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The undersigned are unable to agree with the report of the
majority, and desire to state briefly their reasons for their dissent.

For more than twenty years there has been a constant agitation
of the question of the use of seines and other nets and fish-
pounds in Buzzard’s Bay.

Buzzard’s Bay has some features peculiar to itself. It is a
large body of salt water, almost landlocked, with narrow entrances,
and with many streams flowing into it, and containing an abun-
dance of food for the support of a great variety of valuable fish.

The contests of the past twenty-three years have been between
the hook-and-line fishermen, and those in interest with them, on
the one hand, and those who have invested or desire to invest
capital in seines, pounds and other similar apparatus, on the other
hand. The hook-and-line fishermen have, during this long
period, contended that fishing with nets and pounds tends, in the
long run, to lessen the abundance of fish. Their opponents have
contended that the supply of fish was so inexhaustible that no
effort of man could make a serious impression upon it. The issue
has, by the hearings of these successive years, been gradually
narrowed down. One great contention of the hook-and-line
fishermen, for example, has been that Buzzard’s Bay was an
important spawning-ground of many kinds of fish, including scup
and bass. This proposition, vigorously disputed, it would seem
in previous years, seems to the undersigned to have been sub-
stantially conceded. There were obtained by the petitioners and
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directly to show only take of the pounds. But it would not follow,
the hook-and-line fishermen contend, that the take of the pounds
fairly represents the comparative abundance of fish in general.
It appeared that tautog, scup, bass and other classes of fish in
controversy naturally tend in the spring to follow the shores,
within range of the pounds, either in search of shallower and
warmer water or in search for feed. If, in a given year, the fish
appear in enormous abundance, only so many of them will follow
the shore, within range of the pounds, as can find there sufficient
range and scope. If, on the other hand, in a given season fish are
much less abundant, very possibly the whole, or a much greater
proportion of the whole, will find room and scope in shore ; so that
the take of the pounds might be the same, whether the whole
number of fish in the bay be great or small.

3. There is another most important reason for refusing to
accept the remonstrants’ inferences from the tabulated returns.
Those returns do not show the number of pounds, or even the
number of starting points on the shore of sets of pounds. A
man may have two, three, four or five pounds projecting out with
one continuous set of leaders, from one point on the shore, or
twenty pounds, in sets of four, proceeding out from five different
points upon the shore. But in the returns each pound-owner, or
set of pound-owners, appears once, and counts one, without
reference to the number of pounds. It is impossible to tell, from
the tables, whether a man has one pound or ten pounds. It fol-
lows that it is impossible to tell from the tables whether, during
the last ten years, the number of pounds has increased or dimin-
ished. For all that appears by the tables, the apparent mainte-
nance, or the increase, of the take of the pounds, if any, may be
clue to an increase in the number of pounds.

When statistics are open to such grave defects, both in the
matter of impartiality and in the matter of information, it seems
to the undersigned improper to base action upon them, in opposi-
tion to a great mass of direct testimony, largely from witnesses
entirely impartial.

Where evidence is conflicting, it is important to know what the
tendency of public opinion has been, over a long period, among a
large body of men or communities, interested and competent to
judge. The facts upon this point are very striking.

Prior to 1870, Buzzard’s Bay was practically open to seines,
nets, pounds and all other similar apparatus. As a result of the
discussions of the last twenty-three years, the Legislature has
lepeatedly interposed, first by excluding such apparatus, by differ-
ent enactments, from considerable portions of Buzzard’s Bay, and
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by excluding nets from the whole bay; and the selectmen of the
different towns, following, we may presume, the sentiment of their
towns, have gradually excluded pounds from the different towns.
Licenses for pounds are now granted, in practice, only in the
towns of Dartmouth and Gosnold. A few men in these two towns
are, therefore, in opposition to the great current of public senti-
ment, enjoying to-day a practical monopoly in pound-fishing in
Buzzard’s Bay. We are of opinion that Buzzard's Bay should be
treated as a whole, and that the action of the selectmen of two
towns should not be permitted longer to defeat the deliberate sen-
timent of all the other towns upon the bay, a sentiment which
has practically the endorsement of the Commonwealth.

In the opinion of the undersigned there is no satisfactory
evidence that any other interests would be injuriously affected.

In previous years an attempt has been made to show that
farmers would loose by the abolition of pound fishing, by the loss of
manure. No such point was made by the remonstrants this year,
and we may therefore consider it as abandoned.

It has been claimed, wT e learn in previous years, that the great
take of the pounds, at certain times, has forced down prices, and
so benefited consumers. The testimony, even of the remonstrants,
was, however, this year, to the effect that the pounds, as a rule
have “ pockets,” in which they hold an over-abundance of fish
until they can get a satisfactory price, keeping them three, four
or five weeks, or even longer; and further, that when a “glut”
breaks the price in the wholesale market, there is no appreciable
diminution in the retail price to the consumer.

One witness testified that the maintenance of pounds in Buz-
zard’s Bay is absolutely essential to the prosperity of the Georges
Banks and other deep-sea fisheries, for the reason that in April
they depend upon living alewives for bait; that these alewives
come largely from the pounds of Buzzard’s Bay, and that only ale-
wives taken in the pounds can be used for bait, for the reason (as
the ■witness put it,) those taken in the ordinary alewife fisheries
are so changed by fresh water that they will not keep. This testi-
mony, however, failed to appeal wdth weight to the undersigned,
and for these reasons : —-

1. Alewives in April are taken by the regular alewife fisheries,
in fish-ways not far from the mouth of the herring-rivers, on their
way vp-stream , from Buzzard’s Bay, and before they have got to the
fresh water ponds, and in tidal water. The undersigned cannot
believe that the character of these fish, as to keeping, can be
materially changed by a swim of one-half or three-fourths of a
mile in water not wholly salt.
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