1,500 animals in June 1993, well below the ADF&G 

population objective of 5,000 to 6,000 caribou (ADF&G 1993). 

Subsistence caribou hunting regulations in GMU 9D have become increasingly restrictive as the 

SAP herd has declined. The bag limit was four caribou per hunter from 1981/82 until 1987/88, when the 

limit was reduced to two caribou. The bag was further reduced to one bull caribou in 1992. 

Correspondingly, the hunting season was reduced from August 10 - March 31 to September 1 to March 

31 in 1988/89. A further reduction occurred for the 1992/93 season, when the Alaska Board of Game 

adopted a August 10 - September 30 and December 1 to March 31 season with a one bull bag limit. The 

ADF&G closed the 1993/94 season by emergency order prior to its opening because the estimated herd 

size was below population objectives (ADF&G 1993). The Federal Subsistence Board followed suit, with 

a closure to subsistence hunting of caribou on federal lands in GMU 9D and GMU 10 (Unimak Island) for 

the 1993194 hunting season. 
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Regarding caribou harvest and use quantities for Sand Point during the late 1970s and early 

1980s (at peak herd size), Langdon (1982:106) wrote that, “while there is variation from one family to the 

next regarding the number of caribou taken and consumed, it was suggested that virtually all families 

had some caribou during the year and that more subsistence-oriented families consume as many as four 

animals during the year.” Langdon suggested that caribou topped even salmon in its contribution to the 

community’s wild resource uses. However, evidence suggests that caribou harvests by Sand Point 

residents have dropped since Langdon’s research, most likely because of the declining herd size. The 

results of a mail-out questionnaire by ADF&G provided a harvest estimate of 166 (+I- 65) caribou by 

Sand Point residents during the 1985/86 hunting season, and an estimated harvest of 97 (+/- 55) caribou 

during the following year (1986187) (Fall et al. 1990:24). For the 1992 study year (which includes the 

second half of the 1991192 regulatory year and the first half of the 1992/93 year), the estimated caribou 

harvest was 39 (+I- 17) animals, based on household interviews from this current study. About 15 

percent of the households hunted caribou (15.4 percent, an estimated 32 households), and 11.5 percent 

(24 households) were successful (a success rate of 75.0 percent for caribou hunting households) (Table 

13). The number of caribou harvested by hunting households was as follows: no harvest, 8 households; 

one caribou, 12 households; two caribou, 10 households; and four caribou, 2 households. 

Despite declining haNests, caribou meat was widely shared among Sand Point households in 

1992; 43.3 percent of the households received caribou. Consequently, over half the households (51.0 

percent) used caribou. AS shown by these figures, caribou continues to be an important wild resource in 

Sand Point, and the herd’s decline and subsequent regulatory closure is of concern to the community 

(see Chapter Four). 

Bison3 

In 1954, a private individual attempted to establish a bison and cattle ranch on Popof Island, on 

land then managed by the federal Bureau of Land Management (BLM).4 About five or six bison were 

3 By including bison as a “wild” resource in this report, the authors do not intend to take a position regarding the ownership of 
these animals. We have included this species because it is a noncommercial source of food which is of importance to Sand Point 
residents. 
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transported to the island from Montana. The venture was a commercial failure, and in 1960 the federal 

grazing lease expired. Although the cattle died off, the bison survived as free-ranging animals. Most of 

the bison range is now within lands owned by the Sand Point-based Shumagin Corporation. The 

remaining lands are part of the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge, managed by the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service (Timm 1986, 1987). 

The Alaska Board of Game has never authorized hunting of the Popof Island bison herd. Some 

unauthorized hunting occurred in the past which may have been responsible for keeping the herd size at 

around 40 animals until the mid 1980s. According to the Shumagin Corporation, it discouraged this 

hunting in order to increase the herd to eventually provide a source of meat for Sand Point (Jacobsen 

1991). Most hunting stopped and the herd grew to about 125 or more bison. 

In the 198Os, a disagreement arose between the State of Alaska and the Shumagin Corporation 

over ownership of the bison herd. The Shumagin Corporation maintained that it had managed the herd 

by “effectively prohibiting hunting” and periodically monitoring the herd’s growth. According to this view, 

the bison were domestic animals owned by the people of Sand Point (Jacobsen 1991). The state 

contended that the animals were feral (wild) and therefore subject to management as big game by the 

Department of Fish and Game. Further, the state maintained that it had purchased interest in the herd 

from its owner in 1982, although the Shumagin Corporation disputed that this individual owned the 

animals and documentation of this individual’s claim of ownership could not be located (Timm 1986, 

McCracken 1987). 

While this dispute continued, the Shumagin Corporation created and administered permit hunts 

for the Popof Island bison in 1990 and 1992 in order to reduce herd size, prevent overgrazing, and 

provide fresh meat to the community. Thirteen bison were harvested during the first hunt in 1990, for 

which 17 permits were sold to Sand Point residents for $250 each. Although the state maintained that 

this hunt was illegal, no prosecution of individual hunters took place (ADF&G 1991 b). For the 1992 hunt, 

permits were awarded by lottery. Only people who had been residents of Sand Point for one year or 

4 The date of this introduction is variously cited as “the mid 1950s,” ” 1954,” or “1956.” Recent documents appear to agree on the 
1954 date. 
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more were eligible to purchase lottery tickets. Alleging that the hunt was illegal, the state threatened 

legal action if hunting did not stop (Cole 1992). The Shumagin Corporation agreed to end the hunt in 

return for a mutual effort to resolve the ownership dispute. In 1992, about 10 animals were killed during 

the hunt before it ended on November 20 (Gundersen 1993). 

According to regulations adopted by the Board of Game (5 AAC 93.050), the commissioner of 

the Department of Fish and Game may, after consultation with the board, find that a surplus exists in a 

herd of bison and determine that private ownership is in the public interest. A legal notice is then 

published inviting qualified parties to apply for a grant of bison to private ownership. Animals so granted 

become private property and are considered domestic animals. During its meeting in March 1993, the 

Alaska Board of Game, upon the advice of the Alaska Department of Law, adopted Resolution 93-69- 

BOG. This action supported the recommendation that the commissioner of the Department of Fish and 

Game declare the bison on Popof Island as surplus. The board further recommended that the herd be 

maintained by hunting at a level established by the department, at approximately 100 animals. The 

commissioner subsequently made this determination of surplus and the department published the 

required legal notice on July 7, 1993. On August 6, 1993, the Shumagin Corporation submitted its 

application for a grant of surplus bison. It was the only application received. The conditions governing 

the determination of surplus and subsequent acknowledgment of ownership of the herd by the Shumagin 

Corporation were under negotiation as this report was being prepared. 

According to the household survey results, 54.8 percent of the Sand Point households used 

bison meat in 1992. The large majority of these had received bison meat from successful harvesters, 

while 7.7 percent of the sampled households had harvested a bison. 5 Respondents frequently remarked 

that bison meat was widely shared in Sand Point. It is estimated that the bison harvest averaged 11.7 

pounds per person, more than any other land mammal (Table 13). With declining numbers of caribou in 

GMU 9D and closures to the caribou hunting season, bison harvests may increase in significance in 

Sand Point, if the dispute over ownership is resolved. 

5 The estimated harvest of bison based on the survey responses was about 16 t/- 7 animals (Table 13). The harvest of ten 
reported by the community is within this estimated range. 
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Trapping 

Furbearer trapping by Sand Point residents was very low in 1992. Only 10 individuals attempted 

to trap furbearers (Table 14). Red fox was the only furbearer harvested. An estimated 10 foxes were 

harvested by 3.8 percent of the households (Table 13). 

MARINE MAMMALS 

Requlations 

Under the terms of the federal Marine Mammal Protection Act, coastal Alaska Natives may take 

marine mammals for food and other purposes, such as the production of handicraft items, as long as the 

taking is not done in a wasteful manner. Restrictions on hunting of marine mammals by Alaska Natives 

may occur when a population becomes depleted, as has happened for bowhead whale. In 1992, there 

were no federal regulations restricting seasons, harvest levels, areas, or methods for marine mammals in 

the Sand Point area, other than the provisions against wasteful taking. 

General Pattern of Use of Marine Mammals in 1992 

In 1992, Sand Point residents used three kinds of marine mammals -- harbor seal, sea lion, and 

whale (Table 13). Most widely used were harbor seals, which were used by 18.3 percent of the 

households, hunted by 9.6 percent, harvested by 9.6 percent, received by 11.5 percent, and given away 

by 8.7 percent. An estimated 33 harbor seals were harvested, for a per capita harvest of 3.1 pounds per 

person. One percent of the Sand Point households used and received sea lion in 1992, although none of 

the sampled households hunted or harvested sea lions. One sampled household (1 .O percent) harvested 

blubber from a whale of an unidentified species in 1992. This whale had been injured after entangling in 

a net. Salvaged whale blubber was shared among other households, so that 17.3 percent of the 

households reported using whale blubber in 1992. Some of this blubber was from beached animals 

salvaged prior to 1992. For example, it was reported that whale blubber from an animal found beached 
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at Squaw Harbor in 1989 was still in use. Whale blubber is “brined” (salted) and “keeps forever” 

according to a respondent. It is used as a condiment with dry fish. Also, respondents reported receiving 

salvaged whale blubber from other communities, including False Pass and Akutan. 

Although Langdon (1982:107) wrote that “sea mammals are apparently no longer used for food 

in Sand Point to any significant degree,” 25.0 percent of the sampled households used marine mammal 

products in 1992 (Fig. 6). The total harvest was an estimated 2,848 pounds, an average of 4.7 pounds 

per person (Table 13). This was about two percent of the total wild resource harvest during the study 

year (Fig. 9). 

Based upon key respondent interviews with marine mammal hunters in Sand Point, it appears 

that Sand Point residents no longer actively hunt sea lions, but hunt harbor seals in the spring and the 

fall. These hunts usually occur in conjunction with commercial fishing or waterfowl hunting. Favorite 

parts of the seals are the ribs, kidneys, heart, liver, and the fat. The latter is rendered into oil by some 

people. Seals are hunted both on the rocks and in the water. A large number of the respondents in the 

randomly selected Alaska Native households reported that they were unaware that Alaska Natives could 

legally harvest marine mammals under the provisions of the Marine Mammal Protection Act. This 

perception was especially strong for sea lions. 

BIRDS AND EGGS 

Requlations 

Residents of Sand Point hunted birds in Game Management Unit 9D. For the 1992193 hunting 

season, state regulations provided an August 10 to April 30 season for ptarmigan with bag limits of 20 

per day and 40 in possession. Regulations for migratory game birds, summarized in Table 24, provided 

hunts starting September 1 and ending December 16 for a number of types of ducks, geese, crane, eider 

and snipe, with daily possession limits which varied by type of bird. Hunting was closed for cackling 

Canada geese, emperor geese, tundra swan, and spectacled and Steller’s eiders. Collecting eggs was 
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TABLE 24. HUNTING REGULATIONS FOR MIGRATORY BIRDS, GAME MANAGEMENT UNIT 9, 1992/93 

Resource 

Brant 

Cackling Canada Geese 

Canada Geese 

Emperor Geese 

Snow geese 

White-fronted Geese 

Tundra swans 

Cranes 

Ducks 
[except sea ducks, 
mergansers, and 
harlequin ducks] 

Harlequin Duck 

Sea Ducks and Mergansers 
[includes king and common 
eider, scoter, oldsquaw, 
and mergansers] 

Spectacled and Steller’s Eider 

Snipe 

Season 

September 1 - December 16 

No open season 

September 1 - December 16 

No open season 

September 1 - December 16 

September 1 - December 16 

No open season 

September 1 - December 16 

September 1 - December 16 

September 1 - December 16 

September 1 - December 16 

No open season 

September 1 - December 16 

Baa Limits 

Two a day, four in possession 

Four a day, eight in possessiona 

Six a day, twelve in possessiona 

Two a day, four in possessiona 

Two a day, four in possession 

Five a day, fifteen in possession; 
No more than two per day or six in 
possession may be pintail ducks; 
No more than one per day and three 
in possession may be canvasbacks 

Fifteen a day, thirty in possession 

Fifteen a day, thirty in possession 

Eight a day, sixteen in possession 

a No more than four a day or eight in possession may be any combination of Canada or white-fronted 
geese. The combined bag limit for snow, Canada, and white-fronted geese is six a day, twelve in 
possession. In Unit 9, no more than two per day, four in possession may be white fronted geese. 

Source: ADF&G 1992b 
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not allowed by regulation. The federal regulatory framework for subsistence takes of birds and eggs was 

under review in 1992 by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

General Pattern of Use of Birds and Eqqs in 1992 

The estimated total harvest of birds and eggs by Sand Point residents in 1992 was 3,563 

pounds, usable weight. This is a harvest of 17.5 pounds per household and 5.9 pounds per person, 

representing about 2 percent of the total wild food harvest in Sand Point during the study year (Table 13, 

Fig. 9). Three-quarters of the households (75.0 percent) used at least one kind of wild bird or egg in 

1992, almost half (49.0 percent) attempted to harvest these resources, 46.2 percent were successful 

harvesters, 56.7 percent received gifts of birds or eggs, and 25.0 percent gave away these resources to 

others (Fig. 6). 

A minimum of 19 kinds of wild birds and eggs was used for subsistence purposes by Sand Point 

residents in 1992. These fall into three broad categories: upland game birds, migratory birds, and eggs. 

Ptarmigan was the only upland game bird locally available to Sand Point hunters. An estimated 39.4 

percent of the households hunted ptarmigan; 35.6 percent were successful, harvesting an estimated 

1,771 birds. Overall, 59.6 percent of the households used ptarmigan, 33.7 percent received ptarmigan, 

and 19.2 percent gave away this resource. The per capita harvest of 2.1 pounds was the highest of any 

single bird type (Table 13). 

Concerning the late 1970s and early 1980s Langdon (1982:107) noted that, “ducks and geese 

are a highly prized food resource and considerable expense and effort are devoted to this particular 

hunt.” During the 1992 study year, a quarter of the Sand Point households (25.0 percent) hunted 

migratory birds, and half the households (50.0 percent) used these resources. More than a third (36.5 

percent) of the households used ducks. Although ten kinds of ducks were used, most of the harvest was 

mallards (30.8 percent using: 345 birds harvested) and teals (23.1 percent using; 437 birds harvested) 

(Table 13). 

Geese were used by 44.2 percent of the households, with 14.4 percent of the households 

harvesting geese and many more, 37.5 percent, receiving geese from successful hunters outside their 

81 



own household (Table 13). Canada geese were taken in the largest numbers (255 birds) and used by the 

most households (32.7 percent), with smaller numbers of brant and emperor geese also taken. 

More than a quarter of the Sand Point households used wild fowl eggs (26.9 percent). Overall, 

19.2 percent of the households attempted a harvest of eggs and 18.3 percent were successful. 

Additionally, 13.5 percent of the households received eggs from others and 7.7 percent gave them away, 

Almost all of the egg harvest was gull eggs, with small numbers of tern eggs, snipe eggs, and duck eggs 

also collected for subsistence use (Table 13). Langdon (1982:107) noted that resources such as sea gull 

eggs added diversity to the diets of Sand Point residents and that the availability of such resources at 

different times of the year “give these foods an importance beyond the simple poundage involved.” 

WILD PLANTS 

Wild plants used by Sand Point residents included several kinds of berries, “putchkies” (wild 

celery or cow parsnip; Heracleum lanaturn), “petruskies” (wild parsley or beach lovage; Ligusticum 

scoficum), a few other wild plants (rhubarb, fiddlehead fern), and kelp (ribbon kelp, broad brown kelp). 

As reported in Table 13, an estimated 4,233 pounds (usable weight) of wild plants were harvested by 

Sand Point residents in 1992. This is a household mean of 20.8 pounds and a per capita harvest of 7.0 

pounds. Wild plants provided about three percent of the total resource harvest (Fig. 9). As shown in 

Figure 6, 87.5 percent of the households used wild plants and 80.8 percent harvested them. Berries 

made up most of the wild plant harvest, with a per capita harvest of 5.4 pounds. Most frequently, 

respondents reported harvesting salmonberries and mossberries. Fewer reported harvests of cranberries 

and blueberries. A couple of households also mentioned wild strawberries and “wineberries.” There was 

general agreement that 1992 was a very poor berry year. For example, one household reported a 

harvest of just one gallon of salmonberries in 1992 compared to 30 gallons the year before. Another 

picked about four gallons of salmonberries, mossberries, and cranberries in 1992, down from 25 gallons 

in 1991. In addition to wild plant harvests for food, 30.8 percent of the households used wood in 1992. 

Cottonwood is frequently harvested and is used for smoking salmon. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

COMPARISONS WITH OTHER ALASKA COMMUNITIES 

Monetarv Sector of the Economy 

The purpose of this section is to compare some of the study findings for Sand Point with those 

pertaining to other Alaska communities. First, certain aspects of the cash sector of the local economy will 

be discussed. Figures 15 and 16 compare cash incomes in Sand Point with those of other Alaska 

communities. The data in Figure 15 derive from the 1990 U.S. Census and pertain to 1989. Included in 

Figure 15 are all communities of the Alaska Peninsula and Aleutian Islands (except military communities) 

(Ivanof Bay, Chignik Lake, False Pass, Atka, South Naknek, Nikolski, Perryville, Chignik Bay, Pilot Point, 

Akutan, Egegik, King Cove, Port Heiden, Naknek, Chignik Lagoon, Unalaska, Sand Point, King Salmon, 

Nelson Lagoon, and Cold Bay), regional centers (Kotzebue, Bethel, Nome, Dillingham, and Barrow), 

selected coastal communities of southeast and Southcentral with substantial commercial fishing sectors in 

their economies (Seldovia, Yakutat, Sitka, Wrangell, Kenai, Homer, Petersburg, Kodiak, Cordova, and 

Valdez), Anchorage, and Alaska itself. According to these data, Sand Point’s 1989 per capita cash income 

of $20,808 was above the state’s average of $17,610. Estimated cash incomes in 1989 in Sand Point were 

also higher than those of most small communities of the Alaska Peninsula and Aleutian Islands, but lower 

than those of King Salmon, Nelson Lagoon, and Cold Bay. 

Figure 16 summarizes cash income data for the 23 communities in the state in which the Division 

of Subsistence conducted systematic household interviews pertaining to either 1991 (Akutan, Nikolski, 

Chignik Lake, Chignik Bay, Tatitlek, Old Harbor, Karluk, and Kotzebue) or 1992 (Seldovia, King Cove, 

Kenai, Sand Point, Kodiak, Cordova, Valdez, Chenega Bay, Port Graham, Nanwalek (English Bay], 

Ouzinkie, Larsen Bay, Akhiok, Kivalina, and Kaktovik). The estimated per capita cash income of $18,708 

for Sand Point was higher than those of all the other sampled communities with the exception of Kenai 

($19,399), King Cove ($19,485), Valdez ($23,723), and Kodiak ($24,040). Within the region, Sand Point’s 

per capita cash income in 1992 was most like that of the neighboring community of King Cove ($lg,485), 
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and somewhat similar to that of Chignik Bay ($15,350). Commercial fishing plays a dominant role in the 

economies of these three communities. As in 1989, income in Sand Point was substantially higher than 

most of the small communities of the region, such as Nikolski ($6,636), Chignik Lake ($8,264), and Akutan 

($9,980). 

The monetary sector of the economy at Sand Point was more seasonal and less diverse than that 

of larger Alaska communities. Figure 17 reports the average length of monetary employment for employed 

adults in communities in which the Division of Subsistence conducted research in either 1991 or 1992. 

With an average of 8.7 months employed in 1992, Sand Point exhibits a more seasonal employment 

pattern than Cordova (9.5 months in 1992), Valdez (10.0 months in 1992), Kodiak (10.2 months in 1992), 

and Kenai (10.5 months in 1992). Sand Point’s average was very similar to that of King Cove (8.5 months 

of employment on average) and Seldovia (8.5 months). Sand Point generally had more available 

employment than some other communities of coastal southern Alaska such as Karluk (5.9 months 

employed on average), Old Harbor (6.5 months), and Chenega Bay (6.6 months). 

The generally seasonal nature of employment in Sand Point is further illustrated in Figure 18. On 

average, just 41 percent of Sand Point’s employed adults worked year-round in 1992. Sand Point was in 

the mid-range of the communities in Figure 18, being similar to Seldovia (43 percent employed year-round 

in 1992 ), higher than some other communities with fewer cash earning opportunities, such as Nanwalek 

(20 percent employed year-round in 1992), Karluk (15 percent in 1991), and Old Harbor (16 percent in 

1991), and lower than Cordova, Kodiak, Valdez, and Kenai. 

As discussed in Chapter Two, the monetary sector of Sand Point’s economy is dominated by 

commercial fishing. This is further illustrated in Figure 19, which reports the percentage of jobs in surveyed 

communities in either 1991 or 1992 by employer category. Three categories are used in this figure: 

commercial fishing, government (local, state, and federal, including education), and other (including 

services, retail trade, manufacturing [including fish processing], etc. [see Appendix F]). Sand Point is one 

Of seven communities in Figure 19 in which jobs in commercial fishing outnumbered those in either of the 

other two Categories. ln the relatively large communities of Valdez, Kenai, Kodiak, and Cordova, a more 
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diverse pattern is indicated by the predominance of jobs in the categories other than commercial fishing 

and government. 

Figure 20 provides further evidence of the importance of commercial fishing in the cash sector of 

the economy in Sand Point. The figure illustrates the percentage of total household income in communities 

surveyed in either 1991 or 1992 that derived from commercial fishing, government, other jobs, and from 

sources other than jobs. About 49 percent of the household income in Sand Point in 1992 derived from 

commercial fishing, more than twice that of any other category. In this respect, Sand Point was most like 

neighboring King Cove, where commercial fishing accounted for 46.7 percent of the total household 

income. In contrast, in Valdez and Kenai, income from jobs other than commercial fishing and government 

predominated, with 76.8 percent and 71.9 percent of the income, respectively. At Kodiak, commercial 

fishing accounted for 16.7 percent of the household income compared to 24 percent from government 

employment and 48.4 percent from other jobs. Similarly, in Cordova, commercial fishing provided 17.4 

percent of the household income, government employment 26.0 percent, and other jobs 44.0 percent. 

Noncommercial Resource Uses and Harvests 

The next section will compare patterns of noncommercial resource uses in Sand Point with 

similar data from other Alaska communities. Comparisons are made with other communities of the 

Alaska Peninsula and Aleutian Islands, and other coastal communities of southwest, Southcentral, and 

southeast Alaska in which the Division of Subsistence has conducted systematic household harvest 

surveys. 

As discussed in Chapter Three, a large majority of Sand Point residents, 87.7 percent in 1992, 

participated in subsistence harvest activities. The percentage of residents of Alaska Peninsula and 

Aleutian Islands study communities who hunted, fished, or gathered wild resource in particular study 

years ranges from 78.9 percent (Chignik Lake in 1991/92) to 90.4 percent (Akutan in 1990/91) (Fig. 21). 

Participation in harvest activities at the individual level in Sand Point is high, and is comparable to those 

of other communities in the region. As noted in Chapter Three, all the sampled Sand Point 
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households used wild resources in 1992 and most (94 percent) harvested them. This is alS0 a Similar 

pattern to that found in other Southwest Alaska communities. 

On average, households in Sand Point used 17.3 kinds of wild resources in 1992 (Fig. 22). This 

pattern is most similar to that of the nearby community of King Cove (average of 15.6 kinds of wild foods 

used per household in 1992), Chignik Bay (15.8 kinds used in 1989, 16.4 kinds used in 1991/2), and 

Chignik Lagoon (15.3 kinds used in 1989). The breadth of resource use in Sand Point in 1992 was lower 

than that of most of the other smaller, predominately Alaska Native communities of the area, such as 

False Pass (22.6 kinds used on average in 1987/88), Perryville (21.7 kinds used in 1989), or lvanof Bay 

(29.7 kinds used in 1989) (Fig. 22). A similar pattern holds for average number of resources attempted to 

harvest per household (Fig. 23), average number harvested (Fig. 24), average number received (Fig. 

25), and average number given away (Fig. 26). 

Regarding harvest quantities, Sand Point’s 1992 average of 256 pounds per person was virtually 

identical to that of King Cove (256 pounds), estimated in the same year. This level of harvest is also 

similar to that of Nelson Lagoon (258 in 1986/87), Chignik Bay (188 pounds in 1984, 209 in 1989, 353 in 

1991/2), and Chignik Lagoon (220 pounds in 1984, 211 pounds in 1989). As with range of resources 

used, Sand Point’s level of subsistence harvest in 1992 was lower than that of the smaller communities 

of the region, which generally ranged in recent years from 400 to 550 pounds per person (Fig. 27). As 

shown in Figure 28, Sand Point’s noncommercial wild resource harvest in 1992 was higher than that of 

most larger coastal communities of Southcentral and Southeast Alaska, such as Kenai (38 pounds per 

person in 1982, 75 pounds per person in 1991), Homer (94 pounds in 1982), Kodiak (140 pounds in 

1991, 147 pounds in 1982), Sitka (146 pounds per person in 1987), Cordova (164 pounds in 1985, 189 

pounds in 1991, 234 pounds in 1988), Wrangell (164 pounds in 1987), and Petersburg (200 pounds in 

1987). Sand Points harvest level was similar to the 242 pounds per person estimated for Dillingham, the 

regional center of the Bristol Bay region, in 1984. As within the Alaska Peninsula and Aleutian Islands 

region, smaller, predominately Alaska Native communities of southcentral and southeast Alaska often 

have relatively larger harvests, in the 300 - 400 pounds range. Old Harbor is given as an example in 

Figure 28. 
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In Figure 29, the relative contributions of seven categories of wild resources to the overall 

noncommercial harvest of wild foods in communities of the Alaska Peninsula and Aleutian Islands region 

are compared. This information is also presented in Tables 25 and 26. The pattern in Sand Point most 

closely resembles that of King Cove. This is further illustrated in Figure 30. In these two communities, 

salmon and other fish predominate, with moderate harvests of land mammals and marine invertebrates, 

and relatively low harvests of birds and marine mammals. 

As discussed in Chapter Three, removal of resources from commercial harvests is a significant 

source of resources for home use in Sand Point. As shown in Figure 31, the percentage of the total 

noncommercial harvest (as measured in pounds usable weight) which is removed from commercial 

catches in Sand Point is second only, but very similar, to that of King Cove. Relatively high percentages 

have also been recorded for Chignik Lagoon False Pass, Chignik Bay, and Cordova. 

As noted in Chapter Three, a relatively small percentage of households in Sand Point harvest a 

relatively large portion of the total resources for home use in the community. Ethnicity and involvement 

in commercial fisheries are related to this relatively high level of harvest and use. As shown in Table 27, 

Sand Point households headed by Alaska Native members had a per capita harvest of 274.1 pounds, 

compared to 180.5 pounds per person for other households. Alaska Native households also had a wider 

range of resources used (19.8 kinds compared to 11.3 for non-Native households) and range of 

resources harvested (11.7 for Alaska Native household, 6.4 for others). Figure 32 illustrates the range of 

household harvest levels for Alaska Native and other households in Sand Point in 1992. With few 

exceptions, the highest harvesting households in the community have Alaska Native heads of household. 

A more striking difference occurs when households with members who engaged in commercial fishing in 

1992 (78 households in the sample) are compared with those households without commercial fishing 

involvement (26 households). The per capita harvest estimate was 312.4 pounds for commercial fishing 

households, compared to just 47.6 for others (Table 27). Commercial fishing households also tended to 

use and harvest a wider range of resources. As shown in Figure 33, all of the highly productive 

households in Sand Point in 1992 had members who engaged in commercial fishing. 
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Table 27. Household Harvest Characteristics by Ethnicity and Commercial Fishing 
Involvement, Sand Point, 1992 

Ethnicity Commercial Fishing 
Native Non-Native Yes No 

(73) (31) (78) (26) 

Household Harvests (Pounds) 
mean 923.89 373.44 976.34 110.23 

median 556.60 144.88 711.64 16.20 
sum 67444.02 11576.60 76154.54 2866.08 

Per Capita (Pounds) 
mean 274.11 180.52 312.44 47.55 

median 174.49 80.55 178.01 7.25 
sum 20010.37 5596.27 24370.26 1236.39 

Resources Used (Number) 
mean 19.82 11.29 18.96 12.23 

median 19.00 10.00 17.50 10.50 

Resources Harvested (Number) 
mean 11.70 6.35 12.76 2.15 

median 11 .oo 5.00 11.50 2.00 

SOURCE: Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence, 
Household Survey, 1993. 
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SUMMARY OF RESOURCE ISSUES 

The following section provides a brief overview of issues regarding subsistence uses of wild 

resources which respondents brought up during interviews. Comments about commercial fisheries 

(except as they might apply to subsistence uses) are not included.. The relative frequency of mentioning 

of these issues or comments is given, but respondents were not systematically polled about them. The 

issues are not discussed in any order of importance. 

Reduction in Caribou Ban Limits. As discussed in Chapter Three, because of the declining 

population of the Southern Alaska Peninsula Caribou Herd, bag limits have been reduced from four 

caribou to one bull. Hunters in Sand Point reported that such low limits make it difficult to hunt caribou 

economically, to provide their families with caribou, and to share with other households. The caribou 

season for 1993/94 was completely closed by emergency order. 

Seasons for Waterfowl. Currently, the season for hunting most waterfowl ends in mid 

December. However, sea ducks and other species are available in the Sand Point area from December 

into March and have been traditionally hunted at that time of year. 

Low Waterfowl Baq Limits. Waterfowl hunters commented that current bag limits for many 

waterfowl species are too low (see Table 24). This makes it difficult to hunt waterfowl economically. 

Emperor Goose Huntinq Prohibition. Emperor geese are a highly valued subsistence resource. 

For example, in the past it was served at holidays such as Christmas. Presently, no hunting of this 

species is allowed in Alaska because of depressed populations. Some hunters in Sand Point believe that 

emperor goose populations have increased and that some limited subsistence hunting should be allowed, 

Use of Commercial Fisheries Bv-catch for Subsistence. Presently, federal regulations require 

that by-catches be discarded. Local fishermen view this as a wasteful practice and believe that it should 

be legal to retain incidental fish harvests for subsistence use. 

Prohibition aaainst Use of Skates for Subsistence Halibut Fishinq. Regulations of the 

International Halibut Commission restrict noncommercial halibut gear to a line or pole with no more than 
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two hooks attached. Sand Point subsistence fishermen have traditionally used multihook skates to 

efficiently harvest halibut for their households’ use and for sharing. 

Marine Mammal Huntinq by Alaska Natives. Several active or formerly active marine mammal 

hunters in the community said that they were not aware that Alaska Natives could legally hunt marine 

mammals for subsistence use. This mistaken view appeared to apply more often to sea lions than to 

harbor seals. Misperceptions apparently are related to public communications concerning the incidental 

and direct takes of marine mammals in commercial fisheries. 

The Removal of Feral Cattle on Simeonof Island. Several households discussed with strong 

disapproval the removal (called by some the “slaughter”) of feral cattle from Simeonof Island by the US 

Fish and Wildlife Service in the 1980s. This island is part of the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife 

Refuge. The cattle were killed to protect habitat for sea birds. There were two kinds of objections to the 

removal. First, it is alleged that the meat was wasted. Second, it is suggested that some animals should 

have been left on the island to be hunted as a local meat source. Since the elimination of the cattle, few 

Sand Point residents have used Simeonof Island for other subsistence activities, such as bird hunting, 

because without the opportunity to take feral cattle, it is no longer economical to travel there. 

Ownership of the Popof Island Bison. Many respondents commented on this controversy, which 

is discussed in Chapter Three. There was universal agreement by surveyed households who 

commented on this issue that the residents of Sand Point had protected and managed the herd and that, 

therefore, the herd belonged to the community as domestic stock and not to the state as wild game. 

There was a great deal of resentment against the state because of the aborted permit hunt in November 

1992. 

Restrictions on Land Mammal Huntinq. In combination, increasingly restrictive caribou hunting 

regulations, the elimination of the Simeonof Island cattle by the federal government, and the early 

closure of the permit bison hunt made hunting particularly difficult and non-productive in 1992. 

Paralvtic Shellfish Poisoning, As noted in Chapter Three, use of clams has declined greatly 

since a Sand Point man died of paralytic shellfish poisoning (PSP) in 1990 after eating butter clams. 

Subsistence beaches are not monitored by the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation for 
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the presence of PSP. Some local residents believe that such a monitoring program should be 

developed. 

Shortaae of Sea Urchins. It was alleged by some respondents that local populations of sea 

urchins, a favored subsistence resource, are in short supply because of an overabundance of sea otters. 

Oil Development. Concern was expressed over the potential effects on fisheries resources of 

possible oil and gas exploration and development along the outer continental shelf of the Shelikof Strait 

area. 

Sand Point Department of Fish and Game Office Staffina. Several households expressed 

support for year-round staffing of the ADF&G office in Sand Point to assist with the variety of fish and 

game issues in the area. Presently, this office is only staffed seasonally for budgetary reasons. 

Pollution. One household commented that gull eggs taste bad since the local fish processor 

began processing cod in the spring. “Cannery waste” ruins the taste of the eggs, the respondent said. 

Subsistence Access. Many households commented on the continued importance of access to 

subsistence resources to Sand Point. Subsistence foods were considered an important part of the 

economy, culture, and way of life in Sand Point. These respondents stressed that, in their view, the 

future of commercial fishing was becoming more and more uncertain and that, therefore, dependence on 

subsistence harvests was likely to increase in the future. Also, some households stressed the variability 

of commercial fishing incomes from year to year as an additional reason why subsistence opportunities 

need to be preserved. Respondents were aware of the perception that cash incomes in Sand Point are 

relatively high. Some commented that incomes vary widely within the community. Other said that while 

some household incomes might appear high, “all that could change with one bad [commercial fishing] 

season.” The high cost of living in Sand Point was an additional reason cited for the continued 

importance of subsistence in the community. 

The Use of the Findinos of this Study. Concern was expressed by a few respondents that use of 

a random sample might result in an underestimate of the importance of subsistence uses to Sand Point. 

They were concerned that many long-term resident families might not be selected for interviews with a 

consequently low estimate Of harvest quantities and range of subsistence resources used. Also, concern 
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was expressed that this report is based for the most part on a single year’s data derived from the 

household surveys. It was suggested that several years of data would better represent subsistence uses 

in the community. Additionally, a number of households expressed concern that the study’s findings 

would be used to justify restrictions on Sand Point residents’ subsistence activities. As one respondent 

put it, “I hope that this study doesn’t result in smaller bag limits and more restrictions to subsistence.” 

CONCLUSIONS 

Writing of Sand Point in the late 1970s and early 1980s as the value of the commercial salmon 

fishery was increasing notably, Langdon noted that, despite relatively high average incomes, subsistence 

uses remained important both economically and culturally to the community. 

“The local production of food remains an important activity in Sand Point which 

has perhaps been diminished but certainly not replaced by the recent influx of large cash 

earnings from the prosperous salmon fishery. The majority of Sand Point families 

continue to produce a substantial portion of their food from local resources, among which 

caribou and fish are probably the most important. While most families produce these 

foods for their own use, some subsistence foods are shared, particularly with older 

relatives. . 

Dependence on locally-produced foodstuffs varies a great deal within Sand 

Point. Informants agree, however, that the recent prosperity in the salmon fishery has 

contributed to a general decline in the intensity of subsistence production. While the per 

capita figures on income from the fishery are extremely high, this income is not evenly 

distributed and some families continue to rely heavily upon locally-produced foodstuffs. 

Beyond the strict economic importance of subsistence harvest, it is important to note the 

cultural importance. For many Sand Point residents, and particularly among the older 
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people, harvesting and preparing local foodstuffs is a major form of continuity with their 

heritage, and one which they resist giving up” (Langdon 1982:106-l 08). 

The present study of subsistence resource uses in Sand Point in 1992 found no evidence to 

suggest that conditions have changed substantially since Langdon’s work of a decade ago. As seen in 

Chapter Two, because of their seasonal employment in productive commercial fisheries, Sand Point’s 

residents in 1992 had relatively higher levels of cash income in comparison with those of most small, 

rural Alaska communities. The monetary sector of Sand Point’s economy is relatively less diversified 

and more seasonal in comparison with larger coastal communities such as Kenai, Kodiak, Cordova, and 

Valdez. This study also shows that wild resource harvests for home use remained an important part of 

the local economy in Sand Point in 1992. All households used wild foods and the vast majority of them 

participated in harvesting activities. The per capita harvest of about 256 pounds per person in 1992 is 

substantial, slightly larger than the mean annual consumption of store-bought meat, fish, and poultry in 

the continental United States (about 222 pounds per year [U.S. Department of Agriculture 1983)). The 

wild food harvests in Sand Point in 1992 were higher than those recorded for most moderately-sized 

coastal communities of Southcentral, Southwest, and Southeast Alaska. These harvests in Sand Point 

were found to be relatively diverse. Noncommerical networks of resource sharing were important for 

distributing wild resource harvests between households. In these characteristics, the mixed, subsistence 

- cash economy of Sand Point resembles the local economies of other communities of Southwest 

Alaska, such as King Cove, Chignik Bay, and Chignik Lagoon, In short, similar to the studies of the early 

1980s in the early 1990s noncommerical wild resource harvests continued to play a major role in the 

local economy and way of life of Sand Point, 
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DEPARTMEST OF FISH AND GA3IE 
333 RASPBERRY ROAD 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99518.1599 
PHONE: (907) 344.0541 

DIVISION OF SUBSISTENCE 
September 14, 1992 

STUDY OF SUBSISTENCE USES IN SAND POINT AND KING COVE 

For more information, please contact: James Fall, 267-2359 
Lisa Scarbrough, 267-2396 

Backaround 

This is a brief overview of a research project to be undertaken by the Division of 
Subsistence of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. The division is the state 
agency that is responsible for collecting information about subsistence uses of fish and 
wildlife resources in Alaska. It has produced about 200 reports and gathered information 
on over 176 communities. In 1992 - 1993, the division proposes to conduct a project in 
the southwest Alaska communities of Sand Point (population 878) and King Cove 
(population 451). Only very limited information is available on noncommercial harvesting 
activities in Sand Point. Although more information is available for King Cove, the 
division has not conducted a comprehensive study there, and basic data are lacking. 
The results of the study should be useful for the communities in land and resource use 
planning and for regulation review. Some of the funding for this project is being prdvided 
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Puroose and Obiectives 

The purpose of the project is to understand the role of subsistence hunting, fishing, and 
gathering in the economy and way of life of the communities of King Cove and Sand 
Point. Information will be collected on the kinds of resources used, harvest quantities, 
harvest methods, timing of harvests, and harvest areas. Information will also be 
gathered on characteristics of the population of the communities and their cash 
economies, in order to understand subsistence uses in a wider social and economic 
perspective. 

Communitv Aporovals and Informed Consent 

Before the research begins, approval for the project will be sought from the appropriate 
community groups, including the community governments and the Aleutians East 
Borough Assembly. Participation in the project is voluntary; after the project is explained 
to them, all individuals who are asked to be interviewed may decide for themselves if 
they wish to participate. This is called “informed consent” and is a standard division 
procedure. All information provided by individuals will be confidential. Also, this 
information will be compiled and reported at the community level only. 

Methods 

We will use standard data gathering methods in the project. Particularly knowledgeable 
individuals (“key respondents”), such as elders and active harvesters, will be interviewed 
‘1” such topirc: as kinds of resokl ce? 

eservatiori ::’ I’ 
:.jsed, harvest methods, timing of harvests, 

preparation me\ h ;: .’ id historical background of resource uses. 
Most quantified Information will be collected through a household survey using a 
standard division form. These interviews will, for the most part, take place in person in 
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people’s homes or other convenient locations. Because of the relatively large size of 
these communities, we will choose a random sample of about 75 - 100 households to 
interview. The survey interview will take approximately one hour or less to complete. It 
will cover the following topics: characteristics of household members (age, sex, 
birthplace, involvement in fishing and hunting); use and harvest of wild resources by 
household members in 1992, including resources in the following categories: salmon, 
other fish, marine invertebrates, land mammals, marine mammals, birds and eggs, and 
wild plants; and information on jobs held by household members in 1992. 

Also, a smaller set of hunters and fishermen in Sand Point will be asked to draw maps 
showing areas they have used for subsistence hunting, fishing, and gathering while they 
have lived in the community. Such maps have already been prepared for King Cove, 
based on interviews conducted in 1982. The information from each individual map will 
be combined to depict community harvest areas for such resources as salmon, other 
fish, marine invertebrates, caribou, marine mammals, birds, and wild plants. 

Products 

The findings of the study will be summarized in a report that will become part of the 
division’s Technical Paper Series. A draft of this report will be available for community 
review. The survey data will also become part of the division’s Community Profile 
Database. Copies of the maps depicting community harvest areas will be part of the 
report, and separate copies will also be provided to each community. 

Schedule 

September - November 1992 
November - December 1992 
January - February 1993 

March - May 1993 
June 1993 
July - August 1993 
September 30, 1993 

Project design, community approval 
Begin key respondent interviewing 
Household survey, mapping, continue 

key respondent interviews 
Data analysis 
Draft report 
Revise draft report 
Final report complete 

Staffing 

Subsistence Resource Specialists from the Division of Subsistence, Alaska Department 
of Fish and Game, will be responsible for designing and conducting the study. They will 
seek to hire one or more residents of each community to assist with the project. These 
local assistants will be trained in administering the household survey and coding the data 
for computer entry. 



APPENDIX B 

ALEUTIANS EAST BOROUGH 
BERVINQ THE COMMUNITIES OF 

m KINQ COVE H SAND POINT n AKUTAN a COLD BAY n FALSE PASS m NELSON LAQOON 

RESOLUTION 93-1 b 

A RESOLUTION OF THE ALEUTIANS EAST BOROUGH SUPPORTING 
SEA LION AND HARBOR SEAL STUDIES 8Y THE SUBSISTENCE 
DIVISION OF THE ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME. 

WHEREAS, Steller sea lion populations in Alaska have exhibited 
marked declines; and 

WHEREAS, harbor seal populations are also in decline; and 

WHEREAS, insufficient informatlon exists es to the cause of these 
declines; and 

WHEREAS, little information is available on historic and present use 
and telianc6 upon sea lions and harbor seals as subsistence resources; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Subsistence Division of the Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game is funded to conduct research of the local subsistence use 
of sea lion and harbor seals; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Mayor and Assembly of 
the Aleutians East Borough support the actions of the Subsistence 
Division of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game In collecting 
pertinent informetlon relating to subsistence use of and reliance upon 
sea lions and harbor seals. 

ADOPTED this /a day of 

ATTEST: 

CLEAWPLANNER 
P.0. BOX 349 

BOROUQH ADMINISlRATOR 

SAND POINT, ALASKA 08661 
1800 A STREIET, SUltE 103 

(9C7) m32e99 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 9950f.5146 

i907: 3834496 FAX 
(907) 274.7666 
(907) 2767569 FAX 

FMANCE OIRECTOR 
P.0. BOX 49 
KING COVE, NASKA 99612 
(907,l447~2688 
(907) 487.2366 FAX 
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APPENDIXC 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

DIVISION OF SUBSISTENCE 

WALTER J. HICKEL, GOVERNOR 

333 RASPBERRY ROAD 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99518.1599 
PHONE: (907) 344.0541 

June I,1993 

STUDY OF SUBSISTENCE USES IN SAND POINT AND KING COVE: 

PROJECT UPDATE 

For more information, please contact: James Fall, 907-267-2359 

Backaround 

The Division of Subsistence of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game received 
funding from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to conduct a study of subsistence 
hunting, fishing, and gathering in the southwest Alaska communities of Sand Point and 
King Cove. An earlier letter (September 14, 1992) provided an overview of the proposed 
project. This letter provides an update on the status of the study. We also interviewed 
marine mammal hunters as part of a project funded by the National Marine Fisheries 
Service. The findings of those interviews are summarized in another letter which is being 
reviewed by community governments. 

Communitv Approvals 

The Aleutians East Borough Assembly passed a formal resolution and approved the 
project on December 10, 1992. In King Cove, the Agdaagux Tribal Council approved it 
on December 23, 1992 and the King Cove City Council approved the study informally at 
a meeting held on December 2, 1992. In Sand Point, we held an informal community 
meeting of city and tribal council members on December 5, 1992 and received approval. 

Kev Resoondent Interviews 

Two division researchers, Craig Mishler and Vicki Vanek, traveled to King Cove and 
Sand Point on December 1 - 7, 1992 to introduce the project to the communities and 
begin interviewing. They spoke with about eight households. Craig and Vicki collected 
information about the many kinds of resources used, the timing of harvests, marine 
mammal hunting, salmon fishing methods, and the history of resource uses in both 
communities. This provided important information for the next phase of the study. 

Systematic Household Surveys 

An important goal of the study was to interview a randomly selected sample of 75 
households in King Cove and 100 households in Sand Point about their non-commercial 
resource harvests and uses in 1992, using a standard data-gathering instrument. These 
interviews took place from January 21 to February 1, 1993 in King Cove and from 
January 20 to February 5 in Sand Point. Two research teams conducted the surveys. In 
King Cove, the team consisted of Rachel Mason, Vicki Vanek, and Terry Haynes. They 
were assisted by Connie Newton and Simeon Kuzakin. 
were Dave Andersen, Mike .Coffing, and Amy Paige. 

In Sand Point, the researchers 
Residents of Sand Point who 

helped with the study were Peggy Osterback and Christine Mack. In both communities, 
the study teams used lists of residents and maps provided by the communities and the 
Aleutians East Borough to randomly select households for interviewing. They then 

1 l-K16LH 

(continued) 
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contacted each household by phone or in person to explain the project. Every 
household had the option of not participating in the study. If the household agreed to be 
interviewed, a convenient time was set up to conduct the survey. It is important to 
remember that the identity of surveyed households is strictly confidential. As can be 
seen by the following table, the interview goals were met in both communities. 

Estimated number of households: 
Number of households interviewed: 
Percentage of total households: 
Declined to participate: 
No contact: 

King Cove Sand Point 

158 204 
75 104 
47.5% 51 .O% 

:i 24 

Maooina Interviews 

Another goal of the project was to conduct mapping interviews with knowledgeable 
hunters and fishermen in Sand Point. Maps for King Cove are available from a previous 
division study. In Sand Point, 10 households drew maps of areas they have used for 
various subsistence activities, including salmon and other fishing, marine invertebrate 
gathering, bird hunting, caribou hunting, marine mammal hunting, and plant gathering. If 
funding becomes available, the information on the individual maps will be entered into a 
computerized database for the production of maps which show community harvest 
areas. 

Data Analvsis and Final Report 

The information from the household surveys was coded for computer entry and analysis. 
At present, we are checking the accuracy of the coding and data entry. In July, a 
preliminary series of standard tables will be produced. Using these tables and the 
information from key respondent interviews, we will write a draft report which 
summarizes the study findings. The report will be available for community review in 
August. We will also prepare another project update letter with some of the major 
findings of the study which will be provided to all households in both communities. We 
plan to revise the report in September, with September 30, 1993 as the target date for 
completion of the project. The report will then become part of the division’s Technical 
Paper Series and the harvest and use information will be entered into the division’s 
Community Profile Database. 
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Appendix E. Conversion Factors for the Communities of King Cove and Sand Point, 1992 

Resource Units 

Chum Salmon numbers 
Coho Salmon numbers 
Chinook Salmon numbers 
Pink Salmon numbers 
Sockeye Salmon numbers 
Landlocked Salmon numbers 
Unknown Salmon numbers 
Pike numbers 
Pacific Cod (Gray) numbers 
Burbot numbers 
Sablefish (Black Cod) numbers 
Atka Mackerel numbers 
Lrngcod numbers 
Unknown Greenlrng numbers 
Starry Flounder numbers 
Unknown Flounder numbers 
Sole numbers 
Yellowfin Sole numbers 
Sole, Unknown numbers 
Halibut numbers 
Herring gallons 
Spawn on Kelp gallons 
Black Rocktish (black bass) numbers 
Red Rockfish numbers 
Yellow Eye Rockfish numbers 
Unknown Rockfish numbers 
Sea Perch numbers 
Unknown Sculpin numbers 
Capelin (Grunion) gallons 
Eel numbers 
JValleye Pollock numbers 
Skates numbers 
Sheefish numbers 
Whitefish numbers 
Unknown Whitefish numbers 
Dolly Varden numbers 
3rook Trout numbers 
Jnknown Char numbers 
Cutthroat Trout numbers 
?ainbow Trout numbers 
Steelhead numbers 
3ison numbers 
Caribou numbers 
bloose numbers 
Nild Cow numbers 
4rctic Hare numbers 
Snowshoe Hare numbers 
>orcupine numbers 
Jnknown Whale pounds 
iarbor Seal numbers 
sea Otter numbers 
‘tarmigan numbers 
iider, Unknown numbers 

Conversion Factor 
(usable pounds) 

4.96 
4.8 

11.38 
2.41 
4.22 
1.5 

4.14 
2.8 
3.2 
1 

3.1 
0.5 
4 
1 
3 
3 
1 
1 

162 
6 
7 

1.5 
4 
4 

2.83 
1 

0.5 
6 

0.5 
1.4 
5 

5.5 
1.75 
1 75 
14 
1.4 
1.4 
1.4 
1.4 
1.4 
450 
150 
540 
350 
5.6 
2 
8 

56 
19.5 
0.7 
1.6 

Notes 

Round weight (6.7) x 0.74 
Round weight (6.4) x 0.75 

Round weight (15.8) x 0.72 
Round weight (3.3) x 0.73 
Round weight (5.7) x 0.74 

Average of known salmon 

Average of known rockfish 

For rod and reel caught; if seined, 0.3 / fish 

For rod and reel caught; if seined, 0.3 /fish 
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Appendix E. Conversion Factors for the Communities of King Cove and Sand Point, 1992 

Resource Units 

Harlequin numbers 
Goldeneye numbers 
Bufflehead numbers 
Merganser numbers 
Scaup numbers 
Mallard numbers 
Pintail numbers 
Teal numbers 
Gadwall numbers 
Oldsquaw numbers 
Canvasback numbers 
Ducks, Unknown numbers 

Brant numbers 
Emperor Geese numbers 
Snow Geese numbers 
Canada Geese, Unknown numbers 
Geese, Unknown numbers 
Sandhill Crane numbers 
Common Snipe numbers 
Gulls numbers 
Gull Eggs numbers 
Tern Eggs numbers 
Snipe Eggs numbers 
Duck Eggs, Unknown numbers 
Unknown Eggs numbers 
Butter Clams gallons 
Razor Clams gallons 
Pacific Littleneck Clams (Steamers) gallons 
Pinkneck Clams gallons 
Cockles gallons 
Scallops numbers 
Mussels gallons 
Dungeness Crab numbers 
King Crab numbers 
Tanner Crab numbers 
Hair Crab numbers 
Chitons (large) gallons 
Chitons (small) gallons 
octopus numbers 
Sea Cucumber gallons 
Sea Urchin gallons 

Zonversion Factor 
(usable pounds) 

0.5 
0.8 
0.4 
0.6 
0.9 

1 
0.8 
0.3 
0.8 
0.8 
1.1 

0.68 
1.2 
2.5 
2.3 
1.2 

1.37 
8.4 
0.1 
1 

0.3 
0.05 
0.05 
0.15 
0.29 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

0.06 
1.5 
0.7 
2.3 
1.6 
0.7 
3 
4 
4 
2 

0.5 
2 

1.5 
1.5 
4 
4 
4 

Notes 

Average of known ducks 

Average of known geese 

Average of known eggs 

Source: Files, Divsion of Subsistence, ADF&G, Anchorage, unless otherwise noted. Salmon round weights 
are averages from the 1992 commercial fishery of the South Peninsula area (J. McCullough, ADF&G,. 
Division of Commercial Fisheries, Sand Point, personal communication, 8193). Factors for converting fish round 
weights to usable weights (usually dressed, head off) are from Crapo et al. 1988. 
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SIC Sector Industry 

10 Metal Mining 
12 Coal Mining 
13 Oil & Gas Extraction 
14 Nonmetallic Minerals ext. Fuels 

15 General Building Contactors 
16 Heavy Construction Contractors, ext. Buildings 
17 Special Trade Contractors 

20 Food & Kindred Products 
22 Textile Mill Products 
23 Apparel & Other Textile Products 
24 Lumber & Wood Products 
25 Furniture & Fixtures 
26 Paper & Allied Products 
27 Printing & Publishing 
28 Chemicals & Allied Products 
29 Petroleum & Coal Products 
30 Rubber & Misc. Plastics Products 
31 Leather & Leather Products 
32 Stone, Clay & Glass Products 
33 Primary Metal Industries 
34 Fabricated Metal Products 
35 Industrial Machinery & Equipment 
36 Electronic & Other Electric Equipment 
37 Transportation Equipment 
38 Instruments & Related Products 
39 Miscellaneous Manufacturing Industries 

40 Railroad Transportation 
41 Local & Interurban Passenger Transit 
42 Trucking & Warehousing 
44 Water Transportation 
45 Transportation by Air 
46 Pipelines, ext. Natural Gas 
47 Transportation Services 
48 Communication 

Appendix F 
Standard Industrial Codes (Employer Type) 

AGRICULTURE, FORESTRY & FISHING 

Agricultural Production - Crops 
Agricultural Production - Livestock 
Agricultural Services 
Forestry 
Fishing, Hunting & Trapping 

MINING 

CONSTRUCTION 

MANUFACTURING 

TRANSPORATION, COMMUNICATION & UTILITIES 
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Appendix F 
Standard Industrial Codes (Employer Type) 

49 Electric, Gas & Sanitary Services 

WHOLESALE TRADE 

50 Wholesale Trade - Durable Goods 
51 Wholesale Trade - Nondurable Goods 

RETAIL TRADE 

52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 

Building Materials & Garden Supplies 
General Merchandise Stores 
Food Stores 
Automotive Dealers & Service Stations 
Apparel & Accessory Stores 
Furniture & Homefurnishings Stores 
Eating & Drinking Places 
Miscellaneous Retail 

FINANCE, INSURANCE & REAL ESTATE 

60 Depository Institutions 
61 Nondepositor-y Institutions 
62 Security & Commodity Brokers 
63 Insurance Carriers 
64 Insurance Agents, Brokers & Service 
65 Real Estate 
67 Holding & Other Investment Offices 

SERVICES 

70 Hotels & Other Lodging 
72 Personal Services 
73 Business Services 
75 Auto Repair, Services & Parking 
76 Miscellaneous Repair Services 
78 Motion Pictures 
79 Amusement & Recreation Services 
80 Health Services 
81 Legal Services 
82 Education Services 
83 Social Services 
84 Museums, Botanical, Zoological Gardens 
86 Membership Organizations 
87 Engineering & Management Services 
88 Private Households 
89 Miscellaneous Services 
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Appendix F 
Standard Industrial Codes (Employer Type) 

300 FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

400 STATE GOVERNMENT 

500 
550 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
Administration 
Education 
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