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B o s t o n , April 30, 1919.
To the General Court of Massachusetts.

In accordance with an order adopted by the Senate and the 

House of Representatives May 31, 1918, the Joint Special 
Recess Committee to Continue the Investigation of the Fish 

Industry transmits herewith its report.





REPORT OF THE JOINT SPECIAL RECESS 
COMMITTEE TO CONTINUE THE INVES
TIGATION OF THE FISH INDUSTRY.

O r d e r  a u t h o r i z i n g  t h e  A p p o i n t m e n t  o f  a  J o i n t  S p e c i a l  R e c e s s  C o m 
m i t t e e  t o  C o n t i n u e  t h e  I n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  t h e  F i s h  I n d u s t r y .

Ordered,.That a Joint Special Committee, to consist of three members 
of the Senate and six members of the House of Representatives, be ap
pointed to sit during the recess of the General Court to continue the 
investigation of the fish industry in this Commonwealth, in accordance 
with the report of the Joint Special Committee which was appointed to 
investigate said industry in pursuance of an order adopted by the House 
on February 21 and by the Senate on February 26 of the current year.

The Joint Special Committee hereby provided for shall have the 
powers and perform the duties conferred and imposed by said order upon 
the committee appointed thereunder, and shall report to the next General 
Court not later than the second Wednesday in January. The Committee 
shall report upon the subjects mentioned in said former order, and also 
upon such additional subjects as are treated or suggested in the report 
made by the committee under authority of that order. The Committee 
shall be allowed such sums for clerical and other expenses and for the 
compensation of its members as shall be approved by the Governor and 
Council.

The order referred to in the foregoing order, and which 
further defines the powers and duties which are conferred 
and imposed on this Committee, was as follows:'—

Ordered, That a Joint Special Committee, to consist of three members 
of the Senate and five members of the House of Representatives, be 
appointed to investigate the fish industry in this Commonwealth, and 
especially the methods employed in the marketing of fish, the circum
stances affecting the current abnormal prices, the rapid increase in the' 
cost to the consumer, the cold storage of fish as affecting the price thereof,, 
the conditions attending the receipt of fish at the Fish Pier in Boston 
and the methods employed in disposing of the same, and the relation of. 
the wholesale to the retail price. The Committee shall report its findings, 
together with such recommendations for legislation or other procedure 
as it may deem expedient; shall give public hearings; shall have au
thority to employ counsel, to administer oaths and to require the at
tendance of witnesses and the production of books and documents; may 
employ a stenographer at its hearings; may incur such other necessary 
expenses as may be approved by the Governor and Council; and shall 
make its report on or before March thirtieth in the current year.
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I n t r o d u c t io n .

In accordance with the foregoing order, on June 3, 1918, 
the following persons were appointed to serve on the Joint 
Special Recess Committee to Continue the Investigation of 
the Fish Industry: —

By the President of the Senate: —
Senator Alpheus Sanford of Boston.
Senator George F. Hart of Webster.
Senator Charles D. Brown of Gloucester.

By the Speaker of the House: —
Representative J. Weston Allen of Newton.
Representative Albert L. Whitman of Quincy.
Representative Cornelius Boothman of Adams.
Representative James D. Bentley of Swampscott.
Representative John L. Donovan of Boston.
Representative Frank A. Manning of Brockton.

The Committee organized on June 19, 1918, and elected 
Grover C. Hoyt of Boston clerk of the Committee, and there
after passed votes under which one subcommittee, consisting 
of Senator Sanford and Representatives Allen and Donovan, 
■was appointed and assigned the duty of preparing a plan of 
procedure for the Committee, and another subcommittee, 
consisting of Senators Sanford and Brown and Representative 
Allen, was appointed to confer with the Attorney-General 
relative to what progress had been made by him in determin
ing, on the evidence furnished him by the previous investigat
ing committee, whether the Bay State Fishing Company had 
violated the laws of the Commonwealth.

By reason of the fact that the Recess Committee included 
three members who had been members of the former investi
gating committee, and that the evidence which the former 
committee had collected was available to the new members 
who were not familiar with the proceedings of that committee, 
the present Committee began its work with a double advantage. 
From the outset it was enabled to discriminate in choosing 
witnesses who could give the best and most accurate informa-
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lion on matters pertinent to the subject under investigation, 
and it was possible to restrict the number of witnesses called 
before the Committee to cover the field of inquiry. At the 
close of the investigation Senator Sanford and Representative 
Allen were appointed a subcommittee to draft a report, and, 
by vote of the Committee Peter F. McCarty, Esq., who had 
served as clerk of the former investigating committee, was 
employed as counsel to assist in preparing the report, and 
has rendered valuable services in that capacity.

The scope of the work of investigation which the Committee 
was authorized to undertake was much broader than is usually 
given to a recess committee. In effect, the Committee was 
given full powers to continue the investigation of the fish indus
try, not only in pursuing the lines of inquiry which had been 
covered by the former committee, but also by extending the in
quiry into matters which had been suggested but not treated of 
by that committee during its investigation. Having in mind 
that it was not possible in advance to determine what lines of 
inquiry would prove most deserving of consideration, no attempt 
was made at the outset to arrange a concrete schedule of the 
subjects to which the Committee would devote its attention. 
The purpose of the Committee has been to consider those as
pects of the problem before it in which the public interest was 
chiefly involved, and it has not hesitated to turn its attention 
to any subjects which were presented whenever it appeared 
that changes might be made for the public benefit.

The most obvious subject of public concern has been the 
determination of the causes affecting the price of fish to the 
consumer, and the aim of the Committee has been to determine 
to what extent the producer, the wholesaler and the retailer 
have been responsible for the rapid increase in the price of this 
food commodity. Among the matters which have been included 
in the scope of the inquiry have been the development of the 
cold-storage industry; a study and analysis of the methods ob
taining in the salt-fish industry, considered in connection with 
other lines of the business of preserving fish by smoking, pick
ling and canning, which are closely affiliated; the steps taken 
in other jurisdictions to remedy the evil of abnormal prices by 
government regulation or control; further consideration of the
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conduct of the business at the Fish Pier located on the 
property of the Commonwealth (which was treated in much 
detail by the former committee); the action taken by the 
Attorney-General against certain persons connected with the 
Bay State Fishing Company; the adequacy of existing statutes 
relating to monopolies; the effect of stream pollution upon the 
supply of fish, and the method of remedying the same; and a 
limited survey of the present condition of the several branches 
of the shell-fish industry.

As the investigation by the Special Joint Committee during 
the last session of the Legislature was limited, for the most 
Part, to the problems affecting the production and distribution 
of fresh fish, and the circumstances surrounding the salt-fish 
industry received only incidental consideration, this Committee 
has made a thorough survey of the conditions under which the 
salt-fish industry has been developed and is now being con
ducted, and, in like manner, has given much time to the con
sideration of the effect on the market of the increase in the 
cold storage of fish.

On August 8, 1918, the committee began its hearings, and 
during this investigation held twelve public meetings at which 
witnesses were examined. In addition to the formal meetings 
of the Committee, other meetings were held at the committee 
room, at which witnesses appeared and were examined in
formally. The evidence taken at nine meetings at which the 
official stenographer of the Committee was present to take testi
mony is preserved in the records.

I n v e s t ig a t io n s  a t  F is h in g  P o rts  a n d  D is t r ib u t in g  C enters.

In addition to the hearings which were held at the State 
House, the Committee has made a study of conditions at 
prominent centers of the fish industry along the coast of Massa
chusetts and in New York City, Portland, Maine, and Canada.

At the invitation of Representative Elmer L. Briggs of 
Plymouth, a member of the Joint Special Investigating Com
mittee during the last legislative session, extended on behalf 
of the Plymouth Board of Trade, the Committee gave a hear
ing in Plymouth at the town hall on the evening of August 1, 
which was attended by the town officials and many of the
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business men and fishermen of that section. The discussion 
was directed mainly to consideration of the conditions affecting 
the shell-fish industry, and the propriety of seeking by legisla
tion to restrict off-shore fishing privileges for the benefit of the 
local fishermen. The Committee was able to obtain from the 
views expressed an insight into the conditions along the'South 
Shore which could not have been gained otherwise than by 
visit to the locality.

Later in the month the Committee undertook an investiga
tion of the fish-freezing plants upon the Cape, most of which 
have been constructed in the last ten years. Leaving Boston 
on August 22, the Committee went to Provincetown, where the 
plants of the Colonial Cold Storage Company and the Province- 
town Cold Storage Company were inspected. Representative , 
Jerome S. Smith accompanied the Committee in the inspection 
of these freezers. On the following day, after leaving Province- 
town, the Committee examined the large freezers at Dennis, 
and the plant of the Sandwich Freezer Company at Sandwich.

Owing to evidence introduced before the Joint Special Com
mittee at the last session, as well as before this Committee, to 
the effect that the fisheries in Buzzards Bay were being injured 
by the great increase in the number of traps about the entrance 
of the bay, the Committee, at the suggestion of Representative 
James F. Kiernan of Wareham, gave a hearing on September 13 
in the court room of the district court in that town. The inter
ested parties appeared before the Committee, and this subject, as 
well as other matters of concern to the local fishermen, received 
consideration. The Committee was asked to recommend legis
lation prohibiting the use of traps in Buzzards Bay, and urging 
action by the Federal government to require the removal of 
traps placed about the entrance of the bay in the jurisdiction of 
Rhode Island. As Buzzards Bay has been one of the most 
valuable spawning grounds on our coast, it was urged upon the 
Committee that this action was of the highest importance in 
protecting the propagation of fish under natural conditions and 
thereby increasing the available supply.

At a meeting of the Committee on November 27, methods to 
be pursued in conducting the investigation of the salt-fish 
industry were fully considered. Arrangements were made to
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hold a meeting at which J. William Darcy, assistant treasurer 
of the Gorton-Pew Fisheries Company (who had testified before 
the Joint Special Committee at the last session), was present, 
and further information relating to the Gloucester fisheries was 
obtained for use by the Committee in conducting its investiga
tion at that seaport. On the following day the Committee left 
for Gloucester, and in the afternoon inspected the new freezing 
plant at Rockport, which had been recently installed by George 
R. Perkins, Esq., of New' York. In the evening the Committee 
was present at a meeting at the Commonwealth Club, which 
had been arranged for a discussion of the salt-fish industry, 
and wras largely attended by representatives of the Gorton-Pew 
Fisheries Company and other fishing interests in that city. The 
discussion vras entirely informal and lasted until late into the 
evening, much information of great value to the Committee 
being volunteered by those present, and elsewhere included in 
this report.

The action of the provincial government of Ontario in con
trolling the price of fish by engaging in the industry was re
ported to the Committee by the representative of the Depart
ment of Fisheries and Game of the Province, who came from 
Ontario upon invitation of the Committee and testified at a 
meeting on November 22. The Committee, thereafter, with 
the approval of the Governor’s Council, made an extended trip 
to Toronto and Montreal, which are the most important centers 
of fish distribution in the provinces of Ontario and Quebec.

The Committee left Boston on December 8, arriving at 
Toronto the following day. By some members of the Com
mittee the afternoon was spent in visiting the larger stores 
where fish are sold at retail. A visit was also made to the 
Parliament buildings, where the officials of the provincial gov
ernment invited the Committee to attend the next day. In 
the evening delegates from the Committee called upon the 
mayor, and afterwards a conference vras had between the 
Committee and Mr. W. T . James, w'ho is one of the largest fish 
operators in that territory, and the chief competitor of the 1 ro- 
vincial government in handling fish from the fishermen to the 
retail dealer. On the following day the Committee was present 
at the Parliament buildings, and attended a conference with
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Deputy C ommissioner McDonald of the Department of Fisher
ies and Game. Mr. Samuel L. Squire later was present at this 
conference, and the conference was adjourned to enable the 
Committee to accept an invitation to meet Hon. F. G. Mac- 
Diarmid, Minister of Public Works in the Provincial Cabinet, 
who is the official head of the Department of Fisheries and 
Game. In the afternoon other retail stores where government 
fish were on sale to the public were visited, and the Committee 
attended a dinner in the evening, on invitation of the Prime 
Minister, at which members of the cabinet and other repre
sentatives of the Provincial government and the mayor of the 
city were present.

The following morning the Committee inspected the plant of 
White & Co., Ltd., which, under a contract with the Provincial 
government, acts as agent to receive, store and distribute the 
government fish to the municipal markets and other retail 
dealers. In the afternoon the Committee left Toronto for 
Montreal. Thursday morning a tour was made of the whole
sale and retail stores, and the prices for fish at wholesale and 
retail were obtained for later comparative analysis. That even
ing the Committee attended a dinner given by the mayor and 
aldermen, at which Hon. Alfred H. Brittain, president of the 
Canadian Fisheries Association, and other leading dealers were 
present, and discussed price conditions in that territory.

The members of the Committee desire to express to Hon. 
F. G. MacDiarmid and his associates in the Provincial govern
ment, and to the mayor of the city, their appreciation of the 
official courtesies extended to them during their stay in Toronto. 
The thanks of the Committee are also due to the mayor and 
other members of the city government of Montreal for their 
entertainment and assistance at a time when the strike of the 
policemen and firemen, which occurred that day, made unusual 
demands upon them.

At Portland on the return trip the wharves where fish are 
received were visited by members of the Committee, and con
ferences were held with representatives of the leading wholesale 
firms.

On December 31 a majority of the Committee made a trip to 
New York City, where they were met by George T. Moon,
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Esq., representing the Atlantic Coast Fisheries Company and 
inspected the methods of conducting the fish business at Fulton 
Market, and conferred with fish operators and commission men.

uring the week of January 5, 1919, a representative of the 
Committee visited St. John, Digby and Kentville, Nova Scotia, 
and obtained information of prevailing prices in this territory 
At Digby he was met by H. B. Short, Esq., the manager of the 
Maritime Fisheries Corporation, Ltd., who is thoroughly famil- 
iar with the production of fish in that region.

O t h e r  Sou rces  of  I n fo r m a tio n .

In addition to the information obtained by visits to fishing 
ports and distributing centers, and from the testimony of wit
nesses who have attended the hearings, the Committee has 
drawn largely from the reports of the evidence taken at the 
hearings in the proceeding in equity brought by the United 
States against the New England Fish Exchange and other 
defendants in the district court of the United States for the 
district of Massachusetts, and from the testimony of witnesses 
in the criminal proceedings brought by the Commonwealth 
against certain persons identified with the Bay State Fishing 
Company.

The Committee has also had access to statistical reports com
piled by the Federal government, has been in correspondence 
with officials of other States, and has studied the reports of 
commissions in this and other States.

The Committee voted to extend invitation to the Federal 
Food Administration and to the Bureau of Fisheries at Wash
ington to be present and address the Committee at a meeting 
held at the State House on August 24. Kenneth Fowler, Esq., 
representing the Food Administration, appeared for a brief 
period. He spoke informally before the Committee, but de
clined to permit the official stenographer of the Committee to 
take his testimony or to have any record of his remarks made 
by the clerk. The attitude assumed by Mr. Fowler (who was 
formerly identified with the Atlantic Coast Fisheries Company, 
organized under the same guiding hand as the Bay State Fish
ing Company) in his official capacity as head of the Fish 
Department of our Federal Food Administration was in striking
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contrast with that of the head of the Department of Fisheries 
and Game in Ontario, who sent a representative to appear before 
the Committee in Boston, with instructions to give the Com
mittee all information desired, and to tell the Committee ex
actly what they had accomplished and why they had attempted 
to enter the industry to control prices.

The testimony of Dr. H. F. Moore, who appeared before the 
Committee representing the Bureau of Fisheries at Washington, 
is discussed subsequently in this report in the treatment of the 
shell-fish industry. The Committee is indebted to Dr. Moore 
for additional information which he forwarded from Washington.

P r o t e c t io n  f o r  t h e  F is h in g  F l e e t .

The public alarm which followed the appearance of enemy 
submarines on the Atlantic coast did not prevent the fishing 
fleet from continuing its usual activities, but the fleet soon 
became a special object of attack, with the apparent purpose 
of intimidating the fishermen and thereby cutting off one of the 
main sources of our food supply. The sinking on July 23, 1918, 
of the “  Robert and Richard ” was followed eleven days later 
by the loss of three fishing schooners, and this was only the 
beginning of a series of sinkings of fishing vessels by sub
marines, which continued to September 21, 1918, when report 
was received of the loss of the “ Kingfisher,”  one of the newest 
acquisitions of the fishing fleet, and one which had made an 
unprecedented record during the time which it had been in 
operation.

The failure of the Federal government to provide adequate 
protection against the raids which had been made upon the 
fleet, or even to bring destroyers to the relief of the fishermen 
after the presence of hostile submarines was known, demanded 
prompt action, and the chairman, on August 14, upon au
thorization by the Committee, sent the following letter to 
the Secretary of the Navy: —

To the Honorable Secretary of the Navy, Washington, D. C.
gjR; —  The sinking of 10 vessels on George’s Bank is a serious 

loss to the fishing industry in Massachusetts. It represents about 30 per 
cent of the fleet now engaged in sword fishing. The Joint Special Com-
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mittee to Investigate the Fish Industry desires to co-operate in every 
possible way in securing greater protection to the fishermen who are 
helping to meet the food situation.

To this end a subcommittee of three members has been appointed to 
give their services in any way which will be of advantage. The chairman 
of the subcommittee is Representative J. Weston Allen, 330 Tremont 
Building, Boston.

Respectfully yours,
A l p h e u s  S a n f o r d ,

Chairman of the Committee to Investigate 
the Fish Industry in Massachusetts.

A u g u s t  14, 1918.

Similar action was taken by the Massachusetts Food Ad
ministration, and the Department at Washington replied in a 
letter giving assurance that all possible steps would be taken 
to prevent the recurrence of submarine attacks upon the fishing 
grounds, and to furnish adequate protection to the fishermen.

The following is a list of fishing vessels sunk by submarines 
and the dates of their sinkings. Where the vessels are not 
American vessels their nationality is indicated.

Robert and Richard, . 
Annie Perry, .
Muriel, . . . .  
Rob Roy,
Katie L. Palmer, .
Anita May, .
Reliance,
W. H. Starbuck, . 
Progress,
Mary E. Sinnett, .
Earl and Nettie, . 
Triumph (British),
A. Standish (British), . 
Lucile Schnare (British), 
Francis J. O’Hara, Jr.,
A. Piatt Andrew,
Sylvania,
Paradina (British),
DeLa Garde (French),
J. J. Flaherty,
C. M. Waters (British),
E. B. Waters (British), 
Verna D. Adams (British), 
Rush, . . .  
Gloaming (British),
Elsie Porter (British), . 
Potentate (British), 
Kingfisher, .

N a m e s  o f  V e s s e l s . Date of Loss.

July 23, 1918 
Aug. 3, 1918 
Aug. 3, 1918 
Aug. 3, 1918 
Aug. 10, 1918 
Aug. 10, 1918 
Aug. 10, 1918 
Aug. 10, 1918 
Aug. 10, 1918 
Aug. 10, 1918 
Aug. 10, 1918 
Aug. 20, 1918 
Aug. 20, 1918 
Aug. 20, 1918 
Aug. 20, 1918 
Aug. 20, 1918 
Aug. 21, 1918 
Aug. 21, 1918 
Aug. 21, 1918 
Aug. 25, 1918 
Aug. 25, 1918 
Aug. 25, 1918 
Aug. 25, 1918 
Aug. 26, 1918 
Aug. 28, 1918 
Aug. 30, 1918 
Aug. 30, 1918 
Sept. 21, 1918
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R e t u b n  o f  1' i s h  T r a w l e r s  t a k e n  f o r  U s e  b y  t h e  

G o v e r n m e n t .

The Joint Special Committee of the last Legislature, in its 
report suggested that during the summer of 1918 “  steps should 
be taken to have the Federal government, if only temporarily, 
return to production here the trawlers which were taken over 
and diverted to its use.”

In furtherance of the foregoing recommendation, the Recess 
Committee, at a meeting held on July 18, 1918, voted that a 
subcommittee of three be appointed to ascertain to what extent 
the government was utilizing the boats formerly in use as 
trawlers, and whether it might be possible to have such trawlers 
returned to their former use, and Senator Brown and Repre
sentatives Bentley and Manning were appointed to the com
mittee.

At that time the Russian government had purchased four 
trawlers, and our government had taken six from the fishing 
fleet, for use in the prosecution of the war. As the annual 
catch of each trawler is from 2,500,000 to 3,500,000 pounds a 
year, it can be seen that this had caused a serious loss to the 
fishing industry.

The subcommittee, as a result of its investigation of the use 
which was being made of the trawlers by the government, re
ported that it was not possible to secure any aid in increasing 
the fish supply by the return of any of these trawlers during 
the war until the shipbuilding program of the government had 
largely increased the number of available ships for the purpose 
for which the trawlers were being used, and that the only im
mediate prospect of increasing the fishing fleet was by the 
acquisition of new trawlers then in process of construction. 
Upon the signing of the armistice the need of the government 
for the continued use of the trawlers was less urgent, and 
assurances were received that their use would be discontinued 
as fast as the changed conditions would permit. On April 1 
the trawlers “ Crest,”  “ White Cap,” “ Comber,”  “ Billow,”  
“ Breaker”  and “ Surf”  were returned to the Bay State Fishing 
Company, and are now in the process of being refitted and 
equipped for the fishing fleet.
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I n i .  I  nOSECUTION OF THE B a y  STATE FlSHING COMPANY.

?  ̂*ie Special Committee, appointed at the last session 
or the Legislature to investigate the fish industry, in its report, 
in discussing the laws of the Commonwealth relating to combi
nations or agreements to restrain competition and to control 
prices, held that —

Chapter G51 of the Acts of 1912 makes unlawful combinations for the 
purpose of destroying the trade or business of persons engaged in selling 
goods and for the purpose of creating a monopoly. As both purposes are 
stated conjunctively in the statute, it seems to require proof of both, 
which the Committee is not yet able to affirmatively find exists in the 
industry under consideration.

A minority of the Committee, dissenting from that portion 
of the report which held that there was not sufficient evidence 
before the Committee of illegal acts on the part of those in 
control of the industry to justify submitting the record to the 
Attorney-General, held that the objection to the statute above 
mentioned, that it required proof of both the purpose to destroy 
trade and business and to create a monopoly, was fanciful 
rather than real, “ because monopolies are created by destroy
ing the trade or business of competitors, and the purpose to 
create a monopoly must include the purpose of destroying the 
competing trade or business, which would prevent a monopoly.”

In support of the minority opinion the Legislature adopted 
an order, which provided in part that a copy of the report of 
the Joint Special Committee, and a transcript of the evidence 
taken before the Committee, be transmitted to the Attorney- 
General, “ that the Attorney-General be requested to examine 
the record of the proceedings of the Committee as transmitted 
to him, with a view to determining whether the provisions of 
chapter 650 [651] of the Acts of 1912, or of any other statutes 
of the Commonwealth, have been violated by the Bay State 
Fishing Company of Maine or any of its subsidiary companies, 
or by the president or any officials or agents of any of the said 
companies, and, if in his judgment there has been such viola
tion, to take such steps as in his judgment may be fitting in 
the premises.”
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Pursuant to the order, the report and transcript of the evi
dence taken before the Committee were transmitted to the 
Attorney-General.

The course pursued by the Legislature in adopting the recom
mendation of the minority has been shown to have been fully 
warranted by the developments since the close of the session. 
In July of 1918 the Attorney-General took action in accordance 
with the request contained in the order of the Legislature, 
which is briefly described in his annual report transmitted to 
the Legislature upon the fifteenth day of January last, as 
follows: —•

The facts disclosed in the testimony given before the Joint Special 
Committee appointed to investigate the fish industry in this Common
wealth, together with additional evidence seemed by this department 
upon further inquiry, seemed to justify the presentation of the facts to a 
grand jury of Suffolk County for their determination as to whether or 
not the activities of any individuals connected with the Bay State Fishing 
Company of Maine warranted the finding of an indictment. Accordingly, 
at the sittings of the grand jury in July and August of last year, evidence 
was presented which resulted in indictments being found against various 
individuals, charging them in the first two counts with conspiring, by 
means of monopolizing and engrossing, to enhance the price of fresh fish 
within and throughout the Commonwealth beyond what was fair and 
reasonable, to follow the language of the indictment, “ whilst the possession 
of fresh fish at fair and reasonable prices was indispensable to the in
habitants of this Commonwealth because of conditions of war and general 
scarcity of foodstuffs;”  and, in addition, charging them in fourteen 
counts with the statutory offence, described in section 2 of chapter 651 
of the Acts of 1912, of combining for the purpose of destroying the busi
ness of another and of creating a monopoly within this Commonwealth.

Motions to quash the various counts of the indictment were made by 
the defendants, and arguments were made upon the motions in December 
last before a justice of the Superior Court. On the sixth day of January, 
current, the learned justice sustained the motions to quash as to the 
first two counts.

Subsequent to the filing of the foregoing report the case was 
again presented to the grand jury in February, and a new in
dictment in sixteen counts was returned on February 8. After 
a trial upon the indictment extending over eight weeks, on 
April 17 a verdict of guilty upon all the sixteen counts was 
returned against seventeen of the thirty-three persons who
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had been brought to trial. The Attorney-General, at the time 
of the filing of this report, has not yet moved the court for 
sentence, and exceptions are pending to the Supreme Judicial 
Court. The decision of the court in passing upon the excep
tions of the defendants will determine how far the common 
law and the existing statutes of the Commonwealth can be 
invoked to establish the criminal liability of those conspiring 
to create a monopoly and to destroy the trade or business of 
their competitors.

Whatever may be the decision of the court, the action of the 
Legislature in its recommendation to the Attorney-General, and 
the proceedings instituted by him, cannot but be of great value 
in securing an adjudication by our highest court which shall 
determine the adequacy of our existing laws, and if the verdicts 
rendered by the jury shall be sustained by the decision of the 
court, the outcome cannot but have a most salutary effect 
upon the methods pursued, not only in the future conduct of 
the fish industry, but in the conduct of every industry where 
opportunity is afforded by monopoly and restraint of trade to 
secure excessive profits in dealing in the necessaries of life.

A d d it io n a l  L e g is l a t io n  to  p r e v e n t  M onopolies .

In the legislative session of 1917, upon recommendation of 
the Attorney-General in his annual report, a bill was intro
duced to increase the power of the courts over combinations or 
agreements to restrain competition and to control prices, but 
the bill was vigorously opposed and failed to become a law. 
The Joint Special Committee to investigate the fish industry 
stated in its report as follows: •—

The Committee is of opinion that the laws of this Commonwealth 
relating to combinations or agreements to restrain competition and to 
control prices are not adequate to protect the public interest. The 
principal anti-trust act (Acts of 1908, chapter 454), as construed by the 
court in Commonwealth v. North Shore Ice Delivery Company (220 
Mass. 55), created no neiv offence, but only specified certain kinds of 
combinations already in violation of the common law that might be 
restrained under the provisions of that act. It should be noted also that 
this statute contains no penalty for its violation.
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The Committee made the following recommendation: —

The Committee suggests the enactment of appropriate legislation 
which will make it a criminal offence to enter into combinations or agree
ments to restrain competition or to fix prices in regard to commodities 
or articles of necessity or in common use, and also to extend the principles 
of the Federal anti-trust acts to intrastate transactions.

Legislation in support of the recommendation was passed 
by the House of Representatives, but its efficacy was destroyed 
by an amendment in the Senate, and it failed of passage. In 
his report to the present session of the Legislature the Attorney- 
General says: —

In my report for the year ending January 17, 1917, I brought to the 
attention of the Legislature that it was at least doubtful in this Common
wealth whether agreements to fix prices were criminal unless a monopoly 
was in fact created by such agreements.

He then refers to the decision of Justice William F. Dana of 
the Superior Court, which had just been rendered, in sustain
ing a motion to quash the common-law accounts in the indict
ment against the persons concerned with the Bay State Fishing 
Company of Maine, and concludes as follows: —

This decision obviously has a far-reaching effect, and, if it is deemed 
wise by the l  egislature that such combinations should be restricted, it is 
necessary that additional legislation should be enacted.

The decision has since become of secondary importance 
because the finding of a new indictment, containing substan
tially the same allegations and raising substantially the same 
questions of law, upon which convictions have been obtained, 
will now bring the issues involved for final determination before 
the Supreme Judicial Court. In view of this situation, and 
pending the decision of our highest tribunal, the Committee 
believes that it is unwise to enact further penal legislation at 
this session of the General Court.

It mav be pointed out, however, that the penalties imposed 
by chapter 651 of the Acts of 1912, under which the convictions 
have been obtained by the Attorney-General upon fourteen of
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the sixteen counts of the indictment, are not commensurate 
with the grave and far-reaching nature of the offence. Espe
cially is this true where the effect of the combination or con
spiracy is to exploit by overcapitalization, or to artificially raise 
and control prices in, an industry dealing in the necessaries of 
life. The penalty imposed by the statute is a fine of not less 
than $500 nor more than $5,000, or imprisonment for not less 
than one month nor more than one year, or both. A pro
moter who has sold the physical assets of a corporation to a 
new company organized for the purpose for a consideration of 
$3,000,000 in common stock in excess of the price paid by him, 
could pay a $5,000 fine with a small share of his quarterly 
dividend, and a year’s imprisonment affords no assurance that 
the public will be protected against a repetition of the offence.

C h a n g e s  in  t h e  B u s in e s s  a t  t h e  P ie r .

The first important result of the investigation instituted by 
legislative order at the last session was the abolition of the 
assessment of poundage which had been levied on the pur
chasers on the Exchange and passed on for ultimate payment 
by the consumer. If the investigation had accomplished no 
other benefit, the removal of this arbitrary tax on the industry, 
which had been increasing from year to year until it amounted 
in 1917 to over $500,000, was a benefit to the consuming public 
greatly in excess of any expense incurred in the investigation. 
While this assessment was inaugurated under an avowal of 
raising the necessary funds to improve the conditions then ob
taining “ by securing and developing a location for the conduct 
of the fish business,”  it was cleverly diverted from any useful 
purpose and soon became a means of obtaining hidden profits 
for those enjoying the privileges of the Exchange.

Since the adjournment of the Legislature and during the 
progress of the investigation by this Committee, further 
changes have been made in the conduct of the business as a 
result of the disclosures which have attended the investigation. 
A new regulation has been put into effect under which all 
dealers doing an exclusively wholesale business are now entitled 
to the privilege of purchasing fish upon the Exchange upon 
payment to the Boston Fish Market Corporation of a fixed
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charge, which it is claimed is a reasonable charge to assess on 
those dealers who are not paying rental for stores upon the pier. 
This charge, or assessment, has been fixed at $500 annually, 
with an additional charge of $50 for each 100,000 pounds of fish 
or fraction thereof taken over the pier front in excess of
2.500.000 pounds per year.

A further step in liberalizing the privileges of the Exchange 
has been made in permitting the commission dealers who are 
not tenants of the pier to do business on the Exchange on pay
ment of an assessment of $200 annually.

The charge to the fishermen for selling their “ trips”  on the 
Exchange has been reduced from the former rate of 1 per cent 
on the value of the “ trip”  to one-half of 1 per cent. This 
change is in exact compliance with that portion of the report of 
the former committee of investigation, which states: —

The Committee is of the opinion that the present charge to the fisher
man for doing business upon the Exchange, which is now 1 per cent of 
the value of his sales, is excessive, and that a reduction of at least 50 
per cent should be made.

The unfair discrimination which was disclosed in permitting 
five dealers in Quincy Market doing a retail business to hold 
buyers’ tickets on the Exchange, for no reason other than that 
they had enjoyed the same privilege on old T Wharf before the 
organization of the Exchange, has been corrected by charging 
these dealers for a six months’ privilege an assessment of $250, 
with an additional charge of $50 for every 100,000 pounds of 
fish or fraction thereof taken over the pier front in excess of
1.250.000 pounds during the six months’ period. Four of the 
five dealers have paid the assessment to enable them to con
tinue to do business on the Exchange.

St a t e  h a s  A m p l e  P o w e r  t o  r e g u l a t e  U se  o f  t h e  F is h  P ie r .

Although nearly a year has elapsed since the close of the 
legislative session of 1918, no action has been taken by the 
department of the Attorney-General to terminate the lease 
from the Commonwealth to the Boston Fish Market Corpo
ration, or to require a modification of its terms to prevent in 
the future unlawful practices in the conduct of the business
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upon the leased property. The reasons assigned by the At
torney-General in his report already referred to are as follows: —

I have not deemed it expedient to take any action looking towards 
the termination of the lease of the Fish Pier from the Commonwealth 
to the Boston Fish Market Corporation, as it is not yet clear that any 
acts of the Boston Fish Market Corporation or its lessees have been 
such as in law constitute a violation of the terms of the lease. Further
more, I doubt the power of the Attorney-General to take any proceedings 
towards the termination of the lease, even if such acts constitute such a 
violation. Section 2 of chapter 188 of the Revised Laws provides as 
follows: —

If the title of the commonwealth is founded on a forfeiture for the breach of a 
condition in a grant or conveyance made by the commonwealth or by the province 
or colony of Massachusetts Bay, no action for the recovery of such land shall be 
commenced unless by an order of the general court. . . .

It is then suggested —

If it is the judgment of the General Court of Massachusetts that 
greater authority should be possessed by the Attorney-General for the 
enforcing of the conditions of leases executed by the Commonwealth, 
provision should be made therefor.

The General Court, by joint order of both branches, having 
at the last session requested the Attorney-General “ to take such 
proceedings as in his judgment may be necessary to determine 
whether the Boston Fish Market Corporation has allowed to 
be made any unlawful or improper use of the leased premises in 
violation of the terms of its lease from the Commonwealth, and, 
if so, to take such steps as may be necessary or expedient to 
compel compliance with the covenants of the lease, or its 
termination,”  there would seem to be no occasion for further 
action to afford the Attorney-General all the authority needed 
to repossess the land in the name of the Commonwealth, if a 
modification of the lease upon satisfactory terms cannot be 
effected.

In this connection it was said in the minority report of the 
Joint Legislative Committee: —

It is not to be presumed in advance that appropriate action to compel 
performance of the convenants on the part of the lessee, or, iD the alter
native, to terminate the lease, would result in long litigation. It is far
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more likely that it would prove the most effectual means to bring about 
new rules and regulations, providing for a more open market under con
ditions which would prevent the recurring of the existing abuse.

Regulation of Business at Fish Pier hy Commonwealth not De
pendent on Title as Lessor.

There is a further ground upon which the Attorney-General 
ma\ rest the right of the Commonwealth to proceed against 
the lessee. It is well established by judicial decision that the 
methods pursued in the conduct and management of a grain 
elevator may be a matter of public concern, and that the State 
is an interested party in the proper use of the elevator, although 
it is private property. It would seem that the same principle 
is no less applicable to the business of receiving and distributing 
fish under the conditions obtaining at the Fish Pier. The 
principle has been well stated as follows: —

Property does become clothed with a public interest when used in a 
manner to make it of public consequence, and affect the community at 
large. When, therefore, one devotes his property to a use in which the 
public has an interest, he, in effect, grants to the public an interest in 
that use, and must submit to be controlled by the public for the common 
good, to the extent of the interest he has thus created.1

There is a striking analogy between the use of a grain ele
vator at a water-front terminal and the use of the Fish Pier. 
The grain elevator stands as an intermediary between the 
producer and the consuming public. It is the link between 
the railroads, which come to it from the wide areas of pro
duction, and the ocean-going vessels carrying cargoes to the 
markets of the world. It is like a ferry over a river or a pass 
between the mountains, and by virtue of its strategic position 
it is in the truest sense a monopoly.

The principle is the same whether applied to the grain 
elevator receiving the produce of the land and distributing it 
by water, or applied to a receiving pier, having equal strategic 
position, to which is brought the produce of the seas for dis
tribution to the consumer.

Conceding, what is generally admitted, that the facilities of 
the Fish Pier afford a substantial monopoly in the receipt and

i 94 U. S. 113.
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distribution of fish in this State, it becomes clear that it is 
affected with a public interest.

With particular reference to wharves and wharfingers, Lord 
Chief Justice Hale, in his treatise “ De Portibus Maris,”  says: —

If the king or subject have a public wharf, unto which all persons 
that come to that port must come and unlade or lade their goods as for 
the purpose, because they are the wharfs only licensed by the queen, 
. . .  or because there is no other wharf in that port, as it may fall out 
where a port is newly erected; in that case there cannot be taken ar
bitrary and excessive duties for cranage, wharfage, pesage, etc., neither 
can they be enhanced to an immoderate rate; but the duties must be 
reasonable and moderate, though settled by the king’s license or charter. 
For now the wharf and crane and other conveniences are affected with a 
public interest, and they cease to be juris ‘privali only.1

To the same point, Lord Ellenborough cites Lord Hale, and 
says: —

And according to him, whenever the accident of time casts upon a 
party the benefit of having a legal monopoly of landing goods in a public 

•port, as where he is the owner of the only wharf authorized to receive 
goods which happens to be built in a port newly erected, he is confined to 
take reasonable compensation only for the use of the wharf.1

In the case of Munn v. Illinois,1 in which the authorities 
quoted are cited to establish the public interest in a grain 
elevator, it appeared that all the elevator facilities in Chicago 
through which grain passed from the West to the Atlantic 
seaboard were in possession of nine business firms, and con
stituted a virtual monopoly. Similarly, upon the Fish Pier, 
the evidence shows that two holding companies, through the 
medium of an Exchange which they control, determine all 
rules and regulations under which the fish must be received 
and distributed, so that it follows that the public interest, 
which gives to the State the right of regulation, rests not alone 
upon the natural monopoly, but upon a monopoly in fact.

Action by Attorney-General should not be Longer Delayed.
Further investigation by this Committee of conditions at the 

Fish Pier, as the business is conducted under the existing rules 
and regulations, confirms the findings of the former committee

i 94 U. S. 113.
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that the exclusive privileges of operating upon the Exchange, the 
practice of selling the entire amount of fish arriving by vessel in 
one lot, or of selling all of one kind of fish, and the methods of 
inspection and of handling the fish, are prejudicial to the inter
ests of the public, and should not longer be permitted. Such 
modifications as have been made in the rules and regulations 
or in the methods pursued, by those in control of the business, 
have altered in some degree the objectionable features, but no 
changes yet made or further changes proposed by the lessees 
will meet the demands of the situation and release the business 
from the grasp of the interlocking corporations which have, 
up to this time, deprived the public of the benefit which has 
accrued from doing business under improved conditions upon 
the State property, and which, if not diverted into the pockets 
of those who have succeeded in establishing and maintaining 
exclusive privileges, would have been reflected in lower prices 
to the consumer.

If the lessee shall elect to exercise the successive options to 
renew the lease which have been already granted by the Com
monwealth, the term of the lease will be extended until 1973. 
If the right of forfeiture is not insisted on by the Common
wealth, no modification of the lease in lieu thereof should be 
accepted which does not recognize that the public is an in
terested party in the conduct of the business of the exchange, 
and which does not admit the right of the Commonwealth to 
approve, if not to prescribe, rules and regulations to prevent 
in the future any combination or monopoly which will deprive 
the public of the benefit to be derived from an open market.

In the opinion of the Committee, the outcome of the recent 
trial in the Superior Court, which was so ably conducted by 
the Attorney-General on behalf of the Commonwealth, and 
which has resulted in the conviction of seventeen of those who 
have been connected with the Bay State Fishing Company, 
among whom are officials and managers of the companies 
which are lessees of the Boston Fish Market Corporation do
ing business upon the Fish Pier, leaves no ground for longer 
delay on the part of the Commonwealth in taking appropriate 
action to put an end to the abuses which have long deprived 
the public of the full benefit which it was sought to obtain for
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it when the lease was made. It is a sufficient violation of the 
condition of the lease if the lessee has permitted the tenants or 
other persons, firms or corporations upon the pier to create a 
monopoly and to destroy the trade or business of other dealers 
by the methods employed in conducting business on the Ex
change.

P r ic e  a n d  P r o d u c t io n  of  G rou n d  F ish .

It has appeared from the official tables in the report of the 
Joint Special Committee to the Legislature that for years dur
ing the pre-war period the price of cod, haddock and other 
staple fish remained substantially unchanged. The average 
prices for the year 1918, which have been obtained by this 
Committee and are added to the tables contained in the 
previous report (see Appendix, Exhibit A), show that prices 
continued to advance. During the three years from 1915 to 
1918 the price of codfish advanced from 3.12 to 5.9 cents per 
pound; of haddock, from 2.56 to 5.1 cents per pound; of 
hake, from 2.25 to 5.71 cents per pound; of pollock, from 
2.4 to 5.83 cents per pound. (See also the yearly percentage of 
increase, as shown in Appendix, Exhibit B, and tables showing 
comparative prices of the more important kinds of fish landed 
in Boston, Gloucester and Portland, Exhibit C.)

There was a widespread opinion that the supply during the 
years 1916 and 1917 had fallen off, and strenuous efforts were 
made before the legislative committee, as well as before the 
Food Administration, by the producing companies, to foster 
this belief with statements of the crippling of the fishing fleet 
by the action of the government in taking over vessels for war 
purposes, the scarcity of fishermen owing to the number ol 
men entering the navy and army, the discouragement in the 
industry owing to the increased cost of outfitting the vessels 
with food, bait, tackle and necessary supplies, and the unprece
dented severity of the winter of 1917-18, which kept the vessels 
in port. While these conditions doubtless had some effect upon 
the industry, the official figures effectually refuted all claims of 
a diminished supply, except during short intervals, the total of 
fish received by vessel in 1916 (19,254,638 pounds) and in 1917 
(98,154,629 pounds) being in both years in excess of the yeat 
1915 (97,397,285 pounds), and largely in excess of receipts m
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the year 1914 (92,231,172 pounds). The tables for 1918, which 
have been made up by this ( ommittee from official sources and 
added to the previous tables for the purpose of comparison (see 
Appendix, Exhibit D), show the largest receipts in the history 
of the industry (100,566,149 pounds), and this in spite of the 
fact that none of the trawlers which were taken by the Federal 
government and the Russian government were returned to 
the fleet, and the trawler “ Kingfisher,”  which had made record 
catches, and other vessels were destroyed by submarines. It is 
therefore apparent that there was no decrease in the supply, 
and so far as the increase in prices was due to the operation of 
the natural law of supply and demand, it was limited to the 
artificial increase in the demand stimulated by the appeal to 
the people to substitute fish for meat diet to conserve the 
meat supply.

Giving to the Food Administration the full measure of credit 
for maintaining the production during the period when the 
industry was undoubtedly affected by war conditions, this of 
itself wholly failed to keep the price within the reach of those 
who were most dependent on this cheap and staple food. The 
opportunity afforded by the stimulated demand was seized 
upon to advance the price, and when it became apparent that 
price advance did not check consumption so long as the people 
were moved by the patriotic appeal, further increases followed. 
As long as the conditions under which fish was sold upon the 
Exchange made it possible to artificially advance the price 
under cover of the increased demand there was no apparent 
check upon price limits, and no remedial steps were voluntarily 
taken to reduce the cost of distribution by those in control of 
the industry until the legislative investigation and the attend
ant publicity attracted general attention to the large profits 
that were being made out of the exigencies of the world-wide 
food shortage.

To what figure prices would have advanced if there had been 
no check upon the operations as they were conducted at the 
pier can be only a matter of conjecture. There can be no ques
tion that the legislative investigation, the proceedings in the 
Federal court seeking to dissolve as monopolies in restraint of 
trade the combinations which had been effected by the dealers,
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and the subsequent proceedings instituted by the Attorney- 
General upon the record submitted to him by the Legislature, 
prevented higher prices, and in recent months have materially 
contributed to reduce prices on the Exchange approximately 
to the pre-war basis.

B o st o n  a  H ig h - p r ic e d  F ish  M a r k e t .

The statement has been frequently made to the Committee, 
both by the fresh-fish dealers and by those in the salt-fish in
dustry, that the public in Boston and throughout the State 
demand the best grades of fresh and salt fish which can only 
be sold at the highest prices, and that the people of Massa
chusetts will purchase these in preference to the cheaper grades 
of fish at low prices. A careful study of the situation leads 
the Committee to the conclusion that it is in the interest of the 
dealers to dispose of the cheap grades of fish elsewhere, or 
place them in cold storage or curing plants, and confine the 
sale of fresh and salt fish in Massachusetts as far as possible 
to the higher-priced fish. This would appear to be in the 
interest of those concerned in all branches of the industry. 
The highest price for cod and haddock is paid for those taken 
by hook and line near shore, and by inshore fishermen operating 
steam dories and small schooners. The demand for this fish is 
necessarily limited to the so-called high-class trade, and is con
fined to Boston and the surrounding territory because the 
extra price is paid for the freshness of fish when newly taken 
from the water. While the difference in quality of these fish 
is known to the trade, it is not generally known to the con
suming public, and, even if it were known, the retail purchaser 
cannot readily tell from the appearance of the fish how long it 
has been out of the water. It is in the interest of the producer, 
the wholesale dealer and the retailer that as large a proportion 
as possible of the fish received shall be sold at a high price, 
and if the price for the inshore fish can be made to establish 
the price for all fish sold in the retail market, the retailer is in 
a position to supply such hotels, restaurants and other cus
tomers as require the inshore fish, and dispose of the fish for 
which he has paid less to other buyers at the same, or ap
proximately the same, price. The housekeeper who orders
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cod or haddock accepts the fish delivered without protest if 
it is not spoiled, and has no means of knowing whether the 
fish she receives is inshore fish, or “ steamer”  fish, which has 
been caught two or three weeks previous, or frozen fish which 
has come from cold storage.

During the past two months small haddock from the steamers 
has sold on several days as low as 1 cent per pound, which 
is reported to be the lowest price recorded upon the Exchange. 
On several occasions haddock has sold for 1§, I f  and 2 cents 
per pound, and cod has sold as low as 2 cents. (See Appendix, 
Exhibit E, for daily prices during 1919.) So far as the Com
mittee has been able to learn, the retail price for cod has not 
fallen below 7 cents, and for haddock below 6 cents, and in 
most of the retail stores the price has been 8 cents or more 
for cod and 7 cents or more for haddock. One reason assigned 
for the failure of the retail price to show corresponding reduc
tions when the wholesale price is lower has been stated to be 
that the cheap fish are shipped for sale at retail in other mar
kets. It is doubtful if any retail store could be found in Boston 
which sells regularly two grades of cod or two grades of haddock 
for differing prices. At the Fish Pier the distinction between 
the new fish (which are the latest caught) and the old fish on 
a steamer is clearly recognized, and the captain on arrival de
clares how many new fish and how many old fish he has on 
board, and the new fish and the old fish are offered separately. 
In the testimony before the former Committee of Investiga
tion it was stated that when there was a scarcity of fish, on 
some occasions all the fish would be bought as new fish, and 
would be sold to the retailers at the price of new fish, although 
if the supply had been normal the old fish would have been 
sold separately at a lower price on the Exchange. There is no 
question that old fish are extensively sold by the retailers 
at the price of new fish, no distinction being made to the 
customer.

The price of fish on the Exchange varies in a similar manner, 
according to the size of the fish, — large cod, or steak cod, 
bringing the highest price, medium cod, or market cod, bring
ing a less price, and scrod, or, as they are called by the fisher
men, “ snappers,”  bringing the lowest price. In the retail store
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no difference is generally made in the price of large or small 
cod when sold as whole fish, and steak cod and market cod 
bring the same price when cut up as cod steak.

On December 10, 1918, during the visit of the Committee 
at Toronto, market cod were on sale in the retail stores at 11 
cents per pound. Upon inquiry it was learned that this cod 
had been shipped from Boston so that the price in Toronto 
represented the expense of transportation and 1 cent per 
pound duty above the cost in Boston. On the same day mar
ket cod was selling at retail in Boston at 15 cents. The ex
planation made to the Committee upon its return was that 
these fish on sale in Toronto were probably a cheaper grade 
than those on sale in Boston. It is admitted that fish which 
are classed as old fish are as nutritious and wholesome as the 
so-called new fish, the only difference being in flavor. The 
small cod and haddock are not inferior, even in flavor. During 
1917, under the auspices of the Food Commission, much time 
and money was expended in efforts to induce the public to 
eat tile fish, and the papers were enlisted to describe its attrac
tive qualities as a substitute for higher-priced fish. Efforts were 
also made to create a demand for whiting, which will not stand 
transportation except in the frozen state. Last year similar 
efforts were made to induce the people to eat dog fish under 
the more pleasant name of “ gray fish,”  and whale meat was 
held out as a delicacy to those who were willing to try any
thing once. Is there any reasonable doubt but that, if the 
people had been given an opportunity to purchase the cheaper 
grades of cod and haddock at a price proportionately lower 
than was charged for the first quality fish, it would have found 
a ready market without the assistance of government propa
ganda?

The former legislative committee urged the classification or 
gradation of fish under Federal authority, and added in this 
connection: —

If such a classification is made an inspector should be placed wheie the 
fish are marketed, and gradually the consumer would be educated to a 
point where he could intelligently and safely buy by class, and not, as he 
does now, rely entirely upon the dealer as to age, quality and condition 
of his purchase. . . . The Committee further recommends that, unless
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pro\ibion is made during the current year by the Federal government 
for inspection of fresh fish landed at ports in the United States, appro
priate legislation should be enacted to provide for State inspection of all 
fresh fish landed and sold at any port in the Commonwealth from beam 
trawlers or from other vessels carrying crews of more than four persons.

Those who oppose any attempt to classify fish for sale ac
cording to condition base their objection upon the ground that 
fish is a perishable commodity, and that the quality of the fish 
at the time it was graded by the inspector would carry no 
assurance to the purchaser that it was of the same grade at the 
time of his purchase. It is a sufficient answer that under ex
isting conditions the customer is without any information as to 
the age and quality of the fish, even if purchased at the highest 
price, and any regulations which require that the difference in 
quality and condition which is admitted when the fish are sold 
on the Exchange shall be made known to the retail purchaser 
will be a distinct advantage. A requirement that retail dealers 
shall post on blackboards, or by other bulletins equally con
spicuous, the kind, grades and prices of fish on sale will further 
inform the public of current prices, and will have a tendency to 
make the retail dealer meet the price of his lowest competitor. 
The Committee is informed that this regulation has been en
forced in Washington with good results.

P r o f it s  in  M a s s a c h u s e t t s  h ig h e r  t h a n  in  O t h e r  St a t e s .

The retail fish section of the United States Food Administra
tion has gone to great pains to compile statistics with a view to 
ascertaining the average range of cost prices, selling prices, and 
the percentage of profit in twenty-seven States of the Union. 
The prices upon which the tables are based were obtained as of 
September 5, 1918.

The average cost in the State of Massachusetts for thirty-two 
varieties of fish, delivered to the consumer, with the prices for 
sales, cash and carry, and charge and delivery separately com
puted, are shown, with the average profit and the cost range 
and selling range, and the average of all varieties is also com
puted. (See Appendix, Exhibit E.)

For the purpose of comparison with other States a recapitula-
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tion showing the cost prices, selling prices and per cent of profit 
in the retail business in each of the twenty-seven States is also 
shown. (See Appendix, Exhibit G.)

From the table it appears that the cost price to the retailer 
in Massachusetts is higher than in any other States except 
Nebraska, Colorado, Maine and New Jersey, the average cost 
price being 18.6 cents. The average selling price in Massachu
setts is computed as 25.7 cents, and Massachusetts appears as 
having the eighth highest selling price, Nebraska, Colorado, 
Nevada, Maine, Vermont, North Dakota and Connecticut 
showing higher retail prices in the order named. The per cent 
of profit in the retail business in Massachusetts is figured at 
35.4 cents on the dollar, only eight states (Nevada, Texas, 
California, Florida, North Dakota, Vermont, Georgia and New 
Hampshire) showing a higher percentage of profit.

The high relative percentage of profit to the retailer in this 
State is added evidence to strengthen the position of the Com
mittee, as set forth elsewhere in this report, that the methods 
of retail distribution of fish in this State impose an unnecessary 
tax upon the consumer. The most significant fact disclosed 
is, however, not the cost of the retail business in this State, 
but that the wholesale price of fish in Massachusetts is 
higher than in almost all of the other twenty-seven States where 
prices were obtained. With the fishing grounds nearest to our 
shores, with the largest fishing fleet on the Atlantic coast, and 
with the most modern and complete facilities for the receipt 
and distribution of fish at the Fish Pier, the cost of fish to the 
retailer should be less than in any other State, but the statistics 
obtained by the Food Administration show' that fish are deliv
ered to the retailers at less cost in twenty-two States in different 
sections of the country w'here the expense of handling and trans
portation is presumably greater. The obvious conclusion is that 
the charges of excessive profits from the producer to the retailer 
are sustained.

T h e  C a u s e  o f  H ig h  P r ic e s .

The evidence upon the cause for the rapid advance in the 
price of fish and the abnormally high prices w'hich obtained 
during the wrar (and which are still higher than are warranted 

under proper conditions to yield a fair return to those engaged
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in the industry), has shown wide variation, and has been ob
viously affected by the interest of those who have appeared 
before the Committee. On the part of the fishermen, it is 
admitted that they are receiving substantially more than was 
the case under pre-war conditions. Those who have been 
members of the crews in the more successful vessels have re
ceived shares in the profits which have broken all records in the 
history of deep-sea fishing on this coast. It may be stated 
without question that a part of the increase in price has been 
due to the larger payments made to the fishermen. This is par
ticularly true in mackerel fishing. The second profit which 
enters into the cost of fish to the consumer is made by the 
group of men at the Fish Pier who purchase on the Exchange 
from the fishermen and sell to the less fortunate wholesaler 
who does not have the privilege of the Exchange, and to the 
retailer. Enough has been said in the report of the Joint 
Special Committee to the Legislature in May of last year, and 
elsewhere in this report, to show that unconscionable profits 
have been made by the relatively small group of men who 
have been able to control the conduct of the business of the 
Exchange, and that the situation is not yet remedied. Attempt 
has been made to show that the main cause for the increase in 
prices should be laid at the door of the retailer. As the former 
legislative committee was unable within the time at its dis
posal to investigate conditions in the retail market, this Com
mittee has given especial attention to this branch of the in
dustry.

In the opinion of the Committee, the cause of high prices 
cannot be fixed upon any one group who have a part in the 
distribution, but the fisherman, the wholesaler and the retailer 
are all in part responsible for the advance in price, and all have 
profited at the expense of the consumer.

The Fishermen’s Profit.
The return which the fishermen received under the old con

ditions the Committee feel was not adequate in view of the 
hardships of the industry and the peril which it incurred, and 
which exacted a toll each year in the lives of those who went 
out from Gloucester and other Massachusetts ports. The
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profits which are shared by the crews to-day are excessive in 
the case of those who are fortunate in making large catches, 
and are insufficient for those who render the same service but 
have a run of bad luck.

The difficulty lies in the practice which has obtained from 
colonial times. Vessel owner and fisherman alike shared in the 
good or ill luck of the trip. If luck was good the fisherman 
received more than the usual return, and if luck was bad he 
often came home with nothing for his wife and children, and 
might be in debt for the cost of the trip. It is in the interest 
of the industry and of the public that the gambler’s chance 
should not play so large a part in the fisherman’s wages. Under 
the long-established custom the fisherman shared in the pro
visioning, the cost of lost tackle and other expenses of the trip. 
If the trip proved a losing venture he was charged with his 
share of the loss, to be made up in a subsequent trip; if the 
trip proved a successful one the vessel owner received one- 
fourth or one-fifth of the profits, and the balance was divided 
equally between captain and crew. A much more healthy 
condition now prevails in the case of the trawlers, in which 
members of the crew receive wages at the rate of |40 per 
month for the trip, and a small share (7 per cent) in the profits. 
If this method, or a similar plan, could be extended to the 
schooners and other vessels in the fishing fleet, it would stabi
lize the industry without removing entirely the chance to share 
in the luck of the trip.

The profits of the fishermen have been materially lessened 
by the decline in the price of fish since the beginning of the 
current year. One of the leaders of the Fishermen’s Union 
recently stated that during the period of high prices the fisher
men’s share was considerably larger in 1917 than in 1916, and 
was at least 100 per cent more in 1918 than in 1917. Resolu
tions were adopted by the union on November 17, 1918, seeking 
to establish minimum prices for haddock, cod, hake, pollock, 
cusk, halibut and mackerel, and demanding numerous changes 
in the classification of fish and the methods of conducting busi
ness at the pier in the interest of the fishermen. If the changes 
asked for in the resolutions were adopted, it would great} 
increase the price of fish to the consumer, and the owners



1919.] HOUSE —  No. 1725! 37

of the steam trawlers would be the chief ones to profit, as they 
receive the larger share of the price which the trip brings on the 
Exchange.

During last year the steam trawlers were tied up at then- 
docks during a strike of the fishermen, which extended over- 
several w-eeks. The fishermen demanded that larger crews 
should be carried upon the trawlers, and the matter was re
ferred to arbitration. As a result of the arbitration the trawlers 
are required to carry deck crews varying in number according 
to the carrying capacity of the vessels. The schedule in effect 
since December 5, 1918, showing the trawlers now included in 
the fleet, w-ith their carrying capacity and the size of their 
crews, is included in the Appendix, Exhibit H.

The Profits of the Wholesaler.
In the opinion of the Committee the largest share of the 

profit, wrhen profits were most excessive, went into the pockets 
of the large wholesale dealers w'ho operated on the Exchange, 
and more particularly those who owned and operated steam 
trawlers and made a double profit. The profits made 011 the 
Exchange were also reflected in the business which was done by 
the commission men. The estimated profits of the -wholesaler 
in September, 1918, as computed by the Committee, were 37.4 
per cent of the selling price. (See Appendix, Exhibit I.)

The Share of the Retail Dealer.
The retail fish business is undergoing a period of transition. 

Throughout New England the retail business has been largely 
done by the fish peddler and by the small fish store which did 
most of its business and made most of its profits on one or two 
days of the week.

With the development of the general market, the small retail 
dealer has been brought into competition with conditions which 
have diminished the amount of his sales, and the fish peddler 
is no longer an important factor except in the rural districts. 
The advantage possessed by the general market over the retail 
fish dealer lies in the fact that the general market is carrying 
on a continuous business in meats, vegetables, canned goods 
and other food products, and th e sale of fish on one or two days
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of the week is only one factor, and only a proportionate part of 
the overhead expense must be figured in the price of fish. The 
small fish dealer, with his business limited to one or two days 
is compelled to make a sufficient profit on one or two days’ 
business to cover seven days of rent and other overhead charges. 
The more business he loses to the general market, the more he 
must charge to the customer to meet his overhead expenses, 
and the general market can undersell him. The contention of 
the retailer before the Committee was that he is entitled to 
charge a sufficient price to make a living out of one or two 
days’ business.

Viewed from the standpoint of the general public, the time 
has come when the consumer cannot be taxed to support the 
old-fashioned retail fish market which will not long survive the 
closer competition of modern business conditions. The retail 
distribution of fish is rapidly passing into the hands of dealers 
doing a general market business, and of those fish dealers in the 
larger cities who are either centrally located, so that they are 
able to do a general business six days in the week, or else, 
because they are supplying hotels, restaurants, clubs and in
stitutions, are not dependent upon their retail trade on fish 
days. The retail price which will enable the small fish dealer 
to earn a fair profit enables the general market, or the large 
dealer with a six-day business, to make unreasonable profits, 
and, as the retail business has largely passed out of the hands 
of the small dealer, the general public can no longer be called 
on to pay the price to keep the small fish stores in business and 
allow the large retailers and the market men to make big 
profits.

The retailers who have appeared before the Committee have 
all testified that they could make more money when prices were 
low than under higher prices. This is undoubtedly true, because 
they are able to make a larger margin on the wholesale price. 
Retail prices to-day have not been reduced to correspond with 
the lower prices in the wholesale market, because the public has 
become accustomed to paying higher prices, and the retailers 
are taking advantage of the situation to keep the price up, with 
the result that they are making a wider margin of profit, 
although the amount of capital required to do business is much 
less than when wholesale prices were higher.
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T h e  O n t a r io  P l a n  o f  P r ic e  C o n t r o l .

The problem of providing food to meet the exigencies of the 
war was not essentially different in Canada than in the United 
States. The Province of Ontario took vigorous steps to increase 
the demand for fish by controlling the price, and the success 
achieved led the Recess Committee to invite the Minister of 
Public Works to send a representative to explain how the results 
were obtained. The story is best told in the words of Mr. 
Squire in his testimony before the Committee, condensed for 
use in this report.

In the Province of Ontario we have, under the jurisdiction of 
the Department of Game and Fisheries, about 41,000 square 
miles of fresh water. I fancy that our Province controls the 
largest amount of fresh-water fisheries controlled by any pro
vincial government in the world. With the unusual demands 
upon the food products, the government found that it was neces
sary to encourage the people to use more fish, and when looking 
around for some means to encourage them to use fish, in order 
that beef and bacon might be saved for the soldiers who were 
overseas and our Allies, working in conjunction with your own 
Food Administration, our administrators found that the price of 
fish had gradually gone up to a point which seemed to be un
warranted. The stock reasons, of course, were given by all the 
dealers as to why fish should be advanced, —  the increased cost 
of labor, the increased cost of materials, and all those other 
reasons which have been advanced in the case of every com
modity. However, upon investigation the government discov
ered that the fisherman was not receiving any great advance 
over the average of the previous five years, and it was felt there 
must be some unwarranted profits to the dealers which were 
responsible for the high prices that the people were required to 
pay for fish. The staple varieties of fresh-water fish in Ontario 
are white fish, trout and pickerel. The entire production of all 
kinds of fresh-water fish in the Province in 1916, as given by 
the Department of Fisheries and Game, was —  in round figures 
—  36,000,000 pounds. In 1911 a report by a special commis
sioner appointed by the Ontario government stated that less 
than 5 per cent of the fish production of the Province was con-
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sumed in the Province, so that upon this basis the annual con
sumption was less than 2,000,000 pounds prior to the war, the 
remainder of the catch being sold largely in the American 
markets. The problem which faced the Ontario government 
was how they could procure a greater quantity of fish, and how 
they could place that fish on the market at a price which would 
appeal to the people and make them larger users. The investi
gation of the Canadian Food Board showed that in certain in
stances fish from the fisherman to the consumer went through 
as many as nine different hands. The fish section of the Cana
dian Food Board contended that the Ontario government should 
encourage the production of fish, but that the distribution of 
fish should be left in the hands of the parties interested. The 
Ontario government felt that while they might assist in the pro
duction of the fish by opening up new waters (some of the in
land lakes), they would not be able, in any fair way, to control 
the price at which fish would be given to the consumer unless 
they handled it in some other manner.

In the summer of 1917 it was decided to open up certain 
lakes which wrere known to contain large quantities of fish, and 
these lakes were fished by fishermen under contract with the 
provincial government, the government taking the entire pro
duction. Two large inland lakes, Nipigon and Nipissing, were 
selected, and at Nipigon an ice house and packing house were 
erected, and a branch railroad was constructed to the lake. 
The fishermen wrere paid 5| to 5f cents per pound for their 
catch. A copy of the government contract is shown in the 
Appendix, Exhibit J. When it appeared that the increase in 
the supply from these inland lakes was not adequate, the gov
ernment took steps to obtain a share of the catch of the com
mercial fishermen operating under license from the provincial 
government, and new licenses were issued by the terms of 
which fishermen were required to sell to the provincial govern
ment a share not exceeding 20 per cent of their catch at a price 
which was the equivalent to a price figured on a basis of 9 cents 
per pound. Because of the margin between the price paid 
the fisherman and the price to the consumer, the government, 
in the face of widespread criticism, went into the business of the 
distribution of fish. They had no precedents, they had no fig-
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ures for comparison; they did not know whether the public 
would take to it kindly.

1 he municipal councils throughout the Province were asked 
to appoint distributors of government fish within each munici
pality, and we not only asked them to appoint the distributor, 
but we asked them to guarantee the fish account to the govern
ment. By so doing we eliminated any bad debts and any party 
interference, and we made the municipal councils partners with 
the government in the distribution of fish. From the time 
when the first eighteen boxes of government fish came into 
Toronto the demand was assured. Few government fish were 
taken from the lakes during the season of 1917, and through the 
winter the supply was limited, and we had opportunity to com
plete our organization. Possibly the success of the government 
scheme was largely accounted for by the loyal support given by 
the newspapers. The first fiscal year of operation covered the 
period from November 1, 1917, to October 31, 1918. There 
never was a time during this year when we had sufficient fish 
to supply the demands. A complete organization throughout 
the Province has not been possible, only about one-half of the 
Province at the close of the year 1918 being served by the gov
ernment.

Shortly before the close of the first fiscal year, Mr. Squire, 
the sales manager, sent out a questionnaire asking whether 
the plan of government operation had been approved generally 
by the people, and whether there was likely to be a continuance 
of the demand. Of 77 cities and towns that answered, 76 stated 
that the people had approved of the government policy, and 65 
of these added that the people had been enthusiastic. All but 
4 of those that answered said that the demand would continue 
after the close of the war, and 43 said there would be an in
creased demand. Out of the number of municipalities that had 
received fish, 65 reported that they had not received sufficient 
government fish at any time during the year, as against 12 re
porting in the affirmative. No attempt was made to control 
the price of fish sold in the Province by other dealers. Retailers 
were free to sell government fish and fish of other dealers if they 
wished, but were required to sell all government fish of the 
three staple varieties —  white fish, trout and pickerel — at 15
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cents per pound, cash and carry, with an addition not exceeding 
2 cents per pound when fish were cleaned and delivered, and on 
charge account. For a short time at the outset the margin be
tween the price at which the fish was sold to the retailer and 
the price to the consumer was fixed at 2f cents, but this was 
speedily increased to 3^ cents, as representing a fair margin to 
enable the retailer to conduct his business at a profit. The gov
ernment was accordingly selling to the retailer for 11̂  cents the 
fish for which it was paying the licensed fisherman 9 cents, and 
the contract fisherman 5| to 5f cents. In order to maintain a 
uniform price to the consumer throughout the Province the 
government delivered its fish to the retailer at all points of dis
tribution, boxed, iced, and freight and express charges paid to 
destination. The average cost to the government for trans
portation was 1A cents per pound per mile.

Illustrating the success of the government experiment in in
creasing the demand for fish, Mr. Squire instanced the city of 
Brantford, of about 30,000 population, which had not previously 
had any fish store. The mayor was backward about accept
ing the government plan, but after considerable protest named 
his choice of a distributor for that city. The first order was for
1,000 pounds of fish a week. Subsequent orders showed an in
crease to 8,000 pounds weekly. The city named three other 
distributors, and fish became an article of daily consumption. 
The same success was achieved in the smaller communities. 
One village, with a population of about 600 people, starting 
with orders of 100 pounds a week, increased to 900 pounds 
in a very short time, with an active market six days in the 
week.

It was not to be expected that the entry of the provincial 
government into the field of private competition in an estab
lished industry would be readily acquiesced in by the large oper
ators, and on the occasion of the visit of the Committee to 
Toronto strong criticism, much of which was not without 
weight, w?as directed against the government by those wholesale 
dealers with whom the Committee conferred. In spite of any 
shortcomings, however, four important results have been 
achieved by the Hon. F. E. MacDiarmid and those who have 
shared with him the responsibility of venturing upon a new
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field of governmental activity in the attempt to solve within his 
jurisdiction the universal problem of food shortage during the 
war. It cannot be seriously disputed: —

First. —  That the government has distributed 3,000,000 
pounds of fish without any apparent diminution in the volume 
of business of private dealers; and it may be noted that the 
3,000,000 pounds so distributed is 50 per cent more than the 
total consumption of fish in the Province as determined by 
the Commissioner in his report in 1911.

Second. — That fish, which before by long-established custom 
had been a food for one day in the week, has come into daily 
use in many municipalities.

Third. —  That the price of fresh-water fish was stabilized 
and maintained throughout the year at substantially the gov
ernment figure of 15 cents, representing a saving, upon a con
servative estimate, of 5 cents per pound to the consumer upon 
the 3,000,000 pounds of fish distributed by the government, 
and indirectly a probable saving of an approximate amount 
upon all other fish sold in the retail market.

Fourth. ■— That these results have been achieved without 
entailing a dollar of expense upon the government, and that, 
on the contrary, all expenditures have been paid from a gross 
income of $282,000, and a balance of $47,000 is shown on the 
right-hand side of the ledger. (See Appendix, Exhibit Iv.)

In response to an inquiry of the Committee at the conference 
in Toronto- the Minister of Public Works stated that, although 
he had undertaken the sale of fish as a wrar measure, the results 
achieved made discontinuance out of the question, and public 
sentiment was almost unanimous in favor of continuing the 
government distribution on a permanent peace basis.

The significance of the action of the Ontario government lies 
in the fact that it was not content with efforts to increase the 
supply of fish, but recognized that the public must not only 
be told to eat fish instead of meat, but must be encouraged to 
do so by furnishing them with fish at an attractive price. The 
Canadian Food Administration, in opposing the Ontario plan, 
made the same mistake as our Federal Food Administration 
in its handling of the fish situation, because it failed to ap
preciate that the high price of fish could not be remedied by
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efforts to increase the supply and create a demand without 
any control of distribution or restraint on the dealers.

The Committee has not expressed any opinion as to whether 
the Ontario plan for controlling the price would be applicable 
to conditions in Massachusetts. It is obvious that the situation 
is widely different. In the Province of Ontario the total pro
duction in 1916 was 36,000,000 pounds, and, with the increase 
resulting from the stimulation of the activity of the producers, 
probably does not now exceed 40,000,000 pounds.

The production in Massachusetts is at least four times this 
amount, as the fish received at the port of Boston by vessel 
and rail is nowr over 150,000,000 pounds.

Of the production in Ontario it appears that only 5 to 10 
per cent is held for home consumption, and the balance is iced 
and sent to this country, mainly to the New York and Chicago 
markets. It may also be noted that in a country where the 
mines and certain other natural resources are the property of 
the Crown, the people are more accustomed to government 
regulation in their industrial life.

The value of the experiment which was undertaken by the 
provincial government, and the reason why it has been con
sidered at length in the report of the Committee, lies in the 
fact that it is one of the most recent, and apparently suc
cessful, efforts by government agency to meet the problem of 
price regulation. Particularly at the present time, when gor- 
ernment ownership of public utilities is being widely advocated, 
and when our Federal government has taken over the entire 
control and management of the functions of transportation and 
of. communication, the course pursued by the Minister of Public 
Works in Ontario, which did not attempt to control the fish 
industry, but to enter the field both of production and of dis
tribution to a limited extent, placing the government in com
petition with private enterprise, is of especial interest. A 
significant fact is that as yet the volume of business of the 
private dealers has not been materially affected, the govern
ment having created an added market to absorb its share of 
the production.
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T h e  P r o b l e m  o f  H ig h  P r ic e s  in  O t h e r  St a t e s .

The increase in the price of fish which led to legislative 
investigation m this C ommonwealth has caused action by the 
State and municipal authorities in other States where the in
crease in prices has been especially marked, or where the 
authorities have been alert to prevent profiteering. Among 
those States which have been most active in seeking to stimu
late production and to control prices are California, Wisconsin 
and Minnesota.

It has seemed best in the limitations of this report to confine 
the main statement of what has been accomplished in other 
jurisdictions to the course pursued in Ontario, where the Com
mittee were able to make a personal investigation, but the 
results achieved in California, largely on the initiative of the 
Department of Revenue and Finance of the city of Oakland, 
and the policy pursued by the authorities in Wisconsin, will 
be of much value when a longer period has elapsed upon which 
to form competent judgment.

How Minnesota entered the Market on §1,000 Capital and wider- 
sold the Fish Dealers.

The experience of the Province of Ontario has been dupli
cated in Minnesota, which is rich in inland lakes well stocked 
with fish in addition to its fishing rights in Lake Superior.

On September 12, 1917, just eight days before the provincial 
government in Ontario began operations, the Public Safety 
Commission of Minnesota passed a vote authorizing State 
fisheries, as follows: —

Moved by Mr. Smith, that Carlos Avery be instructed to devise and execute 
plans for the catching and disposal of fish in Red Lake or any other lake, in his 
discretion, at a fixed maximum price of such fish to the consumer; $1,000 is hereby 
advanced out of the funds of the Commission as a revolving fund to carry out the 
provisions hereof. Carried.

How, starting with a capital of $1,000, advanced by the 
Public Safety Commission, a million and a half pounds of fish 
were sold at prices 5 or more cents below that of the private 
dealers in about fourteen months at a profit of over $20,000 
is briefly told in the following abstracts from the report of the 
State Fisheries: —
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It was the intention to confine the operation of the fisheries largely to 
Red Lake, a large body of water of 440 square miles in area, nearly all 
included in the Red Lake Indian Reservation. This lake was known to 
contain large quantities of fish very little use of which was being made 
except by the Indians for their own use. Negotiations were conducted 
with the Department of Indian Affairs, and agreement made whereby the 
Indians of the reservation were to receive certain benefits and have the 
privilege of catching fish for the State.

Owing to the lack of equipment necessary, little fishing was done in 
Red Lake during the fall of 1917, but, in order to meet the immediate 
demand, arrangements were made with fishermen to catch pickerel, 
tullibees, whitefish and bullheads near Cass Lake, Bena and Walker. 
Some fishing was also done in Mille Lacs and in international waters 
near Winton and Ely. Fishing has been most extensively carried on in 
Red Lake during the past season.

Shipments have been.sent by prepaid express to any point in the State at 
a uniform price, so that they could be sold at the same price everywhere. 
During a greater part of the season refrigerator cars were used for Red 
Lake shipments for deliveries to the Twin Cities and points west and south, 
the cars being opened at St. Paul and shipments made to all points from 
there. This insured delivery of the fish in perfect condition. The fish have 
been sold in public markets, department stores, on the streets, on depot 
platforms, in barber shops, in private houses, as well as in meat markets. 
There has often been a reluctance at first on the part of regular dealers 
to handle them on account of the selling prices being fixed, but this gen
erally disappeared as a demand was created for the fish. When ship
ments were started to a town the demand almost invariably exceeded 
the supply. Many of those acting as agents for the State fish have sold 
thousands of pounds at cost with no profit to themselves, as a purely 
patriotic service. Some of the fish have been handled through whole
salers on a percentage basis, the price to retailer and -consumer remaining 
the same as if sold direct by the State.

The greatest demand for the fish came from those sections of the State 
which have few or no lakes and no opportunity to catch fish. A  here 
lakes abound and the people could catch their own fish there has been 
least demand. In many communities, where the State fish were gladly 
welcomed and sold in large quantities, no fish have ever before been on 
sale.

It has not been the object to make a profit for the State, but to sell the 
fish at a safe margin over cost of production so as to cover incidental 
expense and cost of equipment. It has also been the purpose to maintain 
prices as uniform as possible. Pike have been sold all year and at all 
points for 12 cents wholesale, retailing at 14 and 15 cents, while the same 
variety procured through regular channels has retailed at 18 to 24 cents. 
State whitefish have retailed at 14 to 17 cents; other whitefish 22 to 30 
cents. State pickerel have retailed for 10 to 12 cents, other pickerel up to 
18 cents. State bullheads have sold at 14 and 15 cents, others up to 1
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cents. Rough fish at 7 cents retail have been the only fish of the kind 
on the markets. Retailers were allowed a margin of 2 cents per pound 
for handling during most of the season. This was later increased to 3 
cents.

The enterprise has grown beyond all expectations, and has assumed 
proportions of a large business. During the first fourteen months over 
a million and a half pounds of fish were furnished the people, the total 
sales amounting to $132,262.33. This has been accomplished with the 
original capital of $1,000 advanced by the Safety Commission, which has 
been returned, and the assets of the enterprise January 1, 1919, including 
cash on hand, bills receivable and property owned, were $35,385.37. All 
bills have been submitted to the Safety Commission and have been 
approved by them.

The benefit to the people of the State fishing has been apparent and 
unquestioned. Not only has a large quantity of fish at moderate prices 
been constantly available, but has been gladly made use of. There has 
been a distinct saving in cost to the public, and the use of fish has been 
greatly stimulated. None of the fish produced in the State Fisheries 
would have been caught or available for use had it not been for this 
enterprise. A great interest has been taken everywhere, and there has 
been general evidence of appreciation.

The Safety Commission has authorized the continuation of the enter
prise during the coming season. It might be continued indefinitely to 
the advantage of the State and the people.

The account of receipts and disbursements of the State 
Fisheries forms an interesting comparison with the financial 
report of the Department of Fisheries and Game in the Prov
ince of Ontario. (See Appendix, Exhibit K.)

C o l d  St o r a g e .

No investigation of _the fish industry would be complete 
unless it included a more or less thorough consideration of cold- 
storage facilities and their effect on market conditions govern
ing the price of fish. An intelligent study of the subject will 
quickly yield the conclusion that cold-storage freezers are 
essential to the proper conduct of the fish industry. The fol
lowing changes, of immeasurable advantage to the industry 
itself and to the consuming public, have been brought about 
by the development of cold storage.

The first effect of cold storage has been to lengthen the 
period of consumption and thus increase production. '

Before the advent of the cold-storage freezers, fish, being a
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highly perishable commodity, had to be sold within a very 
short time after being taken from the water or became unfit 
for food, causing a serious economic loss. The fishermen 
recognized this and did not aim to bring any more to market 
than would meet the immediate demand of the fresh-fish dis
tributors and salters.

After the introduction of cold-storage facilities into the in
dustry, however, they were no longer restrained by fear of loss, 
and were enabled to exert themselves to maximum production, 
knowing that if there was an excess of supply they could still 
dispose of it at a profit, for the cold-storage freezers could 
preserve the excess for subsequent consumption in seasons of 
the year when the supply ceased altogether or was materially 
diminished.

The second effect of cold storage was to widen the market 
for fresh fish.

Lacking facilities for freezing fish the market was necessarily 
confined to the immediate vicinity of the places of production, 
because it could not be delivered in fresh condition at large 
centers of population distant from the coast. To-day, however, 
the rapid development of these facilities makes it possible to 
deliver fish in good condition to all points in the United States.

Because of the importance of cold storage, the Committee 
feels that it would not be out of place here to devote some 
attention to the origin of cold storage and its rapid develop
ment as a method of preserving fish.

As early as 1865 there was constructed ou Beekman Street, 
New York City, a shop for the purpose of preserving fish by 
cold storage. This is the first cold-storage room we have any 
record of in this country. The fact that this innovation was 
first used for fish indicates how much more necessary it was 
to the fish industry than to industries dealing in other food 
commodities.

This first cold-storage plant was refrigerated by brine-filled, 
metallic tubes, which was the system used for cooling and 
storing everywhere until the introduction of ammonia freezeis 
in 1892. In that year, at Sandusky, Ohio, was built the first 
fish-freezing plant employing ammonia as a. refrigerating agent. 
This plant marked the beginning of a new method of refrigera-



1919.] HOUSE — Xo. 1725. 49

tion, which is the system now used in modern cold-storage 
plants. 1 he equipment used has since been improved by a 
long line of minor inventions. In all cold-storage plants of 
to-day refrigeration is effected by the use of ammonia.

The first of these methods is that known as the direct ex
pansion method, where the ammonia is pumped into the pipes 
running through the storage rooms; the second is that known 
as the indirect expansion or brine-circulation method, where 
the ammonia is used to chill the brine circulated through the 
pipes.

The first method is the one commonly used in fish-freezing 
plants, because it freezes with greater rapidity, and therefore 
more adequately meets the requirements of the fish industry. 
In periods of large production it is necessary to freeze the 
excess supply in the shortest possible time. On tiers, con
structed of pipes through which the ammonia is circulated, the 
fish is placed in pans to freeze, and thereafter is stored in 
rooms kept at a low temperature. A list of the freezers now 
used for freezing and storing fish in Massachusetts, and the 
date of their establishment, indicates how this branch of the 
industry has been developing and the marked increase during 
the last ten years.

F r e e z e r s . Year.

Quincy Market Cold Storage and Warehouse Company,
North Truro Cold Storage Company, .......................................................
Provincetown Cold Storage C o m p a n y ,......................................................
Consolidated Weir Company, ................................................................
Gloucester Cold Storage and Warehouse Company, . . . .  
Fisherman Cold Storage Company, . . . . . .
Martha’s Vineyard Cold Storage and Ice Company..................................
Newbury port Fisheries, ..................................................................................
Allen Slade & Co., I n c . , .................................................................................
Neal, John R., C o m p a n y , .........................................................................
Booth Fisheries C o m p a n y , .................................... .........
Batchelder & Snyder C o m p a n y , ............................................. •
Cape Cod Cold Storage Company,
Boston Fish Pier Company, formerly Sandwich Freezer Company, Inc.,
Boston Storage Company, . ................................................................
Puritan Fish Freezing C o m p a n y ,................................................................
Commonwealth Ice and Cold Storage C om p a n y ,....................................
Conant Chapin Company, . .............................................
Cape Cod Freezing and Packing Company, . . . . . .
Cape Ann Cold Storage C o m p a n y , ......................................................
Burns, John, Company, . ......................................................
Colonial Cold Storage Company,
Chatham Freezer C o m p a n y ,........................................................................
Bay State Freezer Company, . ......................................................
Canal Fish and Freezing C o m p a n y , ......................................................
Sesuit Fish Freezing C o m p a n y , ...............................................................

1881
1893
1893
1900
1905
1907
1908 
1908
1911
1912 
1912
1912
1913
1913
1914 
1914
1914
1915 
1915 
1915 
1915
1915
1916
1917 
1917 
1919
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The above list shows that there were only 4 freezers engaged 
in storing and freezing fish in the year 1900; that this number 
was increased to 8 by the year 1910; and that by 1915 there 
were 22 freezers. Out of 72 cold-storage plants now operating 
in this Commonwealth 26 now store fish, and most of these 
store fish exclusively.

The following table, setting out the amount of fish frozen 
and stored in Massachusetts in the years from 1913 to 1918, 
inclusive, tells the same story: —-

Y  EAR.

1913,

1914,

1915,

1916,

1917,

1918,

Pounds Frozen.

17.800.000

22.400.000 

27,000,000

31.800.000

45.900.000

51.900.000

The evidence presented to the Committee points to the 
conclusion that the majority of the above-named plants have 
been successful, and that there is need for more. In the few 
instances where freezers have not been successful it has ap
parently been due to poor location and management rather than 
to lack of business.

This brief outline of the function and development of the 
freezer as a factor in the fish industry brings us to a considera
tion of the more important and difficult subject of the effect 
of cold storage on the commodity itself and on its price.

What effect the freezing has on the food value of fish is a 
question that is bound up in the larger question of public 
health. It divides naturally into two lines of inquiry, the 
effect on the palatability of the fish and the effect on its nutri
tive value.

The advocates of cold storage who are most extreme in their 
view contend that the process of refrigeration has no effect on 
the commodity either in loss of flavor or wholesomeness, but a 
study of the question adduces the conclusion that this con
tention must be taken with some reservation. As to the loss of 
flavor, those who have made a scientific investigation ha\e
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advanced the opinion that, even admitting the fresh condition 
of the fish when it is put into the freezer, it shows at the end 
of three months a change which can be detected by a discrim
inating taste, and at the end of twelve months this change is 
decidedly noticeable. On the question of loss of wholesome
ness, there seems to have been, until recently, in the mind 
of the consuming public a deep-seated belief that the frozen 
product is lacking in nutritive value, and that it frequently is 
not wholesome and occasionally results in ptomaine poisoning. 
Scientific experiments, however, have proven that, assuming the 
fresh condition of the food when it is put in storage, the de
preciation in its wholesome character is very slight, and even 
after a long period there is less danger of ptomaine poisoning 
from cold-storage food, if withdrawn from storage under proper 
conditions, than from goods that have not been frozen, since 
freezing inhibits the growth of bacteria. (Annual Report, 
Massachusetts State Board of Health, 1907.) One authority 
has said that a highly perishable food commodity will deterio
rate more in twenty-four hours if left in a room at a tempera
ture of 70 degrees F. than it will during twelve months in 
cold storage. It should, however, be added that the best au
thorities on the subject agree that there is, even under perfect 
conditions, a loss of wholesomeness if the commodity is kept 
in storage too long.

The frequent reports that the newspapers give us of ptomaine 
poisoning resulting from cold storage are almost certain to be 
due either to the fact that the food was not in a wholesome 
condition at the time it was frozen, or to the length of time it 
was kept after being taken out of storage.

It should be stated here that some of the foremost authorities 
believe that a noticeable loss in flavor affects the wholesomeness 
of any food commodity by reason of the intimate relation of 
palatability to the digestive processes. Dr. Wiley is quoted as 
stating in testimony given before a committee of the United 
States Senate: —

I maintain that any method of treating food that impairs the taste, its 
flavor and its odor, is deleterious to health, irrespective of the presence 
of any product which itself is poisonous. (Report of United States 
Senate Committee on Manufactures, 1910, p. 16.)
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For the practical purposes of this investigation, a general 
conclusion may be drawn from all of the above that gold 
storage, prolonged beyond a very short period, results in a dis
tinct loss of flavor, but that there is no material loss to health
ful nutrition during a period of twelve months in the freezing 
state. From this it follows that the dangers to public health 
arising from cold storage result from the unfit condition of the 
fish when put in storage, its retention in storage for an un
reasonably prolonged period, and delayed consumption after 
being taken out. Aside from these dangers cold storage has 
been a benefit to the public in so far as it contributes to di
versifying and enlarging the food supply of the people and 
extending the period of consumption.

In the last ten or fifteen years there have been many in
vestigations made of the high cost of living, and practically 
all of these have treated with more or less thoroughness, as a 
factor in this larger problem, the question of the effect of cold 
storage on the price of perishable food products. Because 
of the many and technical factors which enter into the deter
mination of price, this question has become one which can 
be profitably dealt with only by those who have given to it 
extensive study. In recognition of this fact your Committee 
has examined the statistics and conclusions set out in the 
reports made of these investigations, and has not attempted 
the unduly expensive collection of original data.

In support of the contention that cold-storage warehouses 
have had a tendency to increase the price, it has been urged 
that, in widening the area in which fish can be delhered in 
edible condition, it has increased the demand, and that tins 
increased demand has been reflected in a higher price; that the 
cost of storage must be added to the original cost of the fish 
and thus cause a higher price to the consumer; and that cold 
storage enables the wholesalers to obstruct the natural opera
tion of the law of supply and demand by permitting them to 
take oft' the market a considerable portion of the supply and 
thus hold prices at a higher level.

Those who believe otherwise contend that cold storage has 
stimulated the fishermen to maximum production; and this, 
with its lowering influence on price, has more than offset ai,
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effect or the wider market in raising the price; that it has 
enabled the dealers to carry over the excess supply from periods 
of abundance to periods of scarcity, which has had a strong 
influence in keeping prices down during months of limited pro
duction, and thus equalize the market; and that, while it is 
true that the cost of storage must be added, to the retail price, 
it is also true that the product bought and put into freezers in 
times of abundant production can be sold subsequently at a 
lower price (with the cost of freezing and storing included) 
than that of the fresh fish produced in periods of limited pro
duction.

After weighing the arguments' on both sides of the question 
in their application to the fish industry, the Committee con
cludes that, in periods of maximum production, wholesalers 
who deal in frozen fish become heavy buyers and prevent fresh 
fish from reaching the lowest price level; that, in seasons of 
limited production, they become heavy sellers and prevent 
fresh fish from reaching the highest level; that the influence 
exerted in preventing lower levels is to a great extent counter
acted by the encouragement afforded by cold storage to the 
production of fresh fish; that it can never have a material 
effect in raising the price of fresh fish unless it is improperly 
used as an instrument for withdrawing from the market a con
siderable portion of the supply in seasons of limited produc
tion; that the high price during such periods would appear to 
be a sufficient economic check on such a practice; that the 
Committee does not find any evidence of such a practice 
among the dealers, but, on the contrary, finds that the freezers 
take in fish in the months from April to October, the season of 
greatest production, and dispose of their holdings through the 
winter months when the catch of some fish becomes very 
limited and that of others entirely ceases.

A d d it io n a l  L e g is l a t io n  n e e d e d  r e l a t in g  t o  C o l d - s t o r a g e

F is h .

The trend of Federal legislation as well as legislation in the 
several States affecting the cold-storage of fish has followed 
well-defined and, for the most part, substantially uniform 
lines. In fact, the statutes in the several States, as in the
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case of pure-food laws, have been frequently modified to con
form with the policy of the Federal government. In this 
Commonwealth existing law has made what appears to be 
adequate provision against the retention of fish in cold storage 
for a period which is deleterious to health, or otherwise objec
tionable. Moreover, except under unusual circumstances, for 
business reasons the dealer will withdraw his fish from cold 
storage well within the limit of one year prescribed by law. 
Not only is it in his interest to buy during the summer season, 
when fresh fish are selling near the price minimum, but it is 
in his interest to withdraw fish during the winter season when 
the price is near the maximum. As there is no considerable 
advance in the price of fish during the warm weather under 
normal conditions, the later in the season that the fish can be 
purchased and put in the freezers the shorter the period during 
which storage charges will have to be paid, and this serves as 
additional inducement to shorten the interval that the fish 
remains in cold storage.

The Committee believes that additional legislation is desira
ble to afford more adequate protection to the consumer, both 
in assuring the wholesome quality of the fish at the time it 
was placed in storage, and the prompt sale to the consumer 
after its withdrawal from storage. This is the more necessary 
because it is to the pecuniary interest of the wholesaler, when 
he is fearful that his fish is becoming unwholesome, to place 
it in cold storage, and the same incentive will lead the re
tailer to attempt to sell his fish when it has been too long 
withdrawn from storage.

Legislation directed to safeguard the health of the public by 
imposing limitations upon conditions in which food may be 
sold has encountered most strenuous opposition from parties 
interested in the trade, and it is to be presumed that further 
legislation to restrict operations in cold-storage fish will meet 
with similar opposition. This is especially the case when 
legislation is proposed to afford information to the consumer 
to enable him to distinguish between fresh and cold-storage 
merchandise.

It was claimed that laws designed to enable the consumer 
to ascertain whether eggs offered for sale were fresh or cold-
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storage eggs would be ineffectual, and would cause needless 
expense and delay to the dealer, but the public would not 
readily relinquish the protection which these laws have afforded. 
The reasons are even more urgent for imposing similar re
strictions upon the handling and sale of cold-storage fish, 
because fish is a more perishable food.

D im in u t io n  o f  F is h  S u p p l y  b y  St r e a m  P o l l u t io n .

The increasing use of the water power of the inland waters of 
the Commonwealth for manufacturing and other industrial pur
poses, with the attendant pollution of the water, has resulted in 
the loss of the food supply. Until comparatively recent years 
this condition has not been made the subject of serious consid
eration with a view to remedial action.

The increased demand for fish and the increased value of 
fish food, as reflected in the high prices, has had the effect of 
focusing attention upon all causes limiting the supply. Streams 
which were formerly well stocked with fish, but which for years, 
because of pollution, have ceased to sustain fish life, are now 
attracting the attention of experts, with a view to restoring the 
former conditions when they were a factor in fish production. 
The interest in this problem is not confined to Massachusetts, 
but promises to be the subject of increasing study in all the 
States where the increasing use of water power has resulted in 
stream pollution. During the interval since this Committee 
was created, important conventions of the International Asso
ciation of Fish and Game Commissioners and the American 
Fisheries Society were held in New York, at which the need of 
making provision, by filtration and other means, to negative 
the effects of pollution received more attention than in previous 
years. In New York, Wisconsin and Louisiana, where the 
causes of pollution present widely different problems, much 
valuable experimental work has been done.

The Committee has not attempted to make a study of the 
steps necessary to remedy the evil of stream pollution in this 
State, or to ascertain how extensively the work of reclaiming 
the streams could be done effectively, or what would be the 
probable cost to the Commonwealth. Much consideration is 
being given to the question whether the expense should be



56 INVESTIGATION OF FISH INDUSTRY. [Apr.

borne by the State, by the manufacturers and others who are 
responsible for the pollution, or whether both the public and 
those who profit from the use of water power should share in 
the expense. In different States the cost has been assessed 
differently, and what is a fair solution is a matter for future 
determination. If those who are responsible for the pollution 
of the streams are made to bear, in whole or in part, the ex
pense of restoring the water to a condition which will sustain 
fish life, the work can go forward much more rapidly than if it 
must wait upon the awakening of public opinion to the eco
nomic benefit to be gained. The problem is one which must 
have the continued study of a permanent board such as the 
Fish and Game Commission in this State, or a Federal com
mission vested with similar powers. It cannot be dealt with 
adequately by a recess committee whose range of activity at 
most can cover only a few months. The importance of the 
problem for Massachusetts is not measured, as is the case of 
inland States, by the quantity of fish that can be taken from 
the streams, but its chief importance to a State with the large 
coast line of Massachusetts lies in the value of our streams as 
breeding grounds for the deep-sea fish that furnish our main 
source of supply.

T iie  Sa l t - f ish  I n d u s t r y .

The salt-fish industry in this country from the earliest times 
has been associated with the port of Gloucester, and Gloucester 
has maintained its supremacy in the industry ior more than 
one hundred years. As now conducted the industry may be 
construed to include the business of canned and smoked fish, 
which are affiliated because in a general way they represent 
only other methods of preserving certain kinds of fish which 
are sold under similar conditions. In recent years the rapid 
development of cold storage has introduced a new factor in the 
industry as affording another means of preventing loss from the 
perishable nature of fresh fish during periods when the market 
is flooded by overproduction.

It would at first appear that the rapid growth of the cold- 
storage industry would have a material effect in lowering the 
price of salt fish and fish preserved by' other methods, but
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such has not proved to be the case. The frozen fish, when 
offered to the consumer, is fresh, and sells in competition only 
in the fresh-fish market. So far as the development of cold 
storage has had any effect upon the price of salt fish, the 
tendency has been to increase the price because fish which 
previously were sold at low cost to the salters, to prevent 
spoiling in periods of oversupply, are now taken in large quan
tities into the freezers.

A generation ago the salt-fish industry was carried on by 
many individuals, and competition was the controlling factor 
in determining the price. The profits in the business were not 
large, and many of the dealers retired or were forced out of 
business. The larger firms gradually acquired the greater share 
of the trade.

Outside of Gloucester the main growth in the salting and 
smoking business was in East Boston.

Organization and Growth of the Gorton-Pew Fisheries Company.
In 1906 five firms in Gloucester had acquired a large share 

of the business, and at this time a consolidation was effected 
by four of those firms under the name of the Gorton-Pew 
Fisheries Company. The four firms which were included in 
the consolidation were Slade, Gorton & Co., David B. Smith 
& Co., John Pew & Sons and Reed & Gammage.

The capitalization of the reorganized company was fixed at 
§2,000,000 of common stock, which was issued to acquire the 
assets of the four companies. A small part of this stock of a 
par value of $168,800 was retained by the corporation and 
held as treasury stock. Of the remainder, more than one-half 
($915,600) was issued against brands, trade-marks, and good 
will, and the balance ($914,600) was issued for the other assets 
of the consolidated companies. From the time of the con
solidation of these companies, known as the Big Four, the 
combination has dominated the whole fish industry, and has 
been the determining factor in fixing prices.

Since the consolidation other companies have been absorbed 
or other stock acquired in whole or in part. In 1908 Shute & 
Merchant Company was acquired, the merchandise, fixtures
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and other tangible assets being paid for in cash, together with 
the brands, trade-marks and good will, which were acquired 
at a valuation of $31,000. Subsequently, in 1914, the Wm. 
F. Moore Company, whose property adjoined the Gorton 
property, was purchased, the merchandise being taken at its 
valuation, and $10,000 being paid for the plant, fixtures and 
good will. In January, 1917, $750,000 of preferred and 
$500,000 additional common stock was issued, and the plant 
and business of the Cunningham-Thompson Company was 
acquired and paid for out of the proceeds of the new stock 
issue, $105,900 of new common stock remaining in the treasury 
of the Gorton-Pew Company. The brands, trade-mark and 
good will of the Cunningham-Thompson Company were ac
quired at a valuation of about $250,000. The company also 
received by sale of new stock $155,000 in cash at this time.

In the same year the firm of George Perkins & Son, whose 
plant adjoined the property of the Pew Company, was taken 
over, the merchandise being paid for at its valuation, and 
$22,875 being paid for the plant.

From testimony before the legislative committee it further 
appeared that in April, 1918, the Gorton-Pew Fisheries Com
pany owned all the stock in the following corporations: Gor
ton-Pew Vessels Company, capitalized at $75,000, owning 2 
steam trawlers and 50 or 60 sailing vessels; Fort Wharf Com
pany,' capitalized at $10,000, owning wharf at Gloucester, 
Bay of Islands Fisheries Company, located at Newfoundland, 
being in the salt-fish and herring-producing business; B. S. 
Snow Company of Boston, capitalized at $20,000, a salt-fish 
distributing company; and owned one-half, or more, of the 
stock in the following companies: Cape Fish Company, capi
talized at $2,000, in the business of buying, herring at Plym
outh and Bournedale; Maine Fisheries Company, capitalized 
at $25,000, located in Maine and in the salt and fresh fish 
business; J. Arthur Woodbury Company, Inc., capitalized at 
$4,000, located at Gloucester in the seine and net repairing 
business; Fishermen’s Net and Twine Company of Gloucester, 
in the seine and net repairing business; Merchants Box and 
Cooperage Company of Gloucester, box and barrel manu 
facturers; and in the following companies owned less than one-
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half the stock: Russia Cement Company, Rocky Neck Marine 
Railway ( ompany, Gloucester Cold Storage and Warehouse 
Company and Master Mariners Towboat Company.

Since the close of the last legislative session the capitaliza
tion of the Gorton-Pew Fisheries Company has been further 
increased by $2,000,000. The outstanding preferred stock of a 
par value of $750,000 was retired, and a new issue of preferred 
stock was authorized in the sum of $2,000,000, and at the same 
time the common stock was increased by $750,000. With these 
changes the present capitalization of the company is $2,000,000 
of preferred stock and $3,250,000 of common stock, all of which 
is outstanding except about $80,000 of common stock, which is 
held in the treasury of the company. Dividends upon the 
common stock have been paid quarterly at the rate of 4 per 
cent per annum since 1912. The first issue of preferred stock 
carried a dividend of 7 per cent, payable quarterly, and the 
company is now paying quarterly dividends at the rate of 8 
per cent per annum on the new issue of preferred stock.

In the investigation of the organization of the Gorton-Pew 
Fisheries Company, and the conduct of its business since the 
four competing companies were combined in 1906, all possible 
assistance has been accorded the Committee by the officials of 
the company, and all information requested has been furnished 
without reservation. While it appears that slightly more than 
one-half of the stock originally issued at the time of the con
solidation was issued against intangible assets, it must be borne 
in mind that this stock was issued against brands, trade-itoarks 
and good will of companies which had a long-established bus
iness and a recognized standing in the trade.

Since the consolidation the good will of small companies 
which have been absorbed appears to have been paid for in 
cash. When the Cunningham-Thompson Company was pur
chased, in 1916, about $250,000 of the new common stock was 
issued to acquire the brands, trade-marks and good will of this 
competing company. In comparison with the stock issued for 
cash and physical assets of the company acquired at the same 
time, it does not clearly appear whether the amount issued for 
the intangible assets was excessive.

In return for the $2,000,000 of preferred stock issued in the
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n'ir  of last \ ear the company received a substantial equiv 
* ! ,  the retirement at 110 of the $750,000 of preferred 
stock then outstanding, and $1,100,000 in cash. At the same 
time t ic  balance of $75,000 of preferred stock and $750 000 of 
common stock was issued to the Chase Securities Company 
o . ew lork as a commission and for underwriting purposes 
and m consideration for an agreement to supply the company 
with $2,000,000 of additional credit. Such an amount for the 
underwriting and for a credit of $2,000,000 would appear to he 
excessive in view of the sound financial condition of the com
pany, but may have been necessary in view of the condition 
of the money market under the critical war conditions of last 
summer when the German drive was unchecked, and in view 
or the fact that the company was undertaking, at the solici
tation of the Federal Food Administration, to furnish a very 
large output, not only for domestic consumption, but also to 
help make up the deficiency in the food requirements of certain 
of the allied governments.

As a result oi the successive issues of stock in consideration 
for brands, trade-marks and good will, the total of stock out
standing against this class of intangible assets during the fiscal 
year ending March 31, 1918, was $1,170,000. From the net 
profits of that year $370,000, which was available for dividends, 
instead of being distributed, has been permanently placed in 
the capital account in reduction of the amount of capital out
standing against brands, trade-marks and good will, so that, 
to this extent, intangible assets’ in the capital account have 
been replaced by cash, and the brands, trade-marks and good 
will now stand at $800,000.

Profits of the Consolidated Company.
How the net profits have been increased from $208,021.89 in 

the fiscal year ending March 31, 1916, to $367,204.31 in 1917 
and $832,078.89 in 19181 is best seen by an examination of the 
total sales of the company in these years. (See Appendix, 
Exhibit L.) In the fiscal years ending March 31, 1916, the 
total sales were $3,102,005.61; March 31, 1917, $4,616,389.02; 
and March 31, 1918, $9,376,821.58.

1 The net profits for the fiscal year ending, March 31, 1918, as computed under the regulations 
•of the United States government for income and excess profit taxes, were $1,026,294.95.
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It v ill be seen that the increase in net profit during the first 
two years above mentioned of approximately $160,000 was 
made on business which increased approximately $1,500,000, 
and the increase in net profit during the last two years, of 
about $465,000, was made on business which increased ap
proximately $4,000,760.

Prior to 1917 the export business of the company was a 
small percentage of its total business. For the fiscal year 
ending March 31, 1918, it was approximately 29.5 per cent, 
and while figures were not obtained showing the profits on 
export business, the increase in profits was in part due to the 
profitable war contracts that were entered into with foreign 
countries.

The statement of the business and profits for the fiscal year- 
ending the 31st of March last is not yet available for purpose 
of comparison, but on the evidence before the Committee, with 
the large increase in working capital and increased loans, total 
sales will undoubtedly show a further large increase, with a 
probable corresponding increase in the net profits. The per
centage of export business increased from 29.5 in the previous 
year to 42, so that it now represents nearly one-half of the 
entire business of the company. Included in the export busi
ness were large contracts for cod, haddock and pollock to be 
supplied to the Italian government. At the time of the ex
amination of the plant of the company by the Committee, in 
one warehouse were shown over 1,500,000 pounds of whole cod 
which were for export, and in another warehouse 1,000,000 
pounds of pollock (the largest poundage of this fish ever 
assembled at one time in the world) in preparation for delivery 
to the Italian government.

T h e  C o n t r o l  o f  P r ic e s  in  t h e  S a l t - f is h  I n d u s t r y .

The foregoing statement of the organization, growth and 
present magnitude of the Gorton-Pew Fisheries Company has 
been presented because this consolidation of large competing 
firms becomes a matter of public concern in so far as its control 
of the market enables it to fix to the consuming public the 
price of salt fish, and, to a lesser extent, the price of other 
preserved fish.
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For a period of years a number of substantial firms in East 
Boston were a considerable factor in the market, buying at the 
pier in competition with the Gloucester salt-fish companies, and 
selling their products in the same market. Much of the most 
valuable information on this branch of the industry obtained 
by the former investigating committee was given by Mr. 
Leonard A. Treat, the head of the long-established firm of 
L. A. Treat Company in East Boston, which was the leader 
among the independent firms, and maintained prices independ
ently of prices fixed by the Gloucester dealers. Mr. Treat, 
however, stated in his testimony that prices quoted by the 
Gorton-Pew Company in effect determined the retail prices 
throughout the entire territory in which he did business. 
Among the larger firms in Gloucester engaged in the salt-fish 
industry, in addition to the Gorton-Pew Fisheries Company, 
are Davies Brothers, David H. Lane Company, Frank F. 
Smith Company, Parkhurst Fisheries Company, Frank C. 
Pearce Company, William II. Jordan Company, Henry E. 
Pinkham Company, Gloucester Salt Fish Company, P. J. 
O ’Brien & Co., Grover & Thurston Company, Booth Fisheries 
Company, Frank E. Davis Company, and Crown Packing 
Company.

The assistant-treasurer of the Gordon-Pew Fisheries Com
pany, Mr. Darcy, in his testimony before this Committee in 
December of last year, testified as follows: —

Q. Is the price for the salt-fish products as established by your com
pany, and by the other companies conducting the same or similar lines 
of business, substantially uniform? A. I think they are. Yes, sir.

Subsequently, he testified: —•
Q.' If you people lower the price 1 cent a pound, don’t you think the 

others will drop down, too, right away? A. Sure.
Q. They would all drop down? A. I suppose they would; they would 

have to to sell their goods.

From the testimony of the treasurer, Mr. Charles A. An
drews, it appeared that at least 90 per cent of the domestic 
business of the company was east of the Mississippi River, and 
80 per cent of that was north of Washington; that the dealers 
selling in competition within that territory were small com-
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panies compared with the Gorton-Pew Fisheries Company; and 
that he imagined the Gorton-Pew Fisheries Company sold half 
of the total consumption of all goods which it handled in the 
territory.

The comparative prices of the leading brands of codfish sold 
by the Gorton-Pew Fisheries Company during the period from 
June, 1916, to August, 1918, were furnished on request, and are 
set forth in the Appendix, Exhibit M. These prices show an 
average increase during the period in fibered fish of about 40 
per cent, in whole cod of about 60 per cent, and in prepared 
boneless cod, in some cases, of more than 75 per cent.

The increase in prices paid for dry fish at St. Johns, New
foundland, and for Labrador fish at St. Johns during the same 
period is shown in the tables, in Exhibit N (Appendix).

The officials of the company have furnished statistics showing 
the percentage of increase in the cost of salt, provisions for the 
vessels, bait, tackle, sails, lumber and all the important items 
that are included in the expenditures of the company. These 
expenditures, and the increased cost to the salt-fish companies 
of the supply of codfish obtained from Labrador and New
foundland, have been direct factors in the increase of the price 
of preserved fish to the consumer. In this connection it should 
be pointed out that the percentage of increase in the price of 
salt cod has been less than in the case of fresh cod, and the 
price of fresh cod has not advanced at the same rate as the 
price of other fresh ground fish.

The salt-fish industry is limited almost exclusively to the 
preserving of codfish. This is illustrated by the percentage of 
sales by the Gorton-Pew Fisheries Company. The salt-fish 
business of this company represents 71.4 per cent of its sales, 
and of this amount 67.2 per cent is codfish and 4.2 per cent 
other fish, including hake, haddock, pollock and cusk. In ad
dition to the production of salt fish, which, as shown above, 
represents nearly three-fourths of the business, the percentage 
of pickled fish sold by the company is 12.7 per cent, smoked 
fish, 6.6 per cent, and canned goods (including roe, caviar, etc.), 
9.3 per cent.

Although the advance in the price of salt fish, as shown in 
the tables presented, has been nearly constant during the three
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years, and has been less than in the case of fresh fish, as pre
viously stated, the present prices are undoubtedly higher than 
are warranted by the conditions in the industry during this 
past year. This is evidenced by the fact that not only the 
Gorton-Pew Fisheries Company, but also the smaller com
panies, are showing larger profits than formerly. This is true 
not only in this country, but also in Canada. One of the 
officials of a leading Canadian company dealing in salt and 
smoked fish stated to a representative of the Committee that 
all of those engaged in the industry, including the fishermen, 
salters and distributors, were making more money than at any 
previous time.

Under the present tariff the fish from Labrador, Newfound
land and the other Maritime Provinces, which comes into 
Gloucester slack-salted, is admitted free of duty, while the pre
pared fish from Canada, sold in competition with the products 
of the Gorton-Pew Fisheries Company and other dealers in 
prepared fish, is subject to a duty of | of a cent a pound. The 
most immediate and direct means of reducing the cost of pre
pared salt fish to the consumer would seem to be the removal 
of this duty on the manufactured product. At the time the 
duty was imposed, the salt-fish industry in Gloucester, East 
Boston and elsewhere was not prospering, and the duty afforded 
needed protection. The condition of the industry has since 
been radically changed by the combinations effected of the 
competing companies, and the business can no longer be 
classed in the group of infant industries. The removal of the 
duty would operate to stimulate competition from the Cana
dian salters, and the consumer, who is now paying the amount 
of the duty in the price of the commodity, would reap the 
benefit. It would seem to be inexpedient to attempt to control 
prices by other means when the widening of the market by 
removal of the duty would probably bring prices to their nor
mal level. For this reason the Committee deems it inadvisable 

to recommend that any action be taken by the General Court 
at this time.
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T h e  S h e l l - f is h  I n d u s t r y .

The shell-fish industry lias been the subject of more careful 
study m this Commonwealth in the past ten years than any 
other problem considered by this Committee. It has been con
sidered in much detail by the committees of each succeeding 
Legislature, and is one of the chief matters which come within 
the jui isdiction or ihe State Fish and Game Commission.

The reasons for the failure in the supply of lobsters, and the 
course to be pursued in replenishing the supply, are essentially 
questions to be determined by experts, and the experts who 
have made a study of the propagation of mollusca and the best 
means for their propagation are not in agreement. The Com
mittee has felt that it was not possible, in the few months ac
corded for its work, to treat with advantage a problem which 
should receive and is receiving the continuous study of a perma
nent commission.

The evidence before the Committee disclosed the extent to 
ivhich the lobster industry has lost its former primacy in our 
home waters. The broiled live lobster will not appear again 
upon the menu at popular prices so long as only 5 to 10 per 
cent of those consumed here are taken from our own waters, 
and the supply from Maine, which formerly seemed inexhaust
ible, is so limited that an increasing percentage of the total 
consumption is received from Nova Scotia.

Dr. H. F. Moore, appearing by invitation before the Com
mittee, as the representative of the Bureau of Fisheries in 
W ashington, holds to the opinion, which is shared by many 
others who have made a study of the question, that no con
siderable increase in lobster production can be expected until 
the laws prohibit the taking of large as well as short lobsters. 
At the present time the laws afford little, if any, protection to 
egg-bearing lobsters. He stated to the Committee that the use 
of a trap so constructed that not only the small lobster can 
escape, but lobsters above a certain size cannot enter (thereby 
limiting the catch to medium lobsters), is a practical solution, 
and he advocates legislation prohibiting the use of any other 
kind of traps in the waters of New England, in order that 
natural propagation may be further protected to supplement
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the extensive efforts which are being made to replenish the 
supply by artificial propagation.

The increase in the price of oysters may be accounted for by 
the increasing popularity of the Cape oysters and the resulting 
increased demand in the New York market. The scarcity of 
labor has been an additional factor. The planting of new 
oyster beds has been stimulated by the advance in prices. It 
requires three to four years for the oyster to grow to commer
cial size, and there is no reason why in the future the supply 
cannot be increased to meet the demand of the wider market.

The information obtained from those who appeared before 
the Committee furnished no adequate data in regard to the 
scallop industry. Some provision should be made, however, by 
legislative action to prevent the loss of this valuable and 
popular, food when scallops in large quantities are carried by 
storm and tide from the natural beds and landed on ground 
where they cannot survive. In so far as these scallops are 
under the size permitted to be taken and sold, there is at the 
present time no means of preventing this economic loss. It is 
claimed that to permit the sale of undersized scallops in the 
market would result in preventing the enforcement of the law, 
because it would afford opportunity for the sale of undersized 
scallops taken from the natural beds. Without making a 
specific recommendation, it is suggested that, by direction of 
the Fish and Game Commission, and under supervision by its 
deputies, these scallops could be taken and placed upon the 
market under rules and regulations which would prevent the 
sale of any undersized scallops except by a permit from the 
Commission.

R e c o m m e n d a t io n s .

In addition to the suggestions and recommendations set 
forth in the foregoing report, the Committee makes specific 
recommendations, as follows: —

First. — That appropriate legislation be enacted providing for the 
inspection and grading of all fresh fish before it shall be o f fe r e d  for 
sale or placed in cold storage; that all fish shall be graded as No. 1, 
No. £ or No. 3; that no fish shall be graded as No. 1 fish unlesŝ  
upon inspection they are found to be what is Icnoivn as new
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fish by' the trade, and all other fish ivhich shall be found to be in 
condition to be offered for sale as fresh fish, or to be placed in cold 
storage, shall be graded as No. 2 fish, and all other fish ivhich are 
suitable for splitting and salting, or otherwise preserving, but not 
suitable for sale or placing in cold storage as fresh fish, shall 
be graded as No. 3 fish,

Second. —  That on or after the first day of October, 1919, it 
shall be unlawful to offer for sale or to sell fish ivhich has been 
graded as No. 2 fish, unless at the time of suck offering or sale 
it shall be clearly stated or made to appear by suitable designation 
that it is No. 2 fish, except that No. 2 cod, haddock, pollock, hake 
and cusk may be offered for sale and sold under the designation 
of “ steamer’ ’ instead of under the designation of “ No. 2.”

Third. — That on or after the first day of October, 1919, all 
fish sold at retail, unless jrozen at the time of sale, shall be cleaned 
before delivery, and, when sold by weight, the retail price shall be 
computed upon the weight after the fish has been cleaned.

Fourth. —  That on or after the first day of October, 1919, it 
shall be unlawful to place in cold storage any fresh fish which 
shall not have been previously inspected and graded as No. 1 or 
No. 2 fish.

Fifth. — That on or after the first day of October, 1919, all fish 
when deposited in cold storage shall be plainly marked with the 
date of receipt on the containers in which they are packed, or, i f  
not packed in containers, on or in connection with the articles, 
and to carry out this provision, chapter 352 of the Acts of 1912, 
as amended by chapter 149 of the Acts of 1917, shall be further 
amended by striking out at the end of section 4 the words “ except 
fish.”

Sixth. — That when cold-storage fish are offered for sale or sold 
at retail, at the time of such offering or sale it shall be clearly 
stated or made to appear by suitable designation that it is cold- 
storage fish, and that no such fish shall be offered for sale at retail 
more than two days after its receipt by the retailer from cold 
storage, unless received by the retailer in its frozen state and sold 
frozen to the consumer.

Seventh. —  That on or after the first day of October, 1919, it 
shall be unlawful to remove any marking which shows the date of
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receipt in cold storage until the fish is finally withdrawn from cold 
storage for the purpose of immediate sale for consumption.

Eighth. — That on or after the first day of October, 1919, it 
shall be unlawful to transfer the ownership of fish in cold storage 
without previously making known to the purchaser of same the 
date it was originally placed in cold storage.

Ninth. —  That on and after the first day of October, 1919, it 
shall be unlawful for any person, firm, association or corporation 
to deposit, or cause to be deposited, in cold storage in this Common
wealth fish which has previously been in cold storage in any other 
State or States unless it shall be plainly marked with the date of its 
original deposit in cold storage in such other State or States.

C o n c l u s io n .

The filing of this report, with the recommendations for re
medial legislation, brings to a conclusion the legislative in
vestigation of the fish industry in this Commonwealth, which 
has continued for more than a year.

Under the large powers vested in the committee which con
ducted the investigation during the last session, and in this 
Committee which was appointed to continue, the investigation, 
it has been possible to require the attendance of witnesses and 
to examine them on oath, to compel the production of books 
and documents, and to turn the searchlight of publicity upon 
conditions obtaining in the industry and methods practiced 
upon the State-owned premises where the Fish Exchange is 
operated, and in other centers of production and distribution 
throughout the Commonwealth.

As a result of the disclosures elicited from witnesses sum
moned before the Committees, and the information gained 
from voluntary witnesses, practices which wrere against the 
public interest, and which contributed to the abnormally high 
prices, have in some instances been voluntarily discontinued; 
profiteering in the industry has been checked; criminal pro' 
ceedings, instituted by the Attorney-General at the instance of 
the Legislature, have resulted in the conviction of seventeen 
persons who have been identified with the fresh-fish industry
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(with exceptions pending to the Supreme Judicial Court); and 
suggestions and recommendations have been made by the 
Committees which, if followed, it is believed will prove not only 
of great benefit to the public, but to those who are directly 
concerned in the future of the industry.

As a result of its deliberations the Committee desires to sug
gest, for the consideration of the Legislature and of all who are 
interested in the welfare of our people, that the problem, which 
has been the direct concern of the Committee in searching for 
the causes which determine the fair price of fish to the con
suming public, is essentially the same problem which must be 
faced in securing to the people at a fair price the other nec
essaries of life. The price of beef, of coal and of clothing is 
as vital, and indeed more vital, to the welfare of our citizens 
than the price of fish; and the test of democratic government 
to-day and its promise for the future rest, more than ever 
before, upon whether it is able to perform the ultimate function 
of all government in affording to the people the essentials of 
life at their fair value.

The Committee suggests that, under the changed economic 
conditions resulting from the upheaval caused by the world 
war, which conditions are not yet analyzed and" understood, 
and in view of the spirit of unrest which is a concomitant of 
unsettled economic and social conditions, the question is de
serving of consideration by the Legislature whether a permanent 
commission, vested with powers equivalent to those which have 
been given to this Committee, but with jurisdiction to investi
gate conditions affecting the prices of all those commodities 
which are properly included in the necessaries of life, should 
not be established. At the present time these powers and 
duties, so far as they exist, are vested in the Attorney-General, 
and the demands and responsibilities of his position make it 
impossible for him to take the initiative in any extended field 
of investigation.

Such a commission (which might be organized in the enlarged 
department of the Attorney-General, as proposed in pending 
legislation) might render services of the highest importance in 
meeting the problems of reconstruction and readjustment in
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our industrial and social life, and might prove of especial 
value, working with commissions and agencies of the Federal 
government engaged in the same problems, in securing the 
full benefit of the study of national problems in their applica
tion to the special conditions in this Commonwealth.

ALPHEUS SANFORD.
J. WESTON ALLEN. 
GEORGE FRED HART. 
CHARLES D. BROWN. 
ALBERT L. WHITMAN. 
CORNELIUS BOOTHMAN. 
JAMES I). BENTLEY. 
JOHN L. DONOVAN. 
FRANK R. MANNING.
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E x h i b i t  A.

AVERAGE PRICES PAID AT THE NEW ENGLAND FISH E X 
CHANGE FOR CODFISH, HADDOCK, HAKE AND POLLOCK 
IN EACH OF THE YEARS 1909 TO 1918, INCLUSIVE, AS 
FURNISHED TO THE COMMITTEE.

[Cents per pound.]

1909. 1910. 1911. 1912. 1913. 1914. 1915. 1916. 1917. 1918.

Codfish, . 2.85 3.10 3.41 3.30 3.31 2.88 3.12 4.04 5.00 5.90

Haddock, 2.40 2.56 2.27 2.13 2.87 2.56 2.50 3.17 4.84 5.10

Hake, 1.55 2.00 1.93 1.93 2.13 2.25 2.20 2.87 4.63 5.71

Pollock, . 1.44 1.91 2.32 2.23 2.20 1.94 2.40 2.89 4.46 5.83
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E x h i b i t  B .

AVERAGE COST PER POUND OF CERTAIN FISH SOLD ON 
THE EXCHANGE AT THE FISH PIER DURING THE YEARS 
1916, 1917, 1918, AND THE YEARLY PERCENTAGE OF IN
INCREASE THEREOF, AS COMPUTED BY THE COM
MITTEE.

1916. 1917. 1918.

Price
per Pound

Price
per Pound

Percent
age

Increase.
Price

per Pound
Percent

age
Increase.

Cod: —

L arge,.................................... SO.0509 SO.0602 18.27 $0.0665 10.46

Market, . . . . .0328 .0426 29.87 .0501 17.60

Scrod, .................................... .0182 .0213 17.03 .0243 14.08

Haddock: —

L a rge ,.................................... .0353 .0525 48.72 .0530 .95

Scrod....................................... .0218 .0344 57.79 .0372 8.11

Hake: —

L a rge ,.................................... .0378 .0554 46.56 .0688 24.18

S m a ll,.................................... .0251 .0430 71.31 .0514 19.53

P o l l o c k , .................................... .0286 .0445 55.59 .0583 31.01

Cusk, . . . . . .0212 .0343 61.79 .0410 48.68

H a l i b u t , .................................... .1262 .1631 29.23 .1960 20.17

Mackerel: —

Large, . . . . .0631 .0745 18.06 .1100 47.65

Medium, . . . . .0626 .0820 30.99 .1359 65.73

S m all,.................................... .0475 .0784 65.05 .1014 29.31
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E x h i b i t  C .

PRICES OF FISH LANDED AT BOSTON, GLOUCESTER AND 
PORTLAND, 1916-18.

1916.

B o s t o n . G l o u c e s t e r . P o r t l a n d .

Fresh. Salted. Fresh. Salted. Fresh. Salted.

C o d : -

Large cod, . . . . SO.0509 - SO.0292 SO.0471 SO.0503 SO.0442
Market cod, .0328 - .0224 .0414 .0319 .0408
Scrod, . . . . . .0182 - .0080 .0292 .0153 .0276

Haddock: —

Large, . . . . . .0353 - .0173 .0204 .0234 .0253
S crod ,.................................... .0218 - .0121 .0236 .0159 .0254

Hake: —

Large, . . . . . .0378 - .0195 .0204 .0292 .0511
Small....................................... .0251 - .0321 .0150 .0201 .0216

Pollock, . . . . . .0286 - .0233 .0209 .0230 .0175
Cusk, . . . . . .0212 - .0143 .0255 .0229 .0093

Halibut, . . . . . .1262 - .1039 .0893 .1077 -
Mackerel: —

Large, . . . . . .0631 SO.0675 • .0421 .0812 .0551 -

Medium, . . . . .0626 .0870 .0447 .0990 .0504 .1023

Small, . . . . .0475 .1000 .0427 .0683 .0488 .0350
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1 RICES OF FISH LANDED AT BOSTON, GLOUCESTER AND 
PORTLAND, 1916-18 —  C o n c l u d e d .

1917.

B o s t o n . G l o u c e s t e r . P o r tl an d .

Fresh. Salted. Fresh. Salted. Fresh. Salted.

Cod: —
Large cod............................... SO.0602 - SO.0357 SO.0517 SO.0497 $0.0551
Market cod, .0426 - .0266 .0474 .0379 .0480
S crod ,.................................... .0213 - .0119 .0365 .0263

Haddock: —
Large,................................... .0525 - .0359 .0307 .0453
S crod ,................................... .0344 - .0108 .0266 .0361

Hake: —
Large...................................... .0554 - .0293 .0310 .0601 .0386
Small, . . . . .0430 - .0356 - .0367 .0428

P o l l o c k , .................................... .0445 - .0387 .0301 .0343 .0291
C u s k , .................................... .0343 - .0222 .0292 .0381 .0202
H a l ib u t , .................................... .1631 - .1061 .0850 .1204 _

Mackerel: —
Large,.................................... .0745 SO.0691 .0611 .1203 .0757 -

Medium, . . . . .0820 .0750 .0498 .0986 .0730 -

Small...................................... .0784 .1043 .0484 .1147 .0359 -

1918.
C o d : -

Large cod, . SO.0665 _ SO.0411 SO.0713 SO.0521 SO.0774
Market cod, .0501 - .0316 .0641 .0463 .0852
S crod ,.................................... .0243 - .0201 .0685 .0311 .0538

Haddock: —
Large,.................................... .0530 - .0315 .0500 .0424 -

S crod ,.................................... .0372* - .0320 .0547 .0422 -
Hake: —

L arge,.................................... .0688 - .0324 .0410 .0715 .0445

Small, . . . . .0514 - .0200 .0453 .0431 -
P o l l o c k , .................................... .0583 - .0314 .0392 .0326 -
C u s k , .................................... .0410 .0299 .0425 .0426 -
H a l ib u t , .................................... .1960 - .1432 .1134 .1794 -
Mackerel: —

Large...................................... .1100 $0.1375 .1363 .1129 .1111 .1097

Medium, . . . . .1359 . 1482 .0517 .1547 .1350 -
Small, . . . .1 .1014 .1600

!
.1350 .1508 .0916 -
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TABLE OF THE NUMBER OF POUNDS AND VALUE OF FRESH FISH LANDED AT BOSTON FROM AMERICAN 
FISHING VESSELS BY MONTHS FROM JANUARY, 1914, TO DECEMBER, 1918, INCLUSIVE.
[Compiled by the Bureau of Fisheries, United States Department of Commerce, from statistics furnished by the New England Fish Exchange.]

M o n t h .
1914. 1915. 1916. 1917. 1918.

Pounds. Value. Pounds. Value. Pounds. Value. Pounds. Value. Pounds. Value.

January, . . . . . 4,900,459 $181,958 6,579,265 $187,655 5,230,841 $204,893 6,281,716 $295,859 5,085,040 $377,606
February, .................................... 5,245,693 204,212 7,902,937 248,159 7,411,008 255,890 7,988,595 399,399 8,609,850 618,346
M a rch ,............................................. 9,434,655 262,971 8,728,754 244,423 6,410,470 313,101 8,437,987 395,106 10,294,520 604,024
A p r i l , ............................................. 6,802,751 144,229 6,191,033 125,113 9,300,268 221,750 6,377,065 282,867 9,495,486 393,375
May.................................................... 6,092,627 135,088 5,941,035 141,404 8,274,376 201,717 7,315,727 291,510 9,487,194 421,359
June, .............................................. 7,956,418 214,728 9,717,558 299,305 8,899,789 303,375 9,458,292 398,269 8,660,872 555,143
J u l y , ............................................. 10,088,799 271,514 8,871,604 326,394 9,406,060 376,997 8,212,204 494,721 11,494,346 764,288
A u g u s t , .................................... 9,810,842 280,660 10,101,783 296,072 11,402,298 487,116 10,451,829 604,825 10,144,665 669,047
S eptem b er,.................................... 9,894,470 258,946 10,225,493 290,945 10,244,309 357,787 9,794,158 567,084 11,491,694 693,163
O c t o b e r , .................................... 10,261,261 267,049 11,295,190 313,336 9,471,726 426,218 10,283,110 639,550 9,195,838 523,409
November, . . . . . 5,846,684 208,166 6,067,274 228,892 6,892,701 294,241 7,819,104 403,430 8,620,246 468,406
D e c e m b e r ,.................................... 5,896,513 180,356 5,775,359 186,656 5,310,792 252,909 5,734,842 349,948 6,647,270 468,217

92,231,172 $2,609,877 97,397,285 $2,888,354 98,254,638 $3,695,994 J 98,154,629 $5,122,568 100,566,149 $6,556,563
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DAILY PRICES OF COD, HADDOCK AND POLLOCK LANDED IN BOSTON DURING FOUR MONTHS,
JANUARY TO APRIL, INCLUSIVE, 1919.

[Cents per pound.]

D a t e .
La r g e  C o d . M a r k e t  C o d . H a d d o c k . S c r o d  H a d d o c k . P o l l o c k .

Steamer. Shore. Off-shore. Steamer. Shore. Off-shore. Steamer. Shore. Off-shore. Steamer. Shore. Off-shore. Steamer. Shore. Off-shore.

1919.
Jan. 2, 11 13-14 13 11 8.75-10.75 9 10 10%-13 10.65 7 _ _ - 5-6 -

Jan. 3, 13 15 13 10 10 9 8-9 11.15 8.75 6 - - 6
Jan. 4, - - 9-9K - - 5M-6 - - 7.60-7.75 - - - - - -
Jan. 6, 16 W A -W A 14-11% 10-11% 11-11% 1 1 -U H 11.05 13.80-14 11 7 5-7 6 - 6 6-7

Jan. 7, - 11 10.40 - 11 - - 11 - - - - - - -
Jan. 8, - 15-16 14.50 - 10-15.85 6-10 - 12%-15 7-11 - 8 - - 6-8K 7

Jan. 9, - 13-16 - - 10-14 - - 11.75-15.55 - - 5-9 - - 7-9 'A -

Jan. 10, 12-13 12-15 11.95-12 8-10% 10-12 8 9 12 9-9.80 6K-7 5-6 5 9 8-9 8-9

Jan. 11, - 14 - - 10 - - 12.05 - - 7 - - 11 -

Jan. 13, 13 - 13-14 11-11.75 - 10 10 - 9-10 7 - 5 9 - 11-12

Jan. 14, 9 10-14 12%-12.75 9 7-10% 9'A -lO 'A 10.30 11.55-14 10 8 6-7 6.05 - 6-11 'A 10-11

Jan. 15, - - - 9.60-10 - - 12%-12.80 - - 5 - - 8 -
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Jan. 16, - 12 10-10?$ - 9-10 7-8.20 - 12 11 - - S'A - 8-9 5-9
Jan. 17, . - 10-10?$ 7-9.75 - 6-7 5.10-6K - 11 8-9.65 - - 8 - 9'A 10
Jan. 18, . 8 8-11 6 5>$ 6-9 4 8 9-9.40 5M-5.65 7.10 4-6 - 9 7-9.80 4
Jan. 20, VA 8-9 6-7.75 5 6 4-6 6 K 7-7 ̂ 4H-0 5 5 3 6 8-9 5
Jan. 21, . - 7-8 'A 7'A - 5 5 - 8.10-15 5M-6J^ - - 4-5 - 7-10 6-9
Jan. 22, 6 6-7 6 4 4-5 4 4.50 5H-5.55 4.25 3 H 3 - 9 6-10.10 7
Jan. 23, 6 5-6.95 6K 4 4H 4K 4 4^-5.30 4-4 3 4 - 6 7-8M 8-9.05
Jan. 24, . - 7-7.80 6-6.10 - 4-4.80 4H-6.10 - 5-5.15 4M-4K - 3 3 - 6-9.75 5-6
Jan. 25, - m 7 - 5^ 5H-5.75 - 5.35 5 - 3 3 - 9 6
Jan. 27, 7 7-7K 7 5K 4H-5 i'A 4H 5-5.40 4K - 3-4 3 - 5-9K 6
Jan. 28, 6K 7 -7 'A 6M-7 5 5-6 5-5 M 3.60 5-5.65 4 3 3 - - 9-9M 5-6
Jan. 29, 5 7-7 H - 4 4K-6 - 3'A 4M-4.55 - - 3 - 7-9 8-9M 8
Jan. 30, 5 7-7 K 4-5 4 4-5M 3M-5 4.30 4?$-5.35 3.65 3 4 - - 8-9 8
Jan. 31, 4 H 5-7 4}^ 3 4-5 3-3M 2.75 3M-33^ 3 2 2-2M 3 6 7-8 5-6

High, . . 16 17J4 1 0 i 11.75 15.85 11J€ 11.05 15.55 11 8 9 8 H 9 11X 12
Low, 5 5 4 4 4 3 2.75 3.25 3 2 2 3 6 5 5
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DAILY PRICES OF COD, HADDOCK AND POLLOCK LANDED IN BOSTON DURING FOUR MONTHS,
JANUARY TO APRIL, INCLUSIVE, 1919 —  C o n t i n u e d .

D a t e .
L a r g e  C o d . M a r k e t  C o d . H a d d o c k . S c r o d  H a d d o c k . P o l l o c k .

Steamer. Shore. Off-shore. Steamer. Shore. Off-shore. Steamer. Shore. Off-shore. Steamer. Shore. Off-shore. Steamer. Shore. Off-shore.

1919.
Feb. 3, . 6 _ 6K-9 4 A 3-6 4 _ 434- 6 .80 3 _ _ 7 - 5-7

Feb. 5, - 7-11M 8-9.75 - 5-7 5-5.60 - 6-6.75 4-5 M - 3-5 - - 6-9 6M-8.60

Feb. 6, 6.80 7M-9 6.35-7 6.10 5 -6 A 5-7 4.35 4.75-5.35 3.75-4.60 4.35 2-3 2 7 - 5

Feb. 7, . 7 - 6M-7 5-5.30 - 4-6.10 4 - 4^ -4 ' 4 3.30 - 2 7 - 5
Feb. 8, . - - V 4 -V A - - i - i 'A - - 4-4K - - - - - 7-9

Feb. 10, . - 6-7 6 - 4-5 4-4.75 - 4-434 3 A - 2H-3 2 - 5-8 5-7

Feb. 11, . 4 2 A 4 3 5 3-4 V A 2K-3.10 2 A VA~2 - 2 6 6-9 5-7

Feb. 12, . 4.10 5 4 3 M 4 3-3 M 2.30 2.75 2H-2.60 - 2 - 7 7-8 5-7

Feb. 13, . 2 A ~ l 4 - 2-3 3 - 2 -2 H 2'A - 1 2 - 6 5 -
Feb. 14, . - 4-5 - - 3-4 - - 2 A -2 'A - - 2 - - 5-7 -
Feb. 15, . - 3-4 - - 3-4 - - 2 -3 A - - - - - 3-7 -
Feb. 17, . - 5-10 6.85 - 4-5 5 - 4-4K 3 A - 2K-3 - - 6-9 5
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Feb. 18, . ■ 8M 5-6 8 S'A 5-6 4 4
Feb. 19, . 8 Vi 8 8.75 6-6.30 8 5.75 K
Feb. 20, . 8 10'A 7 7 10 H 7 6
Feb. 21, . 7-8 5K-10 7'A 7-8 3-8.60 7 'A 5M
Feb. 24, . - 5-6 3'A - 3-4 3'A -

Feb. 25, . - 4-6 3'A - 3-4 3'A -

Feb. 26, . 4.40 3)4-5 3'A 4.40 3-6 3 -3 A 5.85
Feb. 27, . 4 S'A~7 - 4 4-6 K - 5Ĵ
Feb. 28, . 5 " 5 - i

5.60

High, . . m U H 9.75 m 10M 7'A 6
Low, . 3'A 2'A 3'A 2 3 3 2

5-6 5 3^ - - 7 6 _

7 4H 4 - - - 8 8
10M 6 4 4 - 7 iom _

5-6M S'A 4 3 - 7-8 6-9 5
4>g-4 60 3 'A -3 'A - 3 -2 'A 2 - 6 6

5>£ 4M-5.05 - 2'A~3 - - 8-9 X 5-8
7-8M S 'A -7'A 4M - 3 - 6-8 4
6-6Ji - i'A 3 - - 6-9.05 _

~ “ 4.50 - - 9 - -

S'A 7'A i'A 5 3 9 io k 9
2K 2 M l'A 2 2 6 3 4
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DAILY PRICES OF COD, HADDOCK AND POLLOCK LANDED IN BOSTON DURING FOUR MONTHS,
JANUARY TO APRIL, INCLUSIVE, 1919 —  C o n t i n u e d .

L a r g e  C od M a r k e t  C o d . H a d d o c k S c r o d  H a d d o c k . P o l l o c k .

D a t e . *
Steamer. Shore. Off-shore. Steamer, j Shore. Off-shore. Steamer. Shore. Off-shore. Steamer. Shore. Off-shore. Steamer. Shore. Off-shore.

1919.
Mar. 1, . 5-6 5 4J4-534 4 _ 5-5.35 4 34 - - - - 5-9 5

Mar. 3, . 4 434 4 3-4 434 4 4 4 34 4-434 3 - - 7 434 4-7

Mar. 4, . 4 5 4 3-4 5 3-4 334 4 334 234 3 - - 6-10

Mar. 5, . 3 3-4 3 2-3 3-4 3 2 2H-2.75 2 1-134 - - 5 2.75-7 5

Mar. 6, 3-3.35 3-4 3-3.05 3-3.35 234-3 3-3.05 2 234-3 2 134 - - 5 5-7 3-5

Mar. 7, . 3 4 3-334 234-3 4 3-334 2-2 34 2.80 2.20-2 134-2 - - - 6 -

Mar. 8, . - 3 - - 3 - - 3 234 - - - - 734 -

Mar. 10, . 334 3-5.10 334-4 334 3-5.10 3-4 4 A 5-5.10 434-434 334 - - - 4-6 334-5

Mar. 11, . 4 434-434 4 4 4-434 4-434 4 5 4-4.15 3 - - 5 9.40 5

Mar. 12, . 4-4 }/2 4-5 4 4-434 4-5 4 4-434 6-6.75 - 2.75-3 3-434 - 7 4-5 4

Mar. 13, . 4-434 4-6 - 4-4 V2 4-6 - 3-334 4-5.65 - 2.75-3 3 - 4-7 4-734 -

Mar. 14, . 434 1 4^-4.65 3.60-43^ 434 4H-4.65 4-434 3.60 4-5 3.10-3M 3 4 - 7 4-8 434
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Mar. 15, . - 3% 1 3.85 6M - 3'A

Mar. 17, . 4 5 4.55 3 3-5 4.55 V A

Mar. 18, . 3 'A - 3 'A 2% - 2-3 'A 2

Mar. 19, . 3 - 3 -3 'A 2M-3 - 2'A~3 m

Mar. 20, . 3 M 5 3 M -i 3'A 5 3M-3K m

Mar. 21, . SH - 3% 3% - 3% 2

Mar. 22, . - - 4 - - 3 -

Mar. 24, . 04 - 4-4.30 O A - 4 3 H
Mar. 25, . - - 5.10 - - 5.10 2

Mar. 26, . 5 i-7 'A 7 3'A 4 -V A 5 i'A

Mar. 27, . 6-8 - - 4-6 - -

Mar. 28, . m 4.75-5 7'A 6 4.75-5 7 'A 4

Mar. 29, . - - 4-5 - - 9H-10 -
Mar. 31, . 9.65 - 8-10 3'A - 5.60-9.65 5

High, . . 9.65 8 10 i'A 7'A 10 5

Low, 3 3 3 2 2'A 2 1M

4'A - 3 - - - 6.75 _

3-3.75 2'A i H - - 4 5-7 5

- 2 - - - - - 3'A~5

- 1.75-2 l 'A - - 3 - 3-4

V A 2 }4 -2 .7 0 VA - - - 5 2M-3.75
- 2 i'A - - - - 2
- 2 - - - - - 7
- 3 -3 H 2 - - - - 4-5
- 2-4 1.75 - - - - S'A

5 3'A 3 - - - - 7
O A - - 3 H - - 4-7 -

4.75-5 - 3 2 - - 4.75-5 6
- 4-5 - - - - - 7
- 5K-5.65 3 - - 3'A

"

6

6.75 5.65 3'A 4 M - 7 9.40 10
2'A 1.75 1 2 - 3 2.75 2'A

GOoo
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DAILY PRICES OF COD, HADDOCK AND POLLOCK LANDED IN BOSTON DURING FOUR MONTHS,
JANUARY TO APRIL, INCLUSIVE, 1919 —  C o n c l u d e d .

D a t e .
L a r g e  C o d . M a r k e t  C o d . H a d d o c k . S c r o d  H a d d o c k . P o l l o c k .

Steamer. Shore. Off-shore. Steamer. Shore. Off-shore. Steamer. Shore. Off-shore. Steamer. Shore. Off-shore. Steamer. Shore. Off-shore.

1919.
Apr. 1, . 10 10K - 7 10K - 3K 4 - 2'A - - 5 - -
Apr. 2, . 10 12 9 8 12 7 2K-3 - 2.75-3 2H - - - - 7
Apr. 3, . 8 10 6-8.75 6 7-10 4-8.75 2 K 3 2-2 K P A - 3-4 4 - -
Apr. 4, - 5'A 4 5-7}i 5'A 2 2.75 2 1 - - - 5 5
Apr. 5, . - 6-6M 5'A - 4 5 K - 2.40 1.75 - - - - 5 -
Apr. 7, . 4K-5 5 V A 3 'A -P A 4-5 3 2 2 -2 K 1H-1.60 2 - - - 3-5 5
Apr. 8, . 5-7 - 7 5 - 5 K 1.75 - 1.75 P A - - 4 - 4
Apr. 9, 7 7-7.05 7-7 K 4 7-7.05 3 A 2 - 2 l - i  H - - 4 - -
Apr. 10, . 5.30-6 6 - 3-4 4 6 1.75 2 K 1.75 1 - - 3-4 4 -
Apr. 11, . - 5H-6.30 - 3 3 K - 2 K 1.75-2 - - - - 3 3

Apr. 12, . - 6 5 6 3 - - 1.75 - - - - - -
Apr. 14, I K -S 5.60 5 3 3.50 3 1.75 2 1H 1 - - 3 3 M 3
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Apr. 15, 5 )6 7 5)6 3 XA 4.30 3 1 1.75 - 1.75-2 1-1H _ 3 3
Apr. 16, 5 5M-5 H 5-5.60 3 3-3)6 3-3M 1 1.75 2.35 1.75-2 i'A _ _ 3
Apr. 17, . 5 i'A i'A 3 3 3 2 2 2 1 - _ 2
Apr. 18, . _ 5 “ - 4 - - 3-4 - - _ _
Apr. 21, . - 8 XA 9 - 6 6 'A - 6 IK-1.75 _ _

Apr. 22, . VA 8-8k 7H-8 5-5  y2 6 5)6-6 5 4-5 'A
4.65-5

5 - 5)6-6M
Apr. 23, . 6 5 3 4 3 4 4-6 4 2 - - 5-7 4 4
Apr. 24, . 4 4 4-4.10 2.75 2)6-3 3-4 3 4H 3 H 2 - - 5 5 5-6.55
Apr. 26, . - 5 -5 H - - 3-4.65 - - 04 - - 2 _ 4
Apr. 28, . 7 7 7-7 X 5 5 5 5)6 6.30-6.70 5 3 3 _ 5 4-6)2
Apr. 29, 4 5 3)6-4.60 3 3 3 i'A 5 3-3H 2 1)6-2 - 4-5 3)6-5 4-5

High, 10 12 9 8 12 8.75 5 'A 6.70 5)6 3 3 4 7 6)6 7
Low, 4 4 3 2 'A 3 1.75 2 i'A 1 3 3 3 2

0001
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E x h i b i t  F  .

R E T A IL E R S’ AVERAGE COST AND SELLING PRICES AND 

AVERAGE P E R  CEN TS OF PR O FIT  IN  THE 

STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS.1

V a r ie t i e s .
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Erook trout, SO.75 . _ SO. 90 .166 SO. 90 .166 .166 SO.75- SO.90-
Blue fish, .358 - - .43 .167 .45 .204 .185 .30-.50 .35-.55
Lake trout, . .28 - - .34 .176 .34 .176 .176 .28- .34-
Lobsters, .347 - - .428 .189 .478 .274 .234 .20-.46 .30-55
Halibut, .29 $0.36 .194 .39 .256 .42 .319 .253 .25-.36 .30-.50
Croakers, .13 - - .18 .277 .18 .277 .277 .13- .18-
Eels, .164 - - .228 .28 .228 .28 .28 .15-.19 .20-.28
Butter fish, . .19 .25 .24 - - .28 .321 .28 .12-.25 .15-35
Salmon, .285 .365 .219 .405 .296 .437 .347 .287 .19-.36 .25-.50
Sea bass. .20 .26 .23 - - .343 .416 .323 .12-.30 .18-.40
Sea trout, .218 - - .282 .237 .348 .373 .305 .15-.27 .20-35
Smelts, .262 - - .351 .253 .412 .364 .308 .20-.35 .25-.60
Mackerel, .19 - - .261 .272 .298 .362 .317 .13-.27 .18-.42
Haddies, .123 - - .174 .293 .193 .367 .33 .10-16 .14-20
Filet of sole, .233 - -  . .35 .334 - - .334 .15-29 .30-40
Cod cheeks, . .125 - - .193 .352 - - .352 .10-.15 .15-.25
Sole, . .153 - - .237 .354 .237 .354 .354 .08-.25 .14-.40
Snappers, .16 .25 .36 - - - - .36 .16- .25-
Bonita, .155 .244 .364 - - - - .364 .14-.19 .20-35
Porgies, .135 - - .217 .377 .217 .377 .377 .10-.23 .18-.28
Cod, . .11 .15 .267 .19 .421 .2103 .476 .388 .04-.19 .07-.30
Herring, .056 - - .093 .397 .093 .397 .397 .02-.08 .05-12
Pollock, .106 - - .159 .333 .195 .46 .406 .07-.17 .10-.28
Cusk, . .07 - - .12 .416 .14 .50 .458 .06-.08 .12-
Sword, . .26 - - .424 .386 .457 .431 .408 .25-.41 .30-.55
Tautog, .107 - - .183 .445 .183 .415 .415 .10-.12 .15-.20
Flounders, . .082 .13 .369 - - .16 .487 .428 .05-.20 .09-30

.12 - - .225 .466 .225 .466 .466 .12- .20-.25
A1 bicore, .14 - - .26 .461 .27 .481 .471 .12-.16 .18-.40
Haddock, .08 .13 .384 .163 .509 .19 .579 .49 .04-.12 .10-.28
Shark, . .11 - - 99 .50 .22 .50 .50 .10-.12 .18-.25
Flake, . .067 .124 .459 .124 .459 .168 .601 .506 .05-.08 .10-.25

.04 .07 .428 - - .123 .674 .551 .015-.11 .03-.15
Catfish, .08 - - .20 .60 .20 .60 .60 .09- .20-

Av. on all varieties, SO.186 SO.212 .319 SO.275 .343 SO.286 .401 .354 -

Compiled by the United States Food Administration, Retail Fish Section.
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E x h i b i t  G .

A v e r a g e  R a n g e  o f  C o s t s , S e l l i n g  P r i c e s  a n d  P e r c e n t a g e  o f  
P r o f i t , b y  S t a t e s .1

St a t e s . Cost
Prices. St a t e s . Selling

Prices. S t a t e s .
Per

Cent
Profit.

1 Florida, $0,077 Florida, ! $0,126 New York City, . 23.5
2 California, . .11 Washington, . .171 Maryland, 25.4
3 Washington, .117 South Carolina, .174 New Jersey, . 25.8
4 Oregon, .117 Oregon, .178 Iowa, 26.5
5 Georgia, .124 California, .18 Ohio, 26.6
6 South Carolina, . .128 North Carolina, . .192 Missouri, 27.2
7 North Carolina, . .133 Georgia, .195 South Carolina, . 26.4
8 New Hampshire, .14 Michigan, .212 Indiana, 27.
9 Texas, . .146 Iowa, .215 Michigan, 27.2

10 Michigan, .154 New Hampshire, . .22 Maine, . 28.5
11 Iowa, . .158 Missouri. .235 New York, . 29.1
12 North Dakota, . .163 Illinois, .24 Nebraska, 29.5
13 Illinois, .167 New York, . .24 Pennsylvania, 29.9
14 New York, . .17 Indiana, .24 Connecticut, 30.4
15 Missouri, .171 Maryland, .24 North Carolina, . 30.7
16 Pennsylvania, .171 New York City, . .242 Illinois, 30.4
17 Indiana, .175 Pennsylvania, .244 Washington, . 31.5
18 Nevada, .178 Texas, . .245 Colorado, 32.1
19 Maryland, . .179 Ohio, .248 Oregon, 34.2
20 Vermont, .18 New Jersey, . .255 Massachusetts, 35.4
21 Ohio, . .182 Massachusetts, .257 New Hampshire, . 36.3
22 Connecticut, .183 Connecticut, .263 Georgia, 36.4
23 New York City, . .185 North Dakota, .266 Vermont, 37.9
24 Massachusetts, .186 Vermont, .29 North Dakota, 38.7
25 New Jersey, .189 Maine, . .297 Florida, 38.8
26 Maine, .20 Nevada, .309 California, 38.8
27 Colorado, .211 Colorado, .311 Texas, . 40.4
28 Nebraska, . .222 Nebraska, .315 Nevada, 42.3

Compiled by the United States Food Administration, Retail Fish Section.
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E x h i b i t  H .

SCH ED U LE OF VESSELS AND CREW  LIST ACCORDING TO 

CA RRY IN G  CAPACITY AS VOTED EY  BEAM TRAWLER 

M EM B ER S AT REGULAR M E E T IN G  H ELD  DECEMBER 

3, 1918.

Vessels carrying up to 150,000 pounds of fish shall carry 12 deck crew 

(fishermen). ,

Names of vessels, “ Swell,” “ C rest” and “ Surf.”

Vessels carrying up to 200,000 pounds of fish shall carry 14 deck crew 

(fishermen).

Names of vessels, “ W ave,” “ Breaker,” “ Billow” and “ Heroine.” 

Vessels carrying up to 300,000 pounds of fish shall carry 16 deck crew 

(fishermen).

Names of vessels, “ W hitecap,” “ Comber,” “ Spray,” “ Surge,” “ Tide 

Foam ,” “ Fish H aw k,” “ Pioneer,” “ Roseway” and “ Albatross.” 

Vessels carrying over 300,000 pounds of fish shall carry 18 deck crew 

(fishermen).

Names of vessels, “ Baliene,” “ Seal” and “ W alrus.”
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E x h i b i t  I .

PRO FITS OF WHOLESALER.

Average Price paid to Fishermen during September, 1918, and 
Selling Price to R etailer on September 5, 1918, and Percent
age of Profit to W holesalers.

Cost Price.1 Selling Price.2
Per Cent of 

Profit on 
Selling Price.

Cod......................................................................... $0.0676 $0,110 38.5

H a d d o c k , ...................................................... .4230 .080 47.1

P o l lo c k , .............................................................. .106 28.9

C u s k , .............................................................. .0450 .070 35.7

H a lib u t ,.............................................................. .290 38.2

Mackerel, . . . . . . . .1209 .190 36.3

Average profit, 37.4 per cent on the above kinds of fish.

1 As compiled by the Committee from the tables issued by the United States Bureau of Fish
eries.

2 As compiled by the United States Food Administration.

N o t e . — The cost price is figured on an average for the m onth of 

September, 1918, while the selling price was ascertained on a particular 

day (September 5, 1918), b ut the result is believed to be substantially 

accurate.
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E x h i b i t  J .

Province of Ontario.
M e m o r a n d u m  o r  A g r e e m e n t  m ade in D u p licate  th is 

d a y  of 19

B e t w e e n  H i s  M a j e s t y  t h e  K i n g , rep resen ted  herein b y  the 

H o n o u ra b le  F in la y  G. M acd iarm id , M in ister of P ublic Works 

a n d  H ighw ays for th e  P ro v in ce of O ntario ,

Of the First Part;
a n d  of

of in  th e  of

fisherm an, O f  th e  S e c o n d  P a r t .

W i t n e s s e t h  th a t  th e  p a r ty  of th e  Second P a r t  hereby prom

ises an d  agrees w ith th e  p a r ty  of th e  F irs t P a r t  as follows:

(1 )  T o  fu rn ish , m a in ta in  an d  o p era te  for fishing purposes, on

from  th e  d ay  of 19 ,

u n til th e  first d ay  of A pril, 19 , an d  as d irected  b y  th e  D epart

m e n t of G am e an d  F isheries of th e  said  P ro v in ce, or th e ir  officer, 

th o u sa n d  y ard s of gill n ets  (m esh  n o t to  be less than 

inches extension m easure w hen in u se ).

(2 )  T o  co n tin u o u sly  use th e  said  fishing ou tfit in catching fish

in  an d  to  p ac k  an d  load  on cars all fish caught by him

or his em ployees w ith  th e  le ast possible delay, and  forw ard same 

to  th e  D e p a rtm e n t of G am e an d  Fisheries a t  T oronto, or as 

d irec ted  b y  th e  D e p a rtm e n t of G am e an d  F isheries or their 

officer, w ith  th e  exception of th e  following: Speckled T ro u t and 

M ask in o n g e, w hich, if cau g h t u n in ju red , m u st be imm ediately 

re tu rn e d  to  th e  w aters from  w hich th e y  w ere tak en .

(3 )  T o  deliver all in ju re d  speckled tro u t an d  m askinonge free 

of charge to  th e  D e p a rtm e n t of G am e an d  Fisheries, f.o.b. ship

p in g  p o in t.

(4 )  T o  re tu rn  to  th e  w aters from  w hich th e y  were taken  all 

w hitefish  an d  salm on tr o u t  of less th a n  tw o pounds weight, 

s tu rg eo n s of less th a n  fo rty -tw o , and  pickerel of less th a n  fifteen 

inches in len g th , m easured  from  th e  p o in t of th e  nose to  the 

cen tre  of th e  p o sterio r m argin  of th e  ta il, if ca u g h t uninjured,
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and if in ju re d , to  deliv er th e m  free of charge to  th e  D e p a rtm e n t 

of G am e an d  F isheries.

(5 ) T o  dress all fish ca u g h t b y  him  o r his em ployees if re 

quested to  do so by  th e  D e p a rtm e n t of G am e an d  F ish eries or 

th e ir officer.

(6 ) T h e  p a r ty  of th e  F irs t P a r t  prom ises an d  agrees to  p a y  to  

the p a r ty  of th e  Second P a r t ,  w ith in  a reaso n ab le  tim e a fte r  th e  

end of each m o n th  d u rin g  th e  tim e th is  ag reem en t is in force, for 

all fish sh ipped  acco rd in g  to  th e  te rm s of th is  ag reem en t, d e

livered in first class co n d itio n  an d  lo ad ed  on cars ad d ressed  as 

m ay be d irec ted , a t  th e  follow ing rates:

Whitefish, . cents per lb. Perch, . cents per lb.

Salmon Trout, it tt Pike, It tt

Pickerel, . tt It Catfish, . it a

Sturgeon, . tt _ it Ling, tt tt

Caviare, . tt It M ullets, . tt tt

Herring, . tt It Tulibee, . tt tt

All caviare to  be p ro p erly  cu red  an d  p laced  in su itab le  con

tainers. All tr o u t  of six po u n d s an d  over to  h av e h eads c u t off. 

All catfish  an d  ling to  be p ro p erly  dressed, sk in n ed  an d  h eads 

rem oved.

(7 ) F o r  th e  pu rp o se of p ro v id in g  for sh rin k ag e, i t  is agreed  

th a t  th e  p a r ty  of th e  Second P a r t  shall deliver an  e x tra  or a d d i

tional p e r  cent, of fish free of charge, dressed o r undressed,, 

as m ay be req u ired , or in o th e r  w ords, th a t  ev ery  one h u n d re d  

and po u n d s of fish delivered  b y  th e  p a r ty  of th e  Second 

P a r t  shall be tre a te d  as a n d  p a id  for as one h u n d red  p o unds.

(8 ) I t  is fu rth e r  agreed  th a t  th e  p a r ty  of th e  S econd P a r t  shall 

furnish  all ice an d  su itab le  fish boxes free of charge.

(9 ) All loss or d am ag e caused  to  fish by  th e  negligence of th e  

p a rty  of th e  Second P a r t  o r his em ployees shall be d ed u c te d  from  

his earnings, basing  charges on th e  prices h erein b efo re m e n 

tioned.

(1 0 ) T h e p a r ty  of th e  F irs t  P a r t  m a y  te rm in a te  th is  ag reem en t

a t any  tim e du rin g  th e  te rm  hereof b y  giving th e  p a r ty  of th e  

Second P a r t  five days previous n otice in w ritin g , an d  su ch  n o tice  

m ay be sufficiently given b y  m ailing th e  sam e ad d ressed  to  th e  

p a rty  of th e  Second P a r t  a t  or by  delivering  such

notice to  an y  em ployee of th e  p a r ty  of th e  Second P a r t.

(1 1 ) T h e  D e p a rtm e n t of G am e an d  F ish eries or its  officer shall 

be th e  sole ju d g e  in all questions w hich m ay  arise as to  th e
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quality or quantity of fish, or otherwise howsoever under this 
contract.

(12) The party of the First Part may at any time, during the 
term of this agreement, take over all boats and fishing gear of the 
party of the Second Part, and if the parties are unable to agree 
upon a price therefor then such price shall be fixed by arbitration.

(13) All the penalties'of the Ontario Game and Fisheries Act 
and terms and conditions of all special regulations shall be in 
effect and binding in respect to this agreement.

(14) These presents shall be binding on the successors, heirs, 
executors, administrators and assigns respectively, as the case 
may be, of the parties hereto.

I n  W i t n e s s  w h e r e o f  the parties hereto have hereunto set 
their hands and seals the day and year first above written.

S i g n e d , S e a l e d  a n d  D e l i v e r e d  

in the presence of
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E x h i b i t  Iv .

COMPARATIVE COST OF THE PRODUCTION AND DISTRIBU
TION OF FISH BY THE PROVINCE OF ONTARIO AND 
THE STATE OF MINNESOTA AS SHOWN IN EXTRACTS 
FROM THE FINANCIAL REPORTS.

Account op Income and Expenditubes fob T welve M onths ending 
OcTOBEB 31, 1918, FBOM THE FlBST ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPOBT 
of the Sales Bbanch o f  the D epabtment of Game and Fish-
EBIES OF THE P b OVINCE OF ONTABIO.

In c o m e .

Cash paid t r e a s u r e r , ..............................................$235,004 30

Outstanding accounts, sales ledger, Toronto, . 12,232 23

Outstanding accounts, sales ledger, Ontario

other than T o r o n t o , .................................. 35,472 79

-----------------  $282,709 32

E x p en d itu r e s .

Paid f i s h e r m e n , ...................................................... $170,202 23

Express,.................................................................... 26,286 26

Boxes and c a s e s , ................................................... 12,196 83

London and St. Thomas warehouse charges, . 1,503 69

Toronto warehouse charges, . . . .  11,152 01

Wages, packing and shipping, Nipigon, . . 3,749 48

Salaries, N i p i g o n , ..........................................  1,472 71

Salaries, Toronto warehouse, . . . .  1,535 43

Salaries, Toronto o f f i c e , ..................................  3,025 30

Commission, p u r c h a s in g , .................................. 729 81

Traveling e x p e n s e s , ..........................................  593 34

Sundry e x p e n s e ,...................................................  1,183 27

I c e , ...................................................................  536 16

Postage and stationery, less am ount on hand, 1,127 43

Office furniture, Toronto offices, . . . 1,938 Of

Office furniture, N i p i g o n , ..................................  234 05

Buildings, docks, warehouses, Nipigon, . . 22,465 61

Expense, docks, warehouses, Nipigon, . . 3,459 95

Equipment and supplies, Nipigon, . . 2,239 18

Horses, motor and m otor-boat expense, . . 2,177 98

Demonstrating, advertising and drawings, . 577 22

Balance, profit and l o s s , .................................. 14,323 37

$282,709 32
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A c c o u n t  o f  R e c e i p t s  a n d  D i s b u r s e m e n t s  f o r  F o u r t e e n  a n d  O n e -  
h a l f  M o n t h s  f r o m  O c t o b e r  15, 1917, t o  D e c e m b e r  31, 1918, 

f r o m  t h e  F i n a n c i a l  S t a t e m e n t  o f  t h e  M i n n e s o t a  St a t e  
F i s h e r i e s .

R e c e ip ts .

Loan advanced by Commission

S a f e t y , ..................................

N et am ount for sale of fish,

N et am ount of sale of nets,

N et am ount other sources, .

of Public

. $1,000 00

. 130,584 04

641 33 

36 96

—-------------  $132,262 33

D isb u rsem en ts .

Personal services: —

Pay r o l l , .................................. $4,273 50

Special services, 4,405 48

L a b o r , .................................. 3,887 42

T otal personal services,

Expenses: —

Traveling expense, . $2,903 16

Telephone and telegraph, 289 35

P o s t a g e , .................................. 90 06

Freight, express and drayage, 14,258 79

Board of employees, 182 20

Livery, .................................. 49 00

Miscellaneous, . . . . 5 00

T otal expenses,

Supplies: —
Stationery and office supplies, $431 00

F u e l , .......................................... 5 50

I c e , .......................................... 1,252 39

Miscellaneous supplies, . 914 10

Shipping boxes and barrels, . 3,470 09

L u m b e r , .................................. 1,786 26

Purchase of fish, 63,858 46

Purchase of fish for which

checks issued were out-

standing December' 31,

1 9 1 8 , .................................. 5S9 39

T otal supplies, ------ -----------

Equipm ent: —

Miscellaneous equipment, $1,320 55

Tools and machinery, 4,549 24

T otal equipment, .

$12,566 40

1 7 ,7 7 7  56

72,307 19

5,869 79
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Fixed charges and contributions: —
R e n t , .......................................... $252 40
S t o r a g e , .................................. 191 72
R e f u n d , .................................. 4 05
O v e rd ra ft,.................................. 20 31
Repayment of loan to Commis

sion of Public Safety, 1,000 00
T otal fixed charges and con

tributions, . . . .  ---------------  $1,468 48

-----------------  $109,989 42
Gain transferred to income profit and loss, . . . .  22,272 91

$132,262 33



E x h i b i t  L

COM PARATIVE ANALYSIS OF T H E  BU SIN ESS AND PR O FIT S OF T H E  G O R TO N -PEW  F ISH E R IE S COMPANY 

FO R T H E  T H R E E  FISCAL YEARS E N D IN G  M ARCH 31, 1916, 1917 AND 1918.

1916. 1917. 1918.

Sales................................................................... $3,102,005 61 $4,616,389 02 $9,376,821 58

Cost of s a l e s , ...................................................... 2,535,413 85
$566,591 76

4,066,613 59
$5.9,775 43

7,331,432 23
$2,045,389 35

Vessel earnings, . . . . . 40,414 83 178,949 12 275,492 93

Gross i n c o m e , ...................................................... $607,006 59 $728,724 55 $2,320,882 28

Operating e x p e n s e , .......................................................................................... $402,100 78 $394,360 54 $1,379,193 80

Other charges: —
I n t e r e s t , ............................................................................................................ 25,357 20 44,810 81 139,404 96

L o s s e s , ...................................................... 50,232 97
478,690 95

14,500 00
453,671 35

48,385 49
1,566,984 25

Net income from operations, . . . . . . . . $128,315 64 $275,053 20 $753,898 03

Other income: —
Income from investments, . . . . . . . . . $59,825 28 $65,560 70 $45,769 87

Discounts received, . . . . . . . . . . . 13,616 10 17,054 16 27,097 63
Interest r e c e i v e d , ............................................. 6,264 87

79,706 25
9,536 25

92,151 11
5,313 36

78,180 86
Net p r o f i t , ................................................................................. $208,021 89 $367,204 31 $832,078 89

IN
V

E
STIG

A
TIO

N
 O

F FISH
 IN

D
U

ST
R

Y
. 

[M
ay,



E x h i b i t  M .
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COMPARATIVE PRICES OF LEADING BRANDS OF GORTON-PEW FISHERIES COMPANY PRODUCTS.

June,
1916.

August,
1916.

November,
1916.

May,
1917.

August,
1917.

November,
1917.

March,
1918.

August,
1918.

December,
1918.

April,
1919.

Gorton Fish Cake (per pound), 13i%4»5 14%4*5 15%4(! 161%.^ 17%)! 18H* 21*5 23̂ 23*5 21f!
Water Lily Boneless Cod (per pound), . 151%0|S 15i%o(S 17 V it 21 i 22 H i 26*5 27 M i 25*5'
Mother Ann Brand (per pound), . it 15H)! 17i%d(! m u t 23?5 25*5 25*5 23*5
Hand Picked Fibered (per package), i'Ai W it miii m a 8 Vu i v / u i 8*°/W 91 %4 i 89M
Red Seal Fibered (per package), 31 U H H smu H i  B W 3%4(!
Clover Leaf Fish Cake (per pound), im t W /U U  H i i6 m 17 M i 18 v u 21*5 23*5 23*5 21*5

Star Fish Cake (per pound), IV/U 13 H t U H t W /U 17 'M mt 21*5 23*5 23*5 21*5

W hole F ish  (per 100 pou n d s).

Large Georges Cod: —

8 to 12 p ou n d s ,.............................................. $8 75 $8 75 $9 25 $10 00 $10 50 $11 50 $13 00 $14 00 $14 50 $13 00

5 to 8 pounds, . . . . . . $8 25 $8 25 $8 75 $9 50 $10 00 $10 50 $12 00 $13 00 $13 50 $12 00
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E x h i b i t  N .

PRICES PAID FOR D RY FISH AT ST. JOHNS, NEWFOUND
LAND, 1916, 1917 AND 1918.

[Per quintal.]
1916, in September, 
1916, in November,
1916, in December,
1917, in September, 
1917, in October, . 
1917, in November,
1917, in December,
1918,

$6.50 to $7.00 

$7.50 to $8.00 

87.80 to $9.00 

$8.50 to $10.00 

$8.50 to $10.00 

$8.50 to $10.00 

$9.50 to $10.50 

$12.00 to $15.75

PRICES PAID FOR LABRADOR FISH AT ST. JOHNS, NEW
FOUNDLAND, 1916, 1917 AND 1918.

[Per quintal.]

1916,

1917,

3

Labrador Coast. St. Johns, Newfoundland.

$5 40 $5.50.

$6 50 $7.00 to $8.50.

1918, $10 30

Sept., $11.80.

Oct. 9, $12.00.

Oct. 19, $13.20 to $13.50. 

Oct. 23-26, $13.60 to $14.55. 

Nov. 1-15, $15.00 to $15.40. 

Dec. 1, $15.40 to $15.60.


