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The purpose of this study is to look at the origin and development
of a state agency, where and why it began, the direction in which it was
heading in its develorment and growth, and whether or not it achieved what
it had set out to do., This study will attempt to show hcw a state govern=-
ment involved itself in trying to stimulate and promote private industry
in order to utilize the state's natural resources and the benefits the
state derived from this. Finally, how a state agency expands and develops
as a result of governmental involvement in stimulating private indusiry.

In 1870 the American Fisheries Soclety called for federal govern-
ment action to investigate national fishery problems, which later prompted
state governments to do the same. In 1887 North Carcliina ss*abtlished its
first shell-fish commission to study the state's needs for shell~fish lawus
to protect her shell-fish rescurces.

As the demand for oysters increased, more pressure was bteing placed
on the resource by residents and non-residents alike, This resulted in
the small oyster indusiry of eastern North Carolina to develop rapidly
into a scale of larger importance., This was a desirable affect for the
state's oyster industry, ovut there was consideratle ccncern from Nerth
Jarolina oystermen that the excessive harvesting of cysters would eventually
ruin the entire oyster industry as it had in cther states like Virginia and

¥arvland,




I+ was that concern which stimulated the creaticn of the agency that

would later be known as the North Carolina Division of Commercial Fisheriles.
Through a series of laws and regulations enacted particulary in the pericd
from 1891 to 1925, the agency attempted to give some control over the growth
and development of the shell-fish industry in North Carolina., Some of these
laws and regulations helped the oyster industry while others actually re-
tarded its growth and even adversely affected the shell-fish industry
economies of neighboring states,

The state of North Carclina continued to become more and more involved
in trying to enhance the shell-fish industry, and as it did so, the organ=-
jzation it needed to carry out that task became larger and more established
as a permanent state agency. It would never te the self supporting state
agency that it was designed to be from the collection of taxes on fishing
toats, fishing gear and shell-fish licenses sold, nor would it be all that
successful in managing and stimulating a state resource into a thriving in=-
‘dustry, at least not during the pericd of 1891 to 1925,

The agency continued to grow during the entire pericd of this study,
but the projected success that 1t was called upon to make, to wit: 1o create
jobs for the people of eastern North Carolina in a healthy shell-fish industry,
and create substantial tax revenue for the state, simply failed to materialize

during that early period of the agencies history.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

For most of the nineteenth century little if anything was done to
protect and conserve natural resources in the United States., Few people
recognized the need to do so; the universal belief was one that emphasized
unlimited natural resources. There was little interest in creating state
or federal agencies with the responsibility of protecting or regulating
these resources, Those who did were often unpopular and were considered
by many citizens and some government officials to be nuisances, especially
at the onset of the industrial revolution when exploitation and profit took
priority over conservation, However, the rapid pace of industrialization
and exploitation towards the end of the century alarmed not only conser-
vation minded groups such as the Audubon societies, but a growing number
of scientists and government officials, Individual states and the national
government began to create agencies to manage the country's natural re-
sources including fisheries. 3y the end of the nineteenth century con-
servationists could already see the affects modern technology such as
railroads, steamboats and better communications were having on these resources.

In the 1880's conservation groups, scientists and concerned citizens
were becoming aware that certain fisheries were declining. The American
Fisheries Society founded in 1870 was one of the first groups to call for
government actiocn, and in 1872 the federal government created the United
States Fish Commission to investigate fishery problems. This was signif-
icant because it would later prompt states to follow the federal government's

example and create their own agencies to examine local fishery problems,
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As early as 1881 Comnecticut established a state commission to help regulate

its oyster industry. North Carolina formed its first shell-fish commission
in 1887, Other states like Maryland had established oyster navies as early
as 1868, but these were created to keep peace among oystermen and were not
actually formed to regulate or preserve the resource.l

Many individuals in North Carolina like those in other states were
probably aware of the gradual decline in some areas of finfish and shell-
fish by the early 1880's, However, in the post Civil War years Southern
states such as North Carolina were struggling to regain their wealth and
economic power through the development of industry, railroads and any
natural resource they possessed., Prior to the Civil War shell-fish such
as the oyster were more important as an industry in the Northeastern states
than in the southern states primarily because of better railroad systems,
~but in the postwar years it became an even bigger indusiry in the North due
to a new steam canning process for oysters, the expanded railrocad systems
to carry them to markets and a booming postwar economy which allowed more
peoﬁle to buy a product like oysters.zv

As demand for oysters grew so did the pressure of expoitation on
the resource, It was not long (by the mid 1880's) before the supply was
out stripped by the demand and competition for the remaining supplies became

intense in the Northeastern states. New sources of oysters were needed and

Lrohn R, Wennersten, "Almighty Cyster, A Chronicle of Cheaspeake zay,"
Cceans XIII (January, 1980), 32, hereafter cited as Wennersten, "Almighty
s} ”

Cyster,

Zwennersten, "Almizhty Qyster," 27,
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it was this need by Chesapeake oystermen that brought them to North Carolina

waters, Many northern oystermen learned of the rich oyster beds in North
Carolina waters from an expedition conducted by Lt, Francis Winslow, a naval
officier, which surveyed the beds. Many northern oystermen brought their
vessels south to develop this new source of oysters, They harvested the
oysters and sent them back to their home states to be marketed as local
shell-fish,>

In North Carolina waters the aorthern oystermen introduced dredging and
other new methods of harvesting the shell-fish, This quickly put the small
oyster industry of North Carolina into a scale of larger importance, going
from 212,980 bushels of oysters harvested in 1887 to 1,001,620 bushels in
1889, However, about the same time that the new oystering methods were in-
troduced to North Carolina waters, local oystermen heard of the ruin of
many northern oyster beds from excessive dredging and tonging. Although a
strong fishing industry was desirable, and North Carolina wanted to see the
continued growth and development of her fishery resources, nonetheless, the
state fishermen were wise enough to learn from the mistakes of ﬁorthern
oystermen. C(ne lesson learned was the need to regulate the oyster industry,
and to Xeep a 1lid on the exploitation of +his natural resource. In 1887
North Carolina's legislature created a shell-fish commission, which was one of
the filrst attempts by a state to regulate and manage commercial fisheries., Ia
the following chapters the growth, development and success of that agency, in

its attempts to regulate a natural resource, will be discussed in detail,

34

James Kellogg, Shell-Fish Industries (New York, 1610), 224,
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CHAFTER II

EARLY DEVELOPMENT OF THE OYSTER

INDUSTRY AND SHELL~-FISH COMMISSION

In order to understand the origins of the state's efforts to manage
commercial fisheries one must go back to the early use of oysters in North
Carolina. Oysters have been harvested and used for food for a long time.
They were highly valued by the Greeks and Romans for consumption at feasts
and bvanquets. In North America early evidence revealed that all along the
Atlantic coast the many shell mounds or kitchen middlens varify the use
made of oysters by the early American Indians.l Some of those mounds
have been found in North Carolina along a body of water known as the Straits
on the north side of Harker's Island and some were found on Cedar Island.

Oysters were also important as a food supply for the early settlers
along the coast of North Caroclina, However, the harvest was usually small
and only enough were taken to satisfy the needs of those within access of
the coastal area. Despite the limited use of oysters in North Carolina
during the Colonial period and on through the Middle pericd, statutes
were passed by the General Assembly as early as 1822 which provided for
some control over the states oyster supplies, In that year a public law
was passed entitled "An Act to Prevent the Destruction of Oysters, and for

Cther Purposes, in this Sta.te".2 The act covered several items: first,

ltarden F. Taylor, Survey of Marine Fisheries of North Carolina (Chapel
Hill, 1951), 142, hereinafter cited as Taylor, Survey of Marine Fisheries.,

2p Revisal of the Laws of the State of North Carolina, Passed from 1821

to 1825 (Raleigh, 1822), Chap. 1134, 62, hereinafter cited as A Revisal of
the Laws 1821 to 1825,




exportation, stating, "That it shall not be lawful for any person or persons

t0 carry oysters out of this State, and if any master or skipper of a vessel
shall hereafter transport any quantity of oysters, taken from any place
within this State, to any place beyond the limits thereof, every such master
or skipper shall forfeit and pay two hundred dollars for every such offense. .
.“3 Two hundred dollars was a stiff penalty for 1822, but no evidence
has been found to indicate that there was anyone to enforce the law. There
was one exception in the 1822 law concerning exportation: "nothing in this
act shall be so construed, as to prevent the carrying of oysters into the
North and Northwest rivers, having their source in the State of Virginia,
as now practiced, nor the exportation of pickled oysters in vessels to the
West Indies: Provided, that no one vessel shall carry more than sixty
gallons at one time."b Why it was made unlawful to ship oysters out of North
Carolina from 1822 on into the 1870's is not really clear. Hugh M, Smith,
Commissioner of the United States Bureau of Fisheries in 1919, prob&bly
had the best answer. He felt that exportation laws were generally passed
to compel the establishment of oyster houses within the state, and thus re-
tain the capital of those businesses within the state and any activities and
capital related to them. Also the 1822 law covered how oysters could be
harvested, and the penalty for not harvesting them as prescribed. Section
four of the act stated, "If any person shall use any drag, scoop, or rake,
or other instrument except tongs, such as have been generally used for the
purpose of catching oysters, within the waters of this 3tate, every person

so offending, and being thereof convicted before a magistrate. . . shall

34 Revisal of the Laws 1821 to 1825, Chap. 1134, 62,

%) Revisal of the Laws 1821 to 1825, Chap. 1134, 63.
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forthwith pay, if a free man, the sum of twenty dollars, and if a slave, he,

she, or they shall receive, on his or her bare back, so many stripes as
such magistrate shall direct, not exceeding twenty. . 1"5

The evidence reveals that despite the early statute in 1822 to place
limited control over the states oysters, there was still no "oyster industry"
to speak of, George M, Bowers, Commissioner of the United States Commission
of Fish and Fisheries, in 1903 stated that, "Oysters were first planted in
the Beaufort (N.C.) region about the year 1840, a Mr, Hardesty having
bedded a small quantity during that year at the head of Harlow Creek. The
idea of the planters was not to raise oysters for commercial purposes, but
for their own use, as is shown by the name which they gave their beds-
‘oyster gardens;'"6 The principle deterrent to inland consumption of
oysters prior to the middle of the nineteenth century was the lact of efficient
transportation., With the coming of steamboats and railrocads they were shipped
eventually to inland towns in barrels of water which kept them fresh until
they were consumed, 3etter transportation no doubt had an effect on the
number of oysters consumed, and with the increase in consumption there was
enough apparent increase in private oyster garden production to warrant
mention of them in an 1855 law.

A law included in the Revised Code of North Carolina, 1855 entiiled.

"Oysters, and Other Fish,"7 remained basically the same as the 1822 law.

SRevised Statutes of the State of North Carolina 1836-1837 (Raleigh,
1837)! Chap. 8h, uhg,

6Report of the Commissioner for the Year Ending June 30, 1903 (Washington,
D.C., 1905), No. 751, 268, hereinafter cited as Report of Commissioner 1903,

7Revised Code of North Carolina (Boston, 1855), Chap, 81, 449, here-
inafter cited as Revised Code.
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The 1855 law provided, however, "That it shall be lawful for any person,

who shall have planted, cultivated, and grown oysters in any private oyster
ground in the State, to export the same beyond the limits thereof."8 There
must have been a growing demand for North Carolina oysters from outside
the state, otherwise this special clause in the 1855 law would not have been
included. Section three of the 1855 law does hint of a larger demand for
North Carolina oysters. The penalties for violating the law were stiffened,
which would indicate that people felt the oyster grounds were being over-
fished, and wanted harsher penalties to try and stop it. The fine for using
gear other than tongs for catching oysters went from twenty dollars to one
hundred dollars for a free man, and from twenty to thirty-nine lashes for
a slave, The 1855 law did, however, for the first time allow owners or
tenants of private oyster grounds to use gear other than tongs, such as
drags or scoops on their private oyster beds. This was a step in the
direction of allowing at least the private oyster beds to be harvested in
the most practical ways, but restrictive legislation in 1858 would make
harvesting methods of oysters rather insignificant.

In 1858, the General Assembly passed a law entitled, "An Act to
Promote and Encourage the Planting of Cysters and Clams."9 The act was
intended to encourage oyster and clam production, but it allowed'for no
more than two acres to be granted to any one person. Prior to 1838 if
North Carolinians had private oyster and clam beds they were used mostly

for personal consumption and records can not be found stating these private

8Revised Code, Chap. 81, 449,

9Public Laws of the State of North Carolina Session 1858-9 (Raleigh,
1859), Chap. 33, 77, hereinafter cited as Public Laws 1858-G,




beds were legally granted to individuals. Usage was apparently based on

"squatters rights" passed on from one generation to the next. The 1858

law provided that the state could now grant people the right to use the
public water bottoms, Such a small tract for a private oyster bed did

not warrant or encourage using the more proficient instruments in oyster
harvests, even if the law did allow it., The 1858 law authorized that only
"white inhabitants of this State, may make beds and lay down, and plant
oysters and clams in any of the waters of this State. . . ."10 Blacks,
most of whom were still slaves in 1858, were not allowed to obtain a grant
for oyster beds, Whites were allowed to obtain without charge a grant from
the Court of Pleas (Superior Court) and the oyster grant was theirs to use
provided that they kept their plot marked with stakes and made use of the
oyster bed. Anyone who injured the private oyster bed of another during the
day could be fined ten dollars, and if it was at night, they could be fined
twenty-five dollars. If a slave committed the damage to a private oyster
bed, he would be punished by whipping, not to exceed thirty-nine lashes.
The law of 1858 would not be changed significantly for many years, and
conditions for blacks under the law did not change until after the Civil
War,

During the Civil War years and immediately afterwards no laws were
passed to help regulate the oyster fishery. The laws passed prior to the
Civil War were those that remained on the books during this period,
Enforcement of the State's oyster laws was probably non-existant during
the war, but then there was nothing to show that they were enforced or

adherred to before the war due to a lack of an enforcement agency. The

Opyblic Laws 1858=9, Chap. 33, 77.




oyster laws would not be enforced until late in the 1880's, and even then

only superficially.

It was not until some years after the Civil War was over that North
Carolina began to show interest again in her oyster fishery., A law
entitled "An Act for the Better Protection of Oysters,"ll was passed
and ratified on February 10, 1872, This act was not a very extensive
one, but did make a few notable changes. The law was the first attempt
to establish a season on oysters, The law stated that "any person catching
or taking oysters from the native rocks in any of the waters of North
Carolina during the months of May, June, July and August, for the purpose
of selling the same, [they could still be taken for personal use at any
timeg] shall be quilty of a misdemeanor, and , . . shall be fined not
exceeding fifty dollars and be imprisoned not exceeding one month, "2

The 1872 Act also repealed Chapter 81 of the 1855 Revised Code. The
1872 Act now made it legal to export oysters out of North Carolina with-
out restrictions, but this section of the act was destined to be repealed
and re-introduced frequently over the years, A very significant part of
the 1872 act was clearly a result of the Civil War, There was no longer
a separate penalty for whites and blacks. The act now stated that "any
person” who violated the oyster laws could be fined and imprisoned. Under
the law blacks now had equal rights with whites in North Carolina's oyster

fisheries.,

lpublic Laws of the State of North Carolina Session 1871-72 (Raleigh,
1872), Chap, 184, 290, hereinafter cited as Public Laws 1871-72,

12public Laws 1871-72, Chap. 184, 291,
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In 1873 a law "Oysters and Cther Fish,"13 further made it clear that
blacks now had the right to apply for and receive grants for oyster and
clam beds. The law stated: "Any inhabitant of this State may make beds
and plant oysters and clams in any of the waters of this State, having
first obtained license as hereinafter directed, from the Superior Court

of the county. » ."14

In addition to giving equal opportunity to blacks,
the 1873 law also allowed grants to be raised from two acres up to ten
acre lots, Even though this was a zood move towards stimulating the oyster
and clam production levels in private gardens, it was not clear why the
law was changed to allow the larger land grants for oyster and clam teds,
Evidence does not show, or can not be found, which suggests that the market
was demanding so many oysters and clams or that larger grants for private
oyster and clam beds were desired in which to meet this demand. The ten
acre figure was to remain on the law books for many years and was to prove
too restrictive if the State hoped to have a thriving oyster industry.
In regards to the increase in lot size, it is possible that the expanded
use of railrocads by 1873 allowed for enough additional inland consumption
of oysters and clams to persuade the legislature to increase the acreage,
There were some inland markets for oysters and some were exported

as far as the West Indies, Prior to 1880, llew 3ern and Wilmington were

the two most important oyster markets, while smaller markets operated at

2
1%attles Revisal of the Public Statues of North Carolina (Raleigh,

1873), Chap. 83, 661, hereinafter cited as tattles Revisal,

3244165 Revisal, Chap. 83, 663.
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Beaufort, Washington and other eastern North Carolina towns.15 There
were, however, few markets in northern states for North Carolina oysters
prior to the 1880's because their own beds were adequate. 3ut by 1889,
the northern oyster beds were declining and this development stimulated
the prospects for a large scale oyster industry in North Carolina.

In the early 1880's information became available in New 2Zngland and
Europe which showed that North Carolina had a potential for a large oyster
industry. In addresses to a Fishermen's Convention in Raleigh held on
Cctober 15 and 16, 1884, Lieutenant Francis Winslow of the United States
Navy, along with the state Superintendent of Fish and Fisheries, S. G.
Worth, pointed out to the Horth Carolina fishermen the practicality of
oyster farming as an industry, Winslow was evidently addressing the con=-
vention because of his knowledge of fisheries, perhaps gained by a personal
interest in that field. Worth, as Superintendent of Fish and risheries,
Was probably directed by nis superiors in the North Carolina 3card of
Agriculture, to lock into the possibility of oyster farming in North
Carolina waters and to report on it,

By 1884, the lorth Carolina oystermen were already extending the
existing oyster bveds to their production limit. To insure the continued
production of oysters, both Winslow and Worth advocated the planting of
artificial oyster teds as a means of developing a thriving oyster industry.
Both individuals also stressed how mismanagement had ruined the natural
oyster beds of other states when lelt open to common fishing by the public,

They emphasized, however, that when private control of large tracts of

15

Taylor, Survey of iarine Fisheries, 143,
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16 Artificial

oyster beds occurred, they began to increase in productivity,
beds, it was found, could be made to produce even better than natural beds
with a little preparation by oyster farmers. They apparently did not find
out until later that hard work alone was not enough to produce oysters. It
took intelligent and scientific planning in order to make oyster beds
produce abundantly.

By 1884, Maryland and Virginia had already greatly depleated their
natural oyster beds, and as a result were unable to keep up with demands
for oysters in those areas., With this in mind some North Carolina business-
men at the Fishermen's Convention saw the opportunity to establish a new
industry ﬁhich would reap economic gains for the state in the production
of oysters by supplying Maryland and Virginia markets. At the 1884
convention fishermen were advised that legislation would be needed to
grant private individuals control of artificial oyster beds. Such a step
would probably meet with opposition from oystermen who had always used the
public waters to make a living. However, many fishermen left Raleigh with
the expectation that oyster production would become a major industry in
eastern North Carolina,

Eastern interests used political pressure to persuade Governor Thomas
Js Jarvis to take steps to develop the oyster industry. As a result Jarvis
hired Lieutenant Francis Winslow. Winslow, who was a surveyor for the
United States Navy, was the best expert available at the time who could
survey coastal waters, Governor Jarvis requested Lieutenant Winslow to make

a survey of the North Carolina coastal waters for the possibilities of

16See Table I for an example of higher production from private
cultivated beds in a 1908 sample, Taylor, Survey of Marine Fisheries, 12,
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advanced oyster production, In order to give their men something to do
during peace time, the Navy often provided this assistance to states.,

On December 1, 1885, Lieutenant Winslow, under the supervision of
the North Carolina State Board of Agriculture and with the assistance of
the United States Coast and Geodetic Survey, conducted a survey of oyster
beds in North Carolina waters, Using the Scoresby, a small naval vessel,
and a steam launch that belonged to Johns Hopkins University, the survey
was completed in late 1886.17 The cost of the survey was $1,914,84 which
was cheap enough considering the total area surveyed. Lieutenant Winslow's
report of the survey was presented to the General Assembly in 1887. It
described the areas of water off North Carolina in great detail that were
suitable for making productive artificial oyster beds. 3Because of the large
area involved, the tidal waters were divided into twenty-nine sections of
various sizes., "The proposed plan of work was to extend the examination from
Morehead City to the southward, accomplishing as much é,s possible by the
apring, To then extend operations from Morehead to the ncrthward through

Core, Pamilico, Albemarle and Currituck Scunds.."18 '

Finding the locations

of the private oyster gardens was not difficult as Winslow was able to

obtain a certified copy from the Clerk of Superior Court of the county, which
showed the metes and bounds of all private oyster gardens. Then all Winslow
had to do was place them on a general ma»,p.l9

The general examination of the waters of the State with reference

17Executive and Legislative Document Laid 3efore the General Assembly

of North Carolina Session 1887 (Raleigh, 1887), Document No. 7, 5, hereinafter
cited as Executive and Legislative Document No, 7 1887.

18

Executive and Legislative Document No. 7 1887, 9.

19 pxecutive and Legislative Document No, 7 1887, 11,
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to their possibilities for oyster culture proved to be the hardest part
of the survey. It required close observation of the water and bottom;
water current measurements, specific gravity tests; microscopic examina-
tion of water, bottom, and oysters; a study of all past surveys of the
area, and a study of the fauna of each locality.zo The areas also had to
be plotted off in longitude and latitude readings.21

A total of 1,316,997 acres were examined, of which 806,968 acres
were found of possible, and 697,515 acres of probable value for oyster
culture., Only one and one-half percent of this acreage was being used by
nature, which suggested the great magnitude of expansion that was possible
for the oyster industry.

In his report, Winslow also included the results of interviews con-
ducted with the shell-fish commissioners and reports on oyster grounds in
other states. Most of the information he received came from the Maryland
Oyster Commission, but all the interviewed reports relayed the same message,
that all the oyster beds in their states had been depleated or ruined or
were near ruin because of over fishing (oystering). Consequently, he
stressed that "there can be no doubt that the beds of North Carolina,
if they continue to be exposedlto an‘unrestricted fishery and obtain
no measure of relief, will share the universal fate and be destroyed."22
Winslow also suggested doing away with the county codes which

restricted a person from having more than ten acres of bottom for

2OExecutive and Legislative Document No, 7 1887, 11-12,

2lpor a breakdown of the twenty-nine sections see Table II,
Executive and Legislative Document No, 7 1887, 105.

22gvscutive and Legislative Document No, 7 1887, 112,
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cultivating oysters. He felt that "no business has ever been known to
succeed when there was no hope of expansion."23 Without this chance to
expand, he felt the oyster industry had little hope of growing in North
Carolina, He recommended removing the discretiocnary power by the court
clerks to issue oyster bed licenses because it lead to favoritism and
partiality, often neglecting the poorer people, This recommendation was
used several years later when the power was‘taken from the clerks of court
and given to the newly created Shell-Fish Commission,

Numerous other points were brought out by Winslow in his report. For
example, he pointed out that many laws which were designed to help the growth
of shell-fish production were in fact keeping their growth in check, Laws
which were set up to try and prevent a monopoly of the oyster grounds were
actually restricting expansion, The oyster industry as a whole along the

Bast coast was far more valuable than many other fisheries and employed
a large number of people. Winslow felt North Carolina should begin to work
intensively and do more to develop its oyster resources,

The report alsc made clear that North Carolina would certainly be the
biggest venefactor, economically, from an expanded oyster industry by
providing jobs for eastern North Carolinians which in turn would produce
revenue for the State treasury., Winslow felt the opportunity was now and
North Carolina should not let the opportunity pass by. He also stressed the
importance of the industry beyond North Carolina: "the preservation of such
an industry is of far more than local importance, and the fact is recognized

by the general [U.SJ government, as is shown by the very substantial

23gxecutive and Legislative Document No, 7 1887, 113,




aid which has been afforded the State in making these investiga.tions."zu
At the end of the surveying report, Winslow made fifteen final recom-
mendations for the North Carolina General Assembly to be considered for
legisla,tj.on.25
Although Lieutenant Winslow submitted his initial report in January
1887, he continued to work on the survey and made a final yritten report
on December 1, 1888, The General Assembly later used this document for
considering additional oyster laws in its 1889 session. Winslow re-
mained on the survey until around July lst, 1889, although the Navy
was anxious to assign him to other duties. Winslow, however, was allowed
to continue and complete the survey as a result of intervention by state
political figures such as Senator Matthew W. Ransom. Shell=Fish Commiss-
foner William J. Griffin wrote, "The work of surveying the oyster grounds
is not entirely completed, and it would be a great loss to the State to
have it stopped just at this point . . . I trust you will do whatever you
can to retain Lieutenant Winslow here until the work is finished,"26
Before Winslow left the survey after his final report in December
1888, he was able to see the oyster industry progressing, and predicted
that revenue from the oyster industry to the State by 1889 would be near
$12,000, nearly $7,000 over the expenditures of the entire survey which

amounted to $4,037.55 in its two years of existence.

2ak‘.xecutive and Legislative Document No., 7 1887, 117.

25See Table III for a list of the final recommendations. Executlve
and Legislative Document No, 7 1887, 137-140.

26William J. Griffin to Matthew W. Ransom, December 4, 1888,
Elizabeth Gordon Griffin Papers 1888-1891, East Carolina Manuscript
Collection, Greenville, N.C., hereinafter cited as Griffin Papers.
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In his first biennial message in 1887, Governor Alfred M. Scales
made a supplementary report to the North Carolina General Assembly in
support of the oyster survey. In it he urged the Assembly to follow
the example of other states in developing the oyster industry. He states:

"To secure equal, if not greater results in North Carolina,

it is only necessary, so far as can be judged, to offer the

same inducements to individuals and capital that have proved

so efficacious in Long Island Sound; and judging by the

frequent inquiries made of late, as to the possibilities of

cultivating oysters in our waters, there is little reason

to doubt, that with proper encouragement, the efforts of

the citizens of this state may be largely supplemented

by the capital now eggloyed in the Chesapeake and other

Northern fisheries,"
Governor Scales pointed out at this time the purpose of supporting Winslow's
report in the form of legislation when he said, "It is the opinion of all
who are acquainted with the resources of the state in this particular,
that only wise and liberal legislation is needed to develop a great industry,
employing many thousands of people and many millions of capital."28

Winslow had submitted a good survey report, Encouraged by the repcrt,
Governor Scales, who addressed the legislature in his first biennial
message, asked the General Assembly to follow the example of other states
and create a Shell-Fish Commission. The General Assembly accepted the
survey and the first steps were taken to form North Carolina's first Shell-
Fish Commission.

There was considerable opposition to the idea of a state Shell-Fish

Commission. For example voters in Onslow County decided to urge the General

27First Blennial Message of His Excellency Governor Alfred M.
Scales to the Legislature of North Carolina 1887 (Raleigh, 1887), 16-17,
hereinafter cited as First B3iennial Message Scales 1887,

28pipst Biennial Message Scales 1887, 17.
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Assembly to pass an act to create an Onslow County Shell-Fish Commission
that would have to answer to the county'’s Board of Justices of the county.
This was to be similar to the State Shell-Fish Commission, except that it
closed Cnslow County to non-residents and would not allow a grant to be
made for more than ten acres of bottom, The non-resident clause was good,
as will be shown later, but the limit of ten acres simply would not allow
enough expansion to make the oyster industry grow, Time and time again
North Carolina counties have had local laws passed to supercede state laws,
and in this case it was one of many factors that stunted state efforts

to stimulate an industry. Despite the opposition, the General Assembly
enacted a law which created the first Shell-Fish Commission, It was
nodeled after the Connecticut Shell-Fish Commission,

This law, entitled "An Act to Create the Shell-Fish Commission,"29
first spelled out the "exclusive jurisdiction" of the new commission but
it was much too detailed to elaborate on ét this point, Section three of
the act pointed out that: "The state board of agriculture shall at the
next regular meeting following the passage of this act elect three com=-
missioners of shell-fisheries, whose term of office shall be one year, and
the said board of Commissioners of shell-fisheries shall be maintained
so long as may be necessary to carry out the special duties confided to
them by the provisions of this act and no longer, and they shall employ

such engineers and clerks as may be necessary for the execution of the

29public Laws and Resolutions of the State of North Carolina
Passed by the General Assembly at its Session of 1887 (Raleigh, 1887),
218, hereinafter cited as Public Laws 1887.
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said duties and fix their compensation."BO The new Shell-Fish Commission
was probably placed under the Board of Agriculture because fish and
fisheries was already a responsibility of that board,

The first three commissioners to be elected by the Board of Agricul-
ture were William J, Griffin, Israel B, Watson and William T. Caho., The
duties of the commissioners were many and varied., They were to designate
all natural oyster beds, and were to publish a report on these beds
which was to be posted in the court house and four other public places
in the county in which each separate report was made, County residents
then had thirty days to protest the designation of natural beds. If they
did not protest, the natural beds were confirmed as public grounds., All
protests were heard by the commissioners of shell-fisheries and details
worked out with the complaintives. The commissioners were to accept
applications for franchises to cultivate oysters on grounds not deemed
public, An engineer appointed by the éommission would then survey and
stake out the plot for the applicant. When the survey was made a franchise
was recorded with the register of deeds for the county wherein the grounds
were situated.

A sum of 25¢ per acre was paid to the state treasurer for each acre
in the franchise. The act creating the Shell-Fish Commission also made it
illegal to trespass upon grounds where shell-fish are being raised or to
work oyster grounds at night. These were defined as misdemeanors, but to

steal shell-fish from another person's grounds was made a larceny.31

3Opyblic Laws 1887, 219.

31Public Laws 1887, 219-224,
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Finally, the commissioners were directed to "keep books of record
in which shall be recorded a full description of all grounds granted under
the provision of this act, and shall keep a map or maps upon which shall
be shown the positions and limits of all public and private grounds."32
Most of the maps and records of the information used in compiling
the records of oyster grounds initially were suggested by Winslow. This
was evident in William J. Griffin's letter to Winslow on December 1lst,
1888 when he wrote: "The session of the Legislature is now drawing near,
and the 'Honorable' Shell-Fish Commissioners must make a report to the
Board of Agriculture. I have been requested to write this report, and
I find it impossible to do without obtaining some information from you
or the log of the Scorebz."33
The degree in which the new Shell-Fish Commission relied on
Yinslow's work was also evident in their first report on December 18,
1888 to the State Board of Agriculture. This report outlined their work
from May 11, 1887 to December 18, 1888, In the report, the Shell-Fish
Commission reported, “Without their aid, [Lieutenant Winslow and his
assistant Ensign J. D. Drake] this 3ocard does not see how it could have
performed the duties incumbent upon it."Bu The Commissioners' report

included the statements, "from surveys and reports made by Lieutenant Winslow,

32public Laws 1887, 225,

33yilliam J. Griffin to Lieutenant Francis Winslow, December 1, 1888,
Griffin Papers,

3uPublic Documents of the State of North Carolina Session 1889 (Raleigh,
1889), Document No. 12, 50, nereinafter cited as Public Documents Document

No, 12 :..882'

3Spuslic Documents Document No, 12 1889, 57.

w35




21

and "also based upon surveys and reports of Lieutenant Winslow,“36 and
in reference to maps, "Plots of Public Grounds have been made by Lieu-
tenant Winslow and duly approved by the Boa.rd."37

The Shell-Fish Commissioners held its first meeting at Vandermere
in Pamlico County on May 11, 1887, Organization began with the election
38

of a chairman, a clerk and an engineer. William J. Griffin was
elected chairman and John D, Battle was appointed the engineer., No
mention was made as to who the clerk was. There were five meetings held
in the approximately two year period. The second was held at New Bern
on the 19th of June, 1887, the next on November 26, 1887 at Elizabeth
(ity, Another was held at Engelhard on February 2, 1888, and again at
Engelhard on March 19, 1888,

One of the items the commissioners took care of during the initial
two year period was to comply with a law passed on March 7, 1887, which
obligated the commissioners to establish an oyster measure as found in
other states to allow for uniform weights and tax levies, 3Secause they
did not have any money to work with to research the matter, they simply
"determined the size of the oyster measure . . . and adopted that measure
which was in use in the other oyster producing States, viz,.:16" across the
bottom, from inside to inside; 18" across the top, from inside to inside,

and 21" diagonal from inside chimb to the 1;op."3 9

4
XPublic Documents Document No. 12 1889, 58,

37public Documents Document No. 12 1889, 59,

38Public Documents Document Ho. 12 1839, 57.
39

Public Documents Document No, 12 1889, 59,
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Shortly after the initial creation of the commission, the state
General Assembly passed a law prohibiting dredging in Pamlico and Roanoke
sounds in less than eight feet of water, and no dredging at all at night,
and only tongs could be used in less than eight feet of water, In its
December, 1888 report, the Shell-Fish Commission used this law and
other along with its findings in making final recommendations.

The commissioners wanted the Board of Agriculture to take over their
duties. They also noted, "that the Engineer (a hired surveyor] be paid by
the State, and that the State provide a police force to carry out the
oyster laws."uo They further suggested that non-residents be given a
pernit "to enter a tract within the two mile limit adjoining the shore, 6f
not more than ten a.cx'es."u'l The commissioners felt they had completed the
job they were elected to do, and since they were not getting any pay for
their services, were anxious to get rid of their positions, They noted
“that the Board of Shell-Fish Commissioners be abolished, and their duties.
be performed by your honorable ‘Dod.y.."l+2

The recommendation to abolish the commissidn was valid enocugh; oyster
commissioners in other stétes were being paid for their services, and the
work often took them away from thelr own businesses, Comnissioner Griffin
wrote to several North Carolina representatives saying that the Legislative
Act of 1887, "makes no provision for the payment of the Jommissioners, and

we have not received one cent from the State for our services, We have now

uoPublic Documents Document No. 12 1889, 60,

Ylpyblic Documents Document No, 12 1889, 50.
42

Public Documents Document No, 12 1889, £0,
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served on the comnission for nearly two years, and our hope for rsmunerations
is through the Legislature, . . «I have recently received the report of the
Engineer, and from it I learn that more than fifty thousand (50,000) acres
have already been entered, . . .SO that the State will receive for the land
already entered more than ($12,000) Twelve Thousand Dolla.::‘s."l"'3

Since the cost of the two year survey was only about $4,000, the
state made nearly an $8,000 profit. This Griffin says, "is some in-
dication that the Commissioners have performed their duty. We have
given considerable of our time to the business; it has been of such a
nature that we were required to spend much of our time on the Sounds in
all sorts of weather and at times when it conflicted with individual
business. The States of Connecticut, New York and Maryland pay their
Commissioners quite liberally; the pay in those States teing around 31500
per annunm, , .1 do think that we should be allowed at least $500 per annum,
eadu"uu Griffin's complaints to the legislature paid off. On February
14, 1889, an act to pay the Shell-Fish Commissioners, was enacted, How-
ever, they were not awarded $500, but instead received 3150, The same law
abolished the three member commission. effective March 1, 1889, and turned
the duties that were left over to the Secretary of State,

It was not until the General Assembly Session of 1891 that another
Shell=Fish Commission was formed by law, In 1889 and 1890 what consisted
of the Shell-Fish Commission was only the record keeping part that the

Secretary of State kept on the tracts of land under oyster cultivaticn,

“34111iam J. Griffin to H. A. Bond, December 26, 1858, Griffin
Papers.

q'u"dillia,m J, Griffin to H. A. 3ond, December 26, 1888, Criffin
Papers.
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What had been done by both the General Assembly and the Shell-Fish
Commission up to December, 1888, was paying off., Many people had taken
interest in the new artificial oyster bed idea and as records show the
oyster production in 1889 was at an all time high of 1,001,620 bushels.us
However, "of the very large number of entries of ground made for the avowed
purpose of [privaté} oyster planting comparatively few wWere ever so used.

In most cases the ground was entered as a speculation, the purpose of the
owner being to hold it until profitable industry in oyster planting should
be developed."u'6 What really boosted North Carolina's oyster industry in
1889, was the scarcity of oysters in the Chesapeake 3ay area, Baltimore
canneries opened‘raw oyster houses in North Carolina and shipped their
stock to Baltimore, where it was sold as Chesapeake oysters, This had a
very marked influence of the North Carolina oyster industry, for with the
canneries came the Chesapeake oystermen, introducing modern methods of
oystering.u7 More efficient tongs were introduced and, more importantly,
dredging came into use making it possible to harvest oysters in deep water,

By 1889 fears were rising among North Carolina oystermen that the
dredging techniques used by some non-residents and a few residents were
going to destroy the natural oyster beds as had happened in the northern
states. The laws of 1887 had prohibited dredging in less than eight feet of
water, but the law pertained to residents only. The weakness of these laws,

as in previous ones, was the absence of the money to enforce them, which

45366 Table IV. Taylor, Survey of Marine Fisheries, 146,

uéRenort of Commissioner 1903, 294,

47 Report of Commissioner 1903, 276.
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made them nearly useless. The 1889 session of the General Assembly attempted
to rectify this weakness when it passed a law entitled, "An Act to pro-

tect the Oyster Interest in the State of North Carolina," 0 calling for

the employment of patrol boats by the counties for the sounds., The

counties ignored these laws because they did not want to spend the money

to purchase boats and hire patrolmen.

Cther acts were passed by the General Assembly in that session de=-
signed to help the oyster industry. They included such laws as, "An Act
for the Protection of Oysters in the Waters of Pamlico and Roanoke Sounds,"49
and "An Act for the Protection of Oysters in the Waters of Carteret County."50
The first of thes laws, "An Act to protect the Oyster Interest in the State
of North Carolina," was primarily designed to restrict oysters from being
taken outside the state for sale.51 These laws were later repealed in
1893 to help expand the market.

The acts passed in the 1889 session consisted of laws which repeatedly
stated, "That no non-resident shall use any scoop or dredge for the purpose
of taking or catching oysters anywhere in the waters of this State."52
0f course, here again there was no one to enforce the laws. All along the

coast in 1889 there were many heated arguments, between tongers and dredgers,

48Public Laws and Resolutions of the State of North Carolina Passed

by the General Assembly at its Session of 1889 (Raleigh, 1889), 310,
hereinafter cited as Public laws 1889,

L9

Public Laws 1389, 48,

50Public Laws 1889, 121,
51

52

Public lLaws 1889, 311,

Putlic Laws 1889, 403,
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about whethet dredging should be stopped entirely. Special interest
groups from the oyster canneries were trying to block the new law of 1889
which prohibited dredging even further. These canneries in North Carolina
belonged to capitalists from other states who did not want to see dredging
stopped, Tonging alone could not supply enough oysters for the canneries
and could force them to close down. Many of them infact did close ciown.S3
Tonging undoubtedly was a much more primitive way of harvesting oysters and
was insufficient to keep up with demand, Dredging, which involved a
large vessel pulling a wire basket like device, could harvest considerably
more oysters with each pull, It was reasonable to deduce that many of the
tongers did not like the dredgers simply because they could not compete
with them and their more efficient methods, and they disliked the idea of
non-residents making more money from North Carolina waters than residents,

Dredgers, however, continued to ignore the law, and in 1890 and again
in 1891 the resident oystermen petitioned Governor Daniel G. Fowle for
assistance, In their letter to Governor Fowle they stated:

"ye are threatened in two directions: Firstly, by the operations

of these illegal dredgers we have lost the market for our oysters,

We catch our oysters entirely with tongs, and these dredge-boats

apparently having come into the State upon the invitation of

the proprietors of the various canning factories, their oysters

are bought in preference to the oysters caught by the tongers,

who are residents of the state., Secondly. . .with these

numerous dredgers at work among our nets it is almost inevitable.
that our nets will te destroyed and our fishing made a failure,"”

53To understand tonging methods over dredging, see Plates I and II. Dowuwn
to the Sea Collection, Hampton's Mariners Museum, hereinafter cited as Down

to the Sea,

5uPublic Documents of the State of North Carolina Session 18G1
(Raleigh, 1891), Document No., 21, 2, hereinafter cited as Public Documents
Document Yo, 21 1391,
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Dredging was more efficient but had proven to be destructive to the
industry in other states so the North Carolina oystermen may have been
right in demanding the exclusion of dredging in state's waters. However,
most of the canneries went out of business when the dredgers were finally
driven out of the state, because tongers could not keep the canneries
supplied, causing economic loss to eastern North Carolina counties., This
was contrary to what the state had hoped to achieve with the oyster in-
dustry in the east. No doubt feelings and petty Jealousies, as well as
real or imaginary threats to the livelihoods of tongers, got in the way
of good sense and intelligence in the many laws passed by the 1891 General
Assembly. These laws in reality hurt the industry and were partially to
blame for the big drop in the oyster harvests of 1894 to 1896.55

3y 1890 the oyster industry in North Carolina was already of some
economic importance to the state and seemed to be getting more so each
season., Also by 1890, it was felt that additional laws Wwere needed to
regulate and protect the oysters from over harvesting and from over use
by oystermen from other states, who were becoming more populous in lorth
Carolina waters., Cyster canneries had already located in New 3ern, Wash-
ington, Elizabeth City, and if the oyster beds were not protected and
regulated, it was feared they would soon be depleted, perhaps causing all
canneries to close rather than just a few, It should be noted here that
tongers knew that if dredging was stopped it might cause some canneries to

close, but they never foresaw it causing all the canneries to close,

53See Table IV and compare the harvests before 1890 and then look
at the harvests from 1894 to 1896, Taylor, Survey of llarine Fisheries, 146,
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Virginia and Maryland oyster boats were carrying more and more
oysters illegally from the state's waters to northern canneries by this ﬂ
time, creating considerable concern for the state's oyster industry.
Finally oystermen raised their voices in warning and cautioned that if
public oyster grounds were to be used for awhile longer, as they had been ﬁ
during the previous two years by boats from other states, then North ‘
Carolina oyster beds would soon be in the deplorable shape as those of
Virginia and Maryland.

North Carolinians were becoming increasingly irritated at the non=-
residents for dredging for oysters illegally. Oystermen felt that these
shell-fish were the property of North Carolina and that North Sarolina
citizens should reap the bemefits from them.57 By December 18, 1890, it
was obvious to North Carolina oystermen that the existing laws were in-
effective and were not stopping the non-resident dredgers. Cystermen
called for new laws and asked that the "laws be so plain that a way farer,
tho' a fool, could read and understand them, the penalties so plenary that
the most defiant would not dare to incur them and the State so0 determined
and consistent that no officer whose duty was to enforce the law would skink

58

from its performance."

3y Christmas of 1890, the complaints about non-resident dredgers were

still appearing in newspapers. Cne letter stated, "The destruction of both

56Public Documents of the State of North Carolina Session 1891
(Raleigh, 1891), Document No, 1, 40, hereinafter cited as Public Documents
Document No. 1 1891,

57
58

Public Documents Document o, 1 1891, 41,

Washington Gazstte, December 18, 1890,
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oyster and fish is brought principally by people that do not live in the

State and by another class that close up the streams with gill seins and

'‘pounds's The Oysters are taken to a great extent by people whom the law

calls oyster pirates, It 1s a farce for a committee to go Jjunketing in

the oyster tug, or for the oyster navy to catch a few pungees and canoes.
orough system of laws and a good constabulatory force to en-

59

We need a th

force them, «

With such demanding articles being published in North Carolina news-

papers, and similar letters being sent to the governor and General Assembly

nembers, Governor Daniel Fowle recommended to the legislature that it take

action by enacting appropriate legislation, This was done by the General

Assembly in its 1891 session. Some of the laws were a step in the right

direction, while others were not so beneficial., But before the laws were

passed several other events happened which helped to increase the amount

of oyster law legislation.

Unlawful dredging had become a major problem by 1891, but little had

been done about it, Senator Wilson d. Lucas and others, who wanted the
H

Shell-Fish Commission revived and who did what 1ittle work the non-active

Shell-Fish Commission was doing, were at this time pushing for a patrol

weat to enforce the existing laws. Cthers such as ¥illlam J. 5riffin, the

ox-Shell-Fish Commission chairman, opposed the uss of a patrol boat, Ie

acknowledged that patrol odoats might be needed in the future, but Griffin

felt that Lucas was overly exaggerating the oyster problem, Griffin felt

Lucas just wanted the patrol boats so that he could become some kind of

59Fisherman and Farmer, December 1£, 1890,




"grand admiral"” of the Pamlico Sound.

Finally Governor Fowle made nine suggestions on legislation that could
be made to help curb the non-resident problem. 3ut again if the laws were
passed, oystermen felt the principal difficulty in enforcing the law would
come from non-compliance by boats from other states, North Carolina
oystermen then suggested that authority be given to those who would en-
force the oyster law, and let them use force if necessary.

The problem with the Virginia and Maryland oystermen continued to
increase in late December, 1890, and got even worse in the first two weeks
of January, 1891, Oystermen from Hyde County sent a petition stressing
urgency to Governor Fowle asking for help to deter the boats from other
states, They stated, "The Virginia men are down here and have taken en-
tire possession of all the oyster grounds; their boats are much larger
than those here, and when these are at work the Virginians will run down’
upon them and tear them up; and when they try to retaliate it is useless,

for they are armed to their teeth with Winchester rifles and some have

3¥%1b, guns, w60

The illegal dredging was no doubt an unfair advantage over the local
resident tongers who were trying to follow the law, but statements about
the weapons later proved to be exaggerated and untrue, It was, however,
a good "bloody shirt" tactic to gst the General Assembly to act. To add
to the friction, boats from Virginia damaged or destroyed shad nets by
running over them, No apparent reason can be found why they would purposely

run over the shad nets, However, it is easy to imagine some North Carolina

40

Public Documents Document Yo, 21 1861, 3,




net fishermen calling a Virginia oysterman an oyster pirate, and that in
itself was cause enough for a counter reaction.

The seriousness of the problem persuaded Governor Fowle to ask the
legislature to do something about it. Governor Fowle's message was taken
to heart by the General Assembly, which passed new and stiffer laws, Tem=-
porary powers for three months, starting on January 21, 1891, were given
to the governor to protect North Carolina oyster interests. The governor
was fully authorized and employed to taxe all such action as was necessary
to uphold, maintain, and enforce the laws of North Carolina in relation
to her fish and oyster interests, and to that end he could employ as nuch
of the military or other power of the state as he deemed necessary to carry
out the intention of the new la.w.62

All the laws on dredging were stiffened for this three month period
until permanant laws could be passed, The temporary law set fines to not
less than $1,000 and not less than one year in jail for illegal dredging.
Private citizens as well as lawmen could now arrest offenders for dredging
in North Carolina waters., 3oats of the non-residents could now be con-
fiscated and forteitured 1f caught in a dredging violation.63

While the General Assembly was enacting the temporary law the
governor was making preparations to implement the law as soon as it

passed, That same day he sent a telegram to Zolonel J, E. Wood of the

6lps cherman and Farmer, December 18, 1890,

62Public Taws and Resolutions of the State of North Carolina Passed
vy the General Assembly at its Session of 1591 (Raleish, 1891 ), 43-u4,
hereinafter cited as Fublic LawWs 1891.

63Pub1ic Taws 1891, 44,
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North Carolina State Guard at Elizabeth City, directing him to be in read-
iness, "to the execution of civil processes for supposed violations of the
oyster laws, Notify Company "E" First Regiment to be ready."éu Colonel
Wood replied: "Pasquotank Rifles are in readiness to obey any orders of
w65

executive goals.

The following day the governor telegraphed the Department of the
Navy. He requested that the Secretary of the Navy "ask the office at
Norfolk to lend the State of North Carolina a few light guns and ammo for
a few days because I am preparing an expedition against oyster pirates,
who are violating our laws in force,"

On Januﬁry 14, 1891, the naval secretary informed the governor
that the guns would have to come from the Army. The governor then con-
tacted the Army and he also sent a telegram to Colonel Wood asking the
Colonel to let him know when the guns were received., He said, "ascertain
if you can, get howitzer and let me know at what time you can get it,
with ammunition."67 The Secretary of War informed the governor on

January 15th, that "no authority of law exists for the loan of ordinance

I
Telegram from Daniel G, Fowle to J. B. Wood, January 12, 1891,
Governor Daniel G, Fowle Papers, North Carolina State Archives, Raleigh,

North Carolina, hereinafter cited as Fowle Papers,

65Telegram from J. 3., Wood to Daniel G. Fowle, January 12, 1891,
Fowle Papers,

66Telegram from Daniel G, Fowle to Secretary of the Navy, January 13,
1891, Fowle Papers.

57relegram from Daniel G. Fowle to J. Z. Wood, January 14, 1891,
Fowle Papers,
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requested, special act of Congress would be needed., Amount of credit
of state forbids issue being made under military 1aw."68
The governor was notified by William Chadwick, an interested oysterman,
that there was a steamer in New 3ern ready for the state's use if the
governor needed it for the State Guard,
On January 19, 1891, Governor Fowle telegraphed the Governor of South
Carolina, Benjamin R, Tillman, and asked him for a cannon. Governor
Tillman replied that he was sorry but he did not have a cannon to loan.69
Finally on January 19, 1891, Colonel Wood telegraphed the governor and told
him that Colonel Hodgins of Norfolk said, if he would telegraph the
Governor of Virginia at once, a cannon with ammunition could be received
by the next day.7o Colonel Wood telegraphed the governor again later on
the 19th and said it would cost sixty dollars a day and a twelve hour
notice would be necessary in order to get the steamer ready for duty, ard
th#t he would let the governor know when the howitzer arrived from Norfolk.71
Colonel Wood telegraphed the governor on January 20, 1891, and in-
formed him that they could leave that evening at 7:00 p.m. on patrol,

He felt they did not necessarily need the cannon and asked if they should

68Telegram from Secretary of War to Daniel G. Fowle, January 15, 1891,
Fowle Papers.,

£
“9“e1egram from 3enjamin R, Tillman to Daniel G, Fowle, January 19,

&

1691, Fowle Papers,

7Orelegran from J. E. Wood to Daniel G. Fowle, January 19, 1891,
Fowle Papers.

71Telegram from J. 2. Wood to Daniel G, Fowle, January 19, 1981,
Fowle Papers,
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proceed that night or wait until the next day. The governor's reply
was to wait, but Colonel Wood telegraphed again saying the steamer was

chartered and ready and so were the men and he thought it best to leave

73

at once so that the patrol unit could reach the oyster grounds by morning.
Again the governor's desire was for the patrol to wait for the arrival

of the cannon and ammunition from Norfolk, especially since Governor Philip
W. McKinney had already shipped it, and it was due to arrive the next day.

Governor Fowle's last word to Colonel Wood in the telegram was that he did

Vil

not want a detail of Virginia troops to handle the cannon, It was no

doubt ironic and an embarassment to Governor Fowle to get a gun from Virginia
to use against Virginians, But despite that, a gun was received from
Virginia's governor, However, records do not indicate that Governor Fowule
ever told Governor McKinney what oyster pirates the cannon was going to be
used against.

On January 21, 1891, Colonel Wood was notified by the Governor that
the oyster bill had been passed and become law, and said in a telegram,
"the bill has just been signed, and is now a law, you can proceed at once

to carry out instructions.”75

It was not long after the passage of the temporary laws, that the

dredgers from Virginia and Maryland gathered their forces and came down

72Te1egram from J., E. Wood to Daniel G, Fowle, January 20, 1891,
Fowle Papers.,

73Telegram from J. 5. Wood to Daniel G. Fowle, January 20, 1891,
Fowle Papers.

7“Telegram from Daniel G, Fowle to J. E, Wood, January 20, 1891,
Fowle Papers,

75Telegram from Daniel G. Fowle to J. E. Wood, January 21, 1891,
Fowle Papers.,




upon the North Carolina waters in defiance of the new laws passed on
January 21, 1891. Two days later in the article, "Getting Ready for

the Oyster War," The Fisherman and Farmer published, "The New Bern

Journal of yesterday says: The oyster grounds are said to be dotted
with Virginia and Maryland boats, armed with Winchester rifles and
small cannons and in defiance of our laws are trespassing upon the
native oystermen and dredging wherever they choose and ruining the beds,
In response to the sudden clash the Pasquotank Rifles and the Washington
Light Infantry have been ordered to hold themselves at readiness for
active service, and at Elizabeth City the steamer Vesper, of the E.C.D.
line has been chartered and held at the wharf for further develapments."76
There was in fact a number of non-resident oystermen in North Carclina
waters when the new regulations were passed and the news of the legislative
action angered them, However, there was no overt hostility, just fist
shaking and bvack and forth cursing. No conflict occurred between resident
and non-resident cystermen, apparently not even a good fist fight., There
were evidently a few guns on board the vessels, but the Winchester rifle
reports could not be positively confirmed, and were seeningly fabrications

of an inflammatory nature as were the reports of small cannons. It appeared

that many of these reports were initially spread to spur the General Assembly
into passing stiffer permanent laws to replace the temporary ones.

There were rumors of serious conflicts between the resident and non-
resident oystermen., Cne story that appeared in newspapers concerned two

Yorth Tarclina oystermen who were supposedly killed in an unequal match
Y

”y
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with non-residents, and that a North Carolina man had shot a dredger tres-

passing on his private oyster beds, Yet when both of these reports were
checked by Colonel Wood of the State Guard, nothing could be found to
substantiate them.

So in reality the conflict with the non-residents and North Carolina
oystermen was not much of a conflict at all., It seems that these stories
were designed to gain support for laws that would serve North Carolina
oystermen’s self interests.,

When the non-resident dredgers heard that a patrol boat was coming
that would use force if necessary, the majority of them quickly gave up
on their own initiétive and on the suggestion of the local tongmen most
returned home. As many as 300 vessels, mostly dredgers were counted
leaving North Carolina waters at one time.77

The chartered freight boat Vesper, manned by the Pasquotank Rifles,
was sent out by Governor Fowle, on temporary duty, to see to it that all
dredgers had left North Carolina waters. The Vesper only patrolled the

waters for about a wWeek under the comman of Colonel Wood.

Upon the Vesper's return to Elizabeth City the Fisherman and Farmer
again made more out of the matter than it really was by reporting, "The
military force which has been chasing oyster pirates from the North Carolina

waters has returned to Elizabeth City after completing that work. Another

gunboat is being fitted out at Newberne, and will be manned by a picked
1178

crew, This will be for the present a regular oyster gun boat.

77Fisherman1 and Farmer, January 30, 1891,

784 sherman and Farmer, February 13, 1891.
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The Vesper did nbt chase any vessel out of state waters, especially
not in any shape or form of a hostile manner. She did carry guns, of
course, but they were never used, As the Yesper patrolled the North
Carolina coast from January 21st through the 28th, local authorities were
questioned concerning problems with the non-resident oyster boats but
none were reported. In a period of a week, the Vesper and her crew had
only found approximately twenty-five vessels engaged in dredging of which
some of them Wwere residents, and upon informing them of the orders from
the governor, they all obeyed and ceased dredging,

Onece.the Vesper and her crew reached Elizabeth City on January 28,
1891, Colonel Wood, "then discharged the Steamer {Vesper], dismissed
the Pasquotank Rifles, and ordered the howitzer to be shipped back to
Norfolk,"??

It is interesting to note here, how one state's laws can affect
part of the economy of another state. In a newspaper article of Friday

February 13, 1891, in the Fisherman and Farmer, titled "Oystermen Return

Disgusted" stated, "The Annapolis oystermen who left nearly three weeks
ago to engage in the oyster business in North Carolina waters returned home
disgusted with their trip, and out of pocket. They were informed that a law

had been passed by the North Carolina Legislature prohibiting non-residents

0
from working."8

79Activity report from J, E. Wood to Daniel G, Fowle, January 29, 1891,
Fowle Papers,

80Fisherman and Farmer, February, 1891,




Considering the large number of non-resident vessels that were at

one time in the state, the law must have had some effect on the pocket-

books of the non-resident dredgers, who could no longer commercialize

on North Carolina oyster beds., Maryland and Virginia oyster beds were

in poor shape by 1891, so if they could not dredge in North Carolina it

was likely that some of them might have gone out of business or had to

shift to other types of marine fishing. Research has not uncovered any

records to show how much of an impact this 1891 law had on the oystermen
of Virginia and Maryland, or the economy of those industries in those
_states. As a result of all the problems with non-resident ocystermen
the North Carolina General Assembly responded by enacting a new set of

laWs to revive the Shell-Fish Commission, This was done in hopes of

solving some of the problems it had just encountered with the states

growing shell-fish industry.




CHAPTER III
ADVANCEMENTS OF THE SHELL-FISH

COMMISSICN: 1891-1900

The final laws that were passed in 1891 concerning the oyster

industry were rather considerable and wide ranging as can be seen in

the 1891 law, "An Act to Promote and Protect the Cyster Interests of the
Sta.te,"l passed on March 7th of that year. This law was to replace

the 1891 law entitled, "An Act to Give Temporary Powers to the Governor
to Protect the Industry,"2 when it terminated on March 7th. The $1,000
minimum fine of the January 20, 1891, temporary law was reduced to $500
for unlawful dredging, but the boat used in unlawful dredging could still
be forfeited and sold at public auction with proceeds going to the oyster
fund, A twelve month residency requirement was imposed to prevent fraud

in relation to the definition of a resident.

There were many additional secticns under the 1891 law entitled,
"sn Act to Promote and Protect the Oyster Interests of the State,“3
making it unlawful to take oysters without a license, and a license was
good for only one year at a time. The law also required that oysters could
only be taken from October first to May first, an extention of the closed

season set in 1872, with the only exception to that being some could te

taken during the summer months for family use.

leublic Laws 1891, %9.

2pyblic Laws 1891, 211.

3public Laws 1891, 369.




An ocath had to ve taken by each oysterman swearing that he was a

Yorth Carolina resident tefore he could buy the oyster license, along
with some proof that he had lived in I'orth Carniina for twelve months
or longer., The oyster license number and the name of the county in which
it was purchased had to te painted on ‘the oysterman's boat to show “hat
he was a Yorth Clarolina oysterman,

The way the laws were written, the burden of proo; Was always on
the defendant who “roke *the ovsiter laws. It was sort of a guilty until
proven innocent situation, and one that would probably have been found
unconstitutional if it had ever been challenged in the courts., It was

also made unlawful to take oysters on Sunday or at night, All of this

was done, of course, to discourage Virginia and Maryland vessels frem

p)

dredging in North Carolina waters, and to make i* easier to recognize

Who were lezal North CZarclina oystermen,
Cnz of *he more significant sections of the 1891 law was that which
re-created the 3hell-Fish Jommission, The orzanization had been dormant

"

or nearly non-existent since March, 18893, when the firs: three commissioners

resignec their positions and turned their papers over to tie Secratary of

Tl

nt the chief commissioner

,-A-

State. Under the 1391 law, the zovernor would appo!
& ~ s : s .
a salary of 21,220 per year, and the associate conmissicner, whc would

Se tra captain of the patrol force at a salary of $720 a year, The other

* -
2 m
19

associate commissioner would e an ex-cfficisc member and would e the pro~

fzssor of natural history at the state university, ZXe rsceived no salar

tut was reimbursed for nis expenses to meet with the other commissioners
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job was to supervise and control the oyster industry of the state,

The duties of the chief commissioner consisted of appointing
inspectors of oysters, He provided forms to the clerks of surerior courts
for oyster licenses, and collected license fees from the clerks, and he
collected fines from oyster violations from the justices, and placed
the money in the oyster fund. The chief commissioner was required to live
on the ccast near the oyster grounds.. He had to submit a complete item-
ized report to the board of shell-fish commissioners semi-annually on
all items of business of the commission, and submit another itemized re-
port each Cctober to the Secretary of State. His other duties were such
as, "The cbief commissioner shall keep an accurate account of all oysiers
sold at the different markets . ., , and shall file the reports of =ach in-
spector together and separate from the reports of other inspectors , . .
and keep an accurate account of all money paid out and all money received
from any sources whatsoever telonging to the oyster fund., He shall furnish
the captain of the patrol with a list of all persons who have teen licensed
to catch oysters and granted voat license., e shall pay out of the funds in
hand all such =salaries and expendiﬁures as are allowed by this act . . , and
+ « o De 3hall have full authority to administer caths,"”
duties of the ex-officio commissicner consisted primarily wizh
nseting the other itwo members of the board for the purpose of voting on re-
commerdations for new laws concerning the oyster industry,

The other associate commissioner responsi®ility was to be in command

L - - A
Public Laws 1891, 274
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of the patrol., He was permitted to employ as many seamen as he needed to

operate the patrol boat. "It shall be the duty of the captain of the patrol

to keep a vigilant guard over the oyster interests of the state, and to

see that the laws with regard to the same are not viclated, and when they
are to bring the offenders to punishment , , , . He may deputize any pa-
trolman to take charge and e in command of the force during his absence.

He shall keep a log of all the movements of the patrol toat, of all services
rendered, of all arrests made and of any and all of his official actions,

+ + o He shall also file all bills for fuel and for repairing said boat,

and for all other necessities with the chief commissioner."5

e nd

The boat's patrolmen had full power to arrest with or without a warran

anywhere in the state for oyster law violations. They could hold their

job for as long as the chief commissioner allowed them to and wesre to e

aid no mors than 39 a month,
2
The duties of the inspectors after beinz appointed by the chief commiss-

ioner and taking the cath to uphold the laws were to: "Keep accurate accounts

of all oysters sold; o supervise the measurement of the same; t0 see that

no illegal tub for measurement is used; to have one bushel out of avery

one hundred bushels dumped apart from the talance of the cargo and culled,

to take the percentage of marketable oysters and culls . . . at the end

of each month, make out a report of all oysters sold under his inspection, the

prices paid for ths same, and shall forward said report to the chief commiss-

$Ana (Y
.L\Jnvr.

5 -
“Fublic Zaws 1891, 379,

A . -
“Tublic laws 1891, 373,




The inspectors were paid up to 350 a month, depending upon how many
oysters they inspected.7

The remainder of the 1891 law concerned the new commissioners' author-
ity to purchase a patrol boat, Under article five it was stated that the
chief shell-fish commissioner, "shall also furnish said boat with all such
furniture, table-ware, arms and ammunition as may be necessary to equip the
same and make it efficient., And the officers in command of said boat shail

have full authority to use said arms to any extent that may be necessary to

enforce the oyster laws of this state."8

The first chief commissioner of the revived 3Shell-fish Commission was
¥ilson H, Lucas., Frofessor Joseph A, Holms was the ex-officio associate
commissioner, and Captain Adam Warner was the other associate commissioner
as well as the captain of the patrol boat.

During the temporary ninety day powers given to Governor Daniel Fowle
to run oyster pirates out of Horth Carolina, he was allcocated 315,20C to do
the job, Approximately $6,500 of this fund was used during the week of
January 21 to 22, 1891, when he ordered Colonel J. Z. Wood to clear North
Carolina waters Qf illegal dredgers, This left avout 38,500, Zovernor
Fowle instructed his new chief Shell-fish Commissioner to use the remainder

S

of that money to purchase a permanent patrol bea: to use in enforcing *h

ovster laws,

Jommissiorer Lucas insiructed Captain Warner and the Governor's nephew,

‘r, Samuel rowle, to find and purchase a patrol boat, While they were ia

e

™

Philadelphia, FPennsylvania, searching for a suitable vessel, Governor Fowlie

7Public aws 18 1, 3£9-380,

(@))

“Puslic Zaws 1891, 378-379,
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dled, When this happened the surplus money from the ninety day law was
returned to the State Treasury and could not by state law be used to pur-
chase the boat as Governor Fowle had intended.

Unaware of the Governor's death, Warner and Samuel Fowle purchased a
boat for 37,500, The boat was named the Lillie and the consensus was that
she was a bargain since her original price was $22,OOO.9 zut when they got
the hoat back to North Carolina they discovered there was no money to pay
for her, And according to Governor Thomas M, Holt, "at the time the boat
was purchased, the oyster season had not commenced, consequently the Commiss-
ioner had no revenue in hand with which to pay for the boat, but felt sure
he would have a sum sufficient by the first of Jciober. Under the cir-

cumstances . . . the Citizens National 3ank advanced the money on this

note."lo

As it turned out, there was not enough revenue cn hand from license
and toat taxes in Cctober to pay for the toat, so only installment rayments
could e made until the General Assembly in the 1893 Session could be asked
to provide the necessary funds, The reason for the lack of revenue in the
fall of 1891 was due to the gradual falling oyster precduction of 1,001,620
bushels in 1889 to £0,00C bushels by 18G4, and fewer toats were around to ray
the oyster tax, which now Jjust barely paid the Shell-Fish Commissioner's

sxpenses let alone pay for a 37,5C0 boat,

"
V1T s - o -~ ar . - . - s s
"futlic Documents of the 3State of Iorth Carolina Session 1893 (Raleizh,

1293), Document No. 22, L4-5, hereinaiter cited as PUbLic Doocuments Document,
Jo, 22, 1883,

1in

““Ziennial Messagze of Thomas M. Holt, Zoverncr of lcrth Zarolina, to the
Seneral Assemclv, Sassion 1823 (Raleigh, L_“B,, 53, hereinafier cited as
Zolt Sisnnial [‘essaze 13073,
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' While waiting‘to see if the legislature would appropriate funds to pay
for the vessel, the patrol boat was being used to enforce the oyster laws,

F and even though it does not seem that one boat would have been much of a

j deterrant, the Shell-Fish Commission was to report later in the 1893 Public

Documents that, "If she had not been on duty the passage of the law would

have amounted to nothing. 3ut with her on duty, all oyster pirates have

been driven from our waters and the oyster interests of this State have

been well protected. nll

It might be questionable as to how effective this one bcat could have
been in such a large area, but there are no documents available which deny
its effectiveness, and the fact that cannery factories closed down because
there were no dredges around to supply them is good evidence that the bcai
was effective,

At one point in November, 1892 after oyster production had fallen off
sharply as previously mentioned, there was barely enough oyster tax money
to pay the Shell-Fish Commission personnel, let alone operate the patrol

boat., When Governor Thomas M, Holt was asked by some buyers if they could

tuy the boat, he considered selling it. However, at the request of the

state geologist he agreed to retain the boat. The state geologist had

pointed out that, "the sale of the patroller will at once bring about a
repetition of that unlimited and disastrous dredging by Virginia and Mary-
land boats, which was stopped . . . mid-winter two years ago."12 The state

geologist also stressed that the btoat was needed to complete the oyster

llpublic Documents Document No, 22, 1893, 5.

12501t 3iennial Message 1893, 53.
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survey that had been started oy Lieutenant Winslow, It was also needed by
the Commission's biclogists for research on oyster propagation, and to
collect oyster samples, take photographs of the oyster bted areas, and

take soil samples from the bottom of the sound, all of which would also

be used at the state exhibit in Chicago to advertise North Carolina's

. 13
oyster industry.””

Governor Holt urged the General Assembly in the 1893 Session to
appropriate funds to cover the loan at Citizens National Bank in Raleigh,
which would pay for the patrocl boat and allow the Shell-Fish Commission
to pay the loan money vack into the general fund when sufficient funds
were accumulated from *the oyster taxes,

The General Assembly was receptive to the Governor's request and
on January 20, 1893, passed the following resolution: "Resolved by the
Senats, the House of Representatives concurring: That the treasurs

te authorized to pay the balance due on the note held by the Zitizens

(=)

iatiocnal Zank of six-thousand, six hundred and ninety-six and seven
aundredth dollars ($6,£95,07) for purchase of steamer Lillle, oyster

patrol, as authorized by chapter eleven, laws of eighteen hundred and

Sy 1893 when the Chief Shell-Fish Zcmmissioner presented his first
annual report to Governor Holt, the oyster pirates were gone and resident
oystermen were more peaceful about North Carolina'’s oyster industry as

a result of the 1891 oyster laws. The Commissioner commented on the laws

1L .. ~ . . ~ v - -
Fublic Laws and Resclutions of the 3Stats of llorth Carolins Fassed
Sy the General Assembiy at its Session of 1393 (Raleizh, 1893, =23,
herainafter cited as rublic Laws 12973,
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the General Assembly for the 1893 session. He suggested an increase in

the tax per bushel of oysters from one cent to two and a half or three

cents a bushel to help cover operating expenses of the oyster patrol. The

1893 legislature gave him a two cents tax. He asked that the bond for the

chief commissioner be repealed. The legislature did not repeal it, but

did reduce it from 35,000 to $1,000, He suggested that the clerks in

counties who sold oyster licenses, and inspectors who collected oyster

taxes, forward fines collected from oyster law violations directly to the

. . s 17 .
State Treasure and not to the chief commissioner. e wrote that, "“the

office of chief commissioner is of such a nature that if he does his duty
his hands are full without looking after the financial part, besides it is
very unsafe for one to have charge of money when they are not prepared for
12 . . .

"~ The chief commissioner mentioned that he was willing

its safe keeping,

to take a P400 a year cu: in salary if he could get rid of that part of nis

job, The General Assembly did oblige him and turned the financial duties

te Treasury and reduced the commissioner's pay to $84C 2

ef commissioner also asked the General Assembly to increase the
{ oysters that could te taken tc market, n oyster had %o
than twe and one half inches from hinge to meouth before it

t dredgzing should coniinue o be cutlawed cn
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“ut that It could be allowed on *he private grounds
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fcr those who wished to do so, if 1

{0
O

)
[

fublic Jocuments Document o, 22, 18
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1t were carefully regulated., He recommended



49

that the oyster season be lengthened to run from Cctober first to May the

fifteenth instead of ¥ay the first, The General Assemtly changed the

season to May the tenth, and no action was taken to allow dredging on

private oyster zrounds,

Apparently Chief Commissioner Lucas was not pleased with Lieutsnant
Uinslow's survey, especially when it became the guide line for allowing
entries by private individuals into the public grounds for oyster farming,
It appeared that a coastal oysterman with the assistance of Lieutenant
Winslow made charges against Commissioner Lucas for not doing his job and

had him investizated. The oysterman was probably filing for an cyster

plat tased on Lieutenant Winslow's survey and Commissioner Lucas would

not goc along with it, The oysterman then asked Winslow ‘o tack him on

a charge of dereliction of duty against Commissioner wucas, The records
are very sketchy and incomplete, but apparently nothing ever came of the

charges, However, it did leave a btad taste in Lucas' nouth, and in his

report of 1893 to the General Assembly he made the strong sugzestion that:

"the law allowing the entry of anv of the public oyster grounds of the State

should e repsaled, and all these zrants that have teesn issued to parties,

f possivle, shculd bBe reclaimed by the State, and this Win Y
RIS

the cause of n=zarly all the troutle connected with tha oystar interests of
19

the 5tate,"””

4+t

The last comment by the comnissioner in his Tirst repert was that
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nost of the ovster factories in the State were conspiring to work against

the present dredging laws and should te investigated. This was Just an

assumption on Commissioner Lucas part and he could nct present any evidence

to back up his conspiracy beliefs.21

In the 1893 law the chief commissioner was also directed to keep

statistics on the oyster industry for each year, which seems tc have teen

done fairly accurately up until 1910, then there was a slack period for

about twelve years in the records,

When the second annual report of the 2oard of Shell-Fish Commissioners

was submitted on December 5, 189%, it had a new Chief, J., S. Mann, There

were 1o longer associate commissioners, but instead two assistant commiss-

foners, Cne of the new assistant commissioners was H, V, Wilson, Zaptain

warner nad died earlier that year and was replaced by Captain DJavid Gaskill
who was named as the other assistant commissioner and was placed in charge

of the patrol boat,
In this report of the Shell-rish Commission it teccmes apparent that
previcus lsgislation had hurt the shell-fish industry, rather than helped

it was intended, As mentioned earlier, production was down sharply,

e
S

and by the 1893 and 1394 season all canneries in the state were closed., wi

production off there was less tax collected from the twc cents per busnel

[ A

charge on oysters and with the individual and boat license tax atolished in

Shell=-p'ish Commissiocn

=Cn [ s " T22L 4 3 on e Fad L
1783, there was very little revenue ceming n for th

W
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to operate on. In the 1893 and 1894 season only $192,75 was collected for
P

the oyster fund, With so few funds the Shell-Fish Commission was powerless
to enforce the oyster laws and therefore useless to the State.

The patrol boat Lillie was overhauled in 1893 vy Chief Commissiocner
Lucas before he left the Shell-Fish Commission, but because of a lack cf
operating furds she was idle for nearly two years, "Again during the
summer of 1894 she was thoroughly overhauled and examined and repainted
and is now in readiness at any time to perform the duties for which the
State purchased her,"23 according to Chief Commissicner lMann, Apparently,
funds were available to keep the patrol boat in good repair, but not to
operate her on regular patfol work,

The chief commissioner's report also indicated that since Cctobter,
1893, numerous violations of the oyster laws had taken place. However,
violators could not be prosecuted because of the lack of funds to operate
the patrol boat, which was needed to apprehend the violators. Illegal
dredzing had returnesd and sometimes "openly and defiantly” but usually
under the cover of night,

Oyster production fell from 807,000 tushels in 1890 down to 60,000
bushels in 1894 creating problems between tongers and credgers, each
vlaming the other for the declining oyster production. Quickly the tongers
placed all the problems of the oyster industry on the reinvasion of
dredgers who were dredging illegally, even though the protlems of de-

clining production were evident before the dredgers reappeared, Yet, it

2 . . - . a
3Publ:.c Documents e of North Carolina Session 1395

] Stat
(zaleigh, 1895), Document Jo, 27, 3, hereinafter cited as Public Documents
Document o. 27, 1835,
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vas not the dredgers, but the gradual increase in tongers, and their heavy
use of the oyster beds, that caused much of the reduction in the oyster
gupplies, There was money to be made in oystering, and with high local
consumption and some factory buying, more people than ever were becoming
oystermen., Starting in 1887 there had been an increase in overall fishermen

(this includes oystermen), going from 6,103 fishermen in 1887 to an all

time high of 11,159 fishermen in 1902,
Nevertheless, the dredgers got the blame and in most cases un justly,

for the oyster depopulations by the 1893-94 season., It was determined

later in the early 1900's that dredging actually helped spread oyster
beds if it ﬁas not overdone,

 As North Carolina oystermen fears grew that the shell-fish might
disappear altogether from their waters from Cveruse, speculation became
widespread as to what were the causes of their declining numbers, There
may have been as many theories for the reduced numbers of oysters as there
were oystermen. 3Zach blamed the other, "Tongers complained of dredgers,
and dredgers complained of tongers, each had their ideas, and each gave
their views, each believing that some form of the business, in which he

Was not interested was responsible for the existing state of affairs, and

that it should be prohibited."24

The annual report went on to say that most of the infractions of
the law had been made by North Carolina oystermen, and again emphasized

the need to acquire revenue to operate the oyster patrol boat to prevent

i
2 W. 7. Caho, "The Oyster Industry of North Carolina and What It

Needs," brochure in flias Carr Fapers, East Carolina Manuscript Collection,
Zast Carolina University, Greenville, North Carolina, hereinafter cited

as Caho,
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these violations. The report also pointed out that by May, 1894, so
few oysters were being taken into the inspection stations, that not even
enough oyster taxes could be collected to pay the inspectors their salaries,
With these facts in hand the chief commissioner who as part of the Board
of Shell-Fish Commissioners made general recommendations to the General
Assembly,

The Commission realized when they made the recommendations on December
6, 1894, that almost no shell-fish industry existed in North Carolina be-
cause of the past ultra restrictive laws, In order to stimulate new
growth for the shell-fish industry, the commission requested a dredging
lmchith certain restrictions so that it would not be over done. They re-

conmended that only North Carolinians be allowed to dredge, and then

only in deep waters of Pamlico Sound, Secondly, Pamlico Sound should be

split up into two parts and dredging allowed on alternate years from one
part to the other. Thirdly, dredgers should pay for a special license and
tax, and the revenue from this be used to enforce the oyster laws in order

to protect the tongmen's interests., The commission also recommended that

the Governor have the power to suspend dredging whenever he deemed it nec-

essary.

The 3card of Shell-Fish Commissioners felt that this legislation pro-
visions for safeguards for the oyster industry could be enforced and would
help to stimulate and naturally aid in rebuilding the state's oyster indus-
try. The Commission felt so strong about these proposals that if the General
Assembly refused to go along with thenm, they recommended that the Shell-Fish

Commission be abolished and the patrol boat solid to pay off the Commissiocn's

dedts, Their last proposal in the report was to allow the sala for in-
ry




spectors to go up from thirty dollars to fifty dollars a month to help
recruit more competent men for the positions.25

The General Assembly did enact a comprehensive act in 1895, entitled,
"An Act to Provide for and Promote the Oyster Industry of North Carolina,“26
which repealed the 1891 law which was designed to promote and protect the
oyster interests of the state. The 1895 law also repealed the 1893 law
regarding license and grants for oyster beds all of which were prior
acts to protect the oyster industry, but did little to promote it., The
legislature must have agreed with the Shell-Fish Commissions' report of
1895 because an act was passed allowing for a limited amount of dredging.
According to‘this act dredging could be done from the first day of February
to the first day of May each year. Although not comprehensive it was a start,
and it was exactly what cannery owners had been looking for to help get
their businesses. .going again. However, because of the short dredging sea~
son, a large increase in production was not noticed until 1897 when the
dredging season was lengthened.

The 1895 act required that a license be bought and that a person was
to take a sworn ocath declaring his residency in the state for at least
twelve months before he could obtain a license,

A new tax measure was passed to provide revenue to operate the com-
mission, It placed a one dollar tax per ton on "all beats, canoes or

vessels, or other craft, under custom-house tonnage ., . ., and a two dollar

ZDPublic Documents Document No. 27, 1895, 2-8,

26Public Laws and Resolutions of the State of North Carolina Passed
oy the General Assembly at its Session of 1295 (Raleigh, 1395), 237,
hereinafter cited as Public Laws Session 1895,
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per ton on all boats, canoes, vessels or other craft, subject to custom-
house tonnage."27 The law was also careful to point out that, "no

vessel over twenty-five tons, or steam vessel of any kind of tonnage,
shall be allowed to use scoops or dredges in the waters of this state."28

The 1895 oyster act continued the policy of not allowing any non-
resident interests to work in the North Carolina oyster grounds., Residents
who continued to use tongs to harvest oysters were made exempt from the
tonnage tax. This part of the 1895 act, of course, would only discourage
nuch of the dredging, by making only dredgers ray the tax, and so many
continued to use tongs until a law in 1897 lengthened the season and made
dredging more attractive despite the tax,

Another part of the act, however, continued to restrict dredging by
allowing it only in water of ten feet or more and then only in certain
areas, The problem was that few oysters were known to exist in water
over ten feet deep. The Shell-Fish Commissioner in 1893 had stated, "I
have carefully examined various parts of our waters, and I have never
found any oysters of any amount in any of the waters of the State over
fourteen feet of water, and all this talk of dredging oysters in the deep
waters of the State is a great humbug."29

Again the restrictiveness of the 1895 law shows up in the low pro-
ducticn of oysters for the following season of 1896, The total bushels

of oysters harvested in 1896 was 40,000 bushels, compared o the 807,526

27public Zaws Session 1895, 238,

“Public Laws Session 1895, 239,

Public Documents Document No. 22, 1893, 2,




| bushels harvested in the 1890-91 season,3?

The penalty for violating the oyster laws under the 1895 law was
nade stiffer than the 1893 laws, and the minimum fine was raised to

$1,000, Also the dredger violating the law could still loose his vessel

to forfeiture to be sold at public auction, The Governor was given the

power to suspend dredging in the state for a period not to exceed one

31

year,
The most interesting part of the 1895 Act was the change it made in

the Shell-Fish Commission itself, The Governor no longer appointed the

chief Shell-Fish Commissioner. The act provided that the General Assembly

elect him, He was ncw to be called the chief inspector and was to hold

his office until the next General Assembly met and re-elected him or chose
a new inspector, His duties were to appoint deputy inspectors where he

felt they were needed and for the enforcement of the oyster laws and to

mke sure the oysters were inspected at the canneries, At the end of the

oyster season each year, he was to collect all deputy inspector reports

and send them to the State Treasure. He was to continue the practice of

submitting a biennial report to the legislature, The chief inspectors pay

was 340 a month.

The deputy inspectors were responsible for the supervision of the
oyster grounds, inspection of oysters, making sure oysters were culled at
the teds, and in general insuring that the oyster laws were being obeyed,

They had to execute a $500 bond vefore they could perform their duties and

0) ~ S s . .
3 Taylor, Survey of Narine Fisheries, 146, See Table iv.

3lpuvlic Documents Document Yo. 22, 1893, 241-242,
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ivﬂmnall revenues they collected at the first of each month over to the

E clerk of superior court of the county in which they lived. They also had
to keep extensive records of the oysters inspected and turn in a report
each month to the clerk of cour't.32 Inasmuch as the deputy inspectors
were paid $50 a month, the General Assembly obviously took the advice of
Chief Shell-Fish Commissioner J, S, Mann in his 1895 report wnen he

suggested the pay be raised from $30 to $50 a month to attract more com=-

petent men,

The most surprising part of the new oyster law was the section which
stated, "the governor shall assume control of the state police steamer,

(the Lillie) and shall provide for her safe keeping., Should he decide

upon the representation of the chief inspector, that the same be necessary,

he may call into service such portion of the state guard as may be required
to arm and man said steamer, and employ them to assist the said chief in-

spector in reinforcing the law, or in guarding against its Violation."33

Records at this time do not make it clear as to why anyone would want to

turn control of the oyster patrol boat over to the Governcr,

The Tirst chief inspector to be elected by the General Assemtly was

Theophilus White, He, in turn, appointed fourteen deputy inspectors, In-

itlally, <hief Inspector Wnite apparently appointed frisnds o some of the

nerance of the shell-fish ine

Y

inspector positious, but tecause of their iz

iustry, he had to 12t then go in favor of more competent men, Records sseem

to conclude this possibvility,

2 -~ ~
P2zum1ic Zaws Session 1095, 237-243,

33

Furlic Laws 3Session 12395, 2473,
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: In his annual report of December 8, 1896, the chief inspector had

; little to offer in terms of suggestions for improving the oyster laws, and
I appeared that initially he did not know how to do his Jjob very well,
seeningly due to his lack of exposure to the shell-fish industry. He

even misspelled the name of the oyster patrol boat that had been around so

meny years., He spelled it "Lilly" instead of Lillie., He did, however,

nake the suggestion, "that the oyster patrol steamer Lilly te put under
the exclusive control of the Chief Inspector of Shell-Fish, for the reason,

that he alone can know when her services are needed."Bu

He apparently realized that the oyster legislation of 1895 was still

too restrictive when he stated, "Hoping that the oyster law may be not

only self-sustaining . . . by proper enforcement , , , I am . ., . hoping

that the oyster industry of the State will revive, if too much legislation,

as heretofore had, does not azain destroy it, many people heretofore hav-
g ¥ DPeop

ing come into the State and invested therein money only to be lost, by

building up oyster factories and thus making markets for the oysters of the

‘s " . 4
State, to say nothing of the employment given to thousands of laborers."3/

In this respect, of course, he was correct the legislation of 1895
Py )

as did earlier legislation, was still hurting the oyster industry, and when

he made his report on December 8, 1894, oyster production in North Carolina
had reached an a2ll time low of orly 40,000 bushels.,

The General Assembly of 1897 proved +o be a little more liberal in

3L*Public Documents cf the Stats of North Caroclina Session 1897
(Paleizh, 1897, Jocument o, 274 7, hersinafter cited as Public Documents

DJocument llo, 27, 1897,

3;7Public Jocuments Document o, 27, 1897, 7-8,
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relation to the oyster laws, Much of the new oyster law passed February

23, 1897, was similar to the 1895 law, dowever, there were a few important

changes. Vessels under custom-house tonnage (documented vessels) without
decks had their taxes raised from one dollar to five follars, and vessels

under custom-house tonnage with decks had their tax raised from two

dollars a ton to a flat rate of ten dollars. This increase was made to

generate more revenue for the commission., As mentioned earlier, the dredg-

ing season was lengthened by two months in order to help stimulate oyster
production which it seemed to do, because production was up in 1897 to
36
858,818 bushels,
Another change was that chief inspectors were no longer to be elected
by the General Assembly, but were once again to be appointed by the Governor,
Also the chief inspector was to have a four year term again rather than

one of only two years., The problem with the two year term was that the

chief inspector was just getting to know how to do his Jjob when his two
year term was up and there was no assurance that he would te re-elected,
His duties were basically the same as in the 1895 law, but his pay was in-

creased to 875 a month, whereas deputy inspectors pay stayed at $50 per

month,

The chief inspector was once again given ccntrol of the patrol boat

Lillie and was given authority to reguest troops from the Governor, from

the State Guard or Naval Reserves in an attempt to enforce the oyster laws

mere effectively against resident and non-resident violators, The chief

-

£
3 Taylor, Survey of lMarine Fisheries, 146, See Table IV,
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Inspector or his deputies were also given the power to close canal bridges
in order to prevent the escape of oyster law violators.37

The oyster law of 1897 which allowed limited dredging, a longer dredging
season and more law enforcement was to prove to be the most effective law
up to that point in helping to stimulate the oyster industry in North
Garolina, and to help make the Shell-Fish Commission a useful and pro-
ductive organization to control the industry,

On December 1, 1898, Chief Inspector White reported to the General
Assembly and the State Treasurer that the oyster industry was not yet
producing enough revenue to provide all the protection and support needed.
But since limited dredging was allowed in the law of 1897, canning factories
were being reopened., The Chief Inspector reported; "At this time there
are two canning factories, one in Marshalburg and the other in the towﬁ of
Beaufort, both of which are doing an extensive business, employing hundreds
of hands, both women and children."38

The chief inspector felt that allowing this limited dredging would
eventually produce a large and prosperous oyster industry in North Caroclina
that would soon allow the Shell-Fish Commission not only to be supported by
that industry, tut produce excess revenues for further protection, re=-
search, and development, In his report the chief inspector was quick to

warn the General Assembly that if North Carolina was to atiract capital

37Public Laws and Resoluticns of the State of North larolina Passed
by the General Assemoly at its Session of 1897 (zaleigh, 1897,, 61-67,
hereinafter cited as Public Laws Session 1897,

8

3"Public: Documents of the State of North Carolina Session 1899
(Raleigh, 1£99), Document Ho. 15, 11, hersinaftier oited =g Public Documents
Document No, 135, 1899,
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ﬁmnbthervstates to invest in the State's oyster industry, the Legisla-
ture must be careful not to enact laws that would discourage non-resident
investers. Chief Inspector White stated, "I have frequently received
letters from capitalists of other States, saying that they would gladly
and readily invest capital in the oyster business of the State, but that
they were fearful of future legisla.tion."39

The chief inspector wanted the dredging season to be lengthened by
one moﬁth, starting in November of each year rather than December. Cther
than that he gave few recommendations for new legislation in relation to
ways to stimulate the oyster industry in the 1899 Session of the General
Assembly, Chief Inspector White apparently felt that allowing limited
dredging, in itself, was all the stimilus needed at that tine to help the
oyster industry to grow,

The 1899 session of the General Assembly followed the chief inspector's
advice and did not enact any new legislation that would further restrict
the use of dredging, or restrict other harvesting methods that would reduce
oyster production., However, the General Assembly did pass two new laws
pertaining to the Shell-Fish Commission and the shell-fish industry in
general, <O{ne of these laws forbade a vessel to get an oyster license or

ngage in catching oysters in North larolina waters if the vessel was under

(O]

a mortgage, lien or incumbrance to any non-resident, or norn-resident firm

that had not been a resident in the State for at least twelve months prior

- , iy
to giving the mortgage,

W)

9Public Documents Jocument o, 15, 1899, 12,

N
aqublic Laws and Resolutions of the 3tate of lorth Carclira Fassed
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This law could have been another attempt to curb capital investments

f from cther states in North Carolina's oyster industiry., It was possible

; that some North Carolinians feared control of their oyster industry by

b non-resident capitalists and persuaded the General Assembly to pass this

law, However, this law did contradict the recommendation of the Chief In-

spector, Fortunately, the act had sufficient loop holes in it to permit

any non-resident capitalist to invest in the cyster industry that so de-

sired,
The most significant law passed in the 1899 Session was the law known
as an act to create a new 3ocard of Shell=Fish Commissiocners, which was

ratified on March 2, 1899, The o0ld commission was abolished effective

February 28, 1899, and Inspector White's job was abolished along with it.
The law gave White's job to George Hill, the head of a new seven man com-
nission, However, soon after taking office, £ill sued the state when the
state auditor refused to pay him for some of his work noct covered in the

statute, In turn, Theophilus White in April, 18€99, sued the commission +o

challenge whether or not his jot had ever been really eliminated bty the

legislature, XNeither men received any compensation while their suits were

ending. White never got his job back, and Hill was informed by his lawyer

‘o3

+that he could not sue the state, -
The 1839 law provided for the general supervision of the shell-fish

ndustry in North Carolina, It created a seven man commission to supervise

175, 1€7, William
Collection,

UIBntry into Rodman Ledger, April 24, 1899, Vol., 19,
unt Rodman Fapers, 1899-1903, Zast Carolira Manuscript




The chief inspector and his deputies were to work under the

b the tndustry.

| seven commissioners. The commissioners had the responsipility of super-

] vising the tax relating to the shell-fish industry as well as regulating
the taking, catching and handling of shell-fish in North Carolina.

The 1899 law is not clear, but it appears that the seven commissioners

were elected by the General Assembly for a two year pericd, The commiss-

foners were directed to elect a chairman and a secretary from among their

ranks, 3efore starting their duties, all the commissioners had to file a

$500 vond with the State Treasury,
The first seven men to be elected to the new Shell-Fish Commission

were; George H., Hill of Washington, Beaufort County, B. D. Scarboro of

Avon, Dare County, Daniel L. Roberts of Newbern, Craven County, Robert
¥, Wallace of Beaufort, Carteret County, C. C. Allen of Elizabeth City,

Pasquotank County, J. M. Clayton of Znglehard, rdyde County, and Daniel

1
B, Hooker of Bayboro, Pamlico County.2 The Shell-Fish Commissioners

were 1o meet at least once a year, or as often as their chairman deemed

necessary., They were each to receive 3400 a year as compensation for their
worx and get five cents per mile going to and from the meetings., They were

to divide the public oyster grounds up into seven districts giving sach

commissioner a district., It was also thelr responsibility to provide a

methoed for collecting and reporting all shell-fish industry taxes.

The clerk of superior court in each of the counties was made respon-

sible for collecting +the shell-fish taxes., The clerk would then send a

statement of taxes collected to the secretary of the Shell-Fish Commission,

42
zutlic laws Session 1829, 1il1-112,
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who in turn sent a consolidated statement from all the counties to the
State Treasury, showing the amount which should have been paid to the

State Treasury by each clerk of superior court.
The seven man Shell-Fish Commission was also directed by the 1899

law to take the necessary steps to enforce the ovster laws. This meant
Y T b

keeping the state police steamer Lillie ready for operation, or if she
became unseaworthy or was sold, to rent the vessels necessary to uphold

the oyster laws, The funds for the snforcement of the shell-fish laws

were to come from the shell-fish fund, Upon application to the governor

from the Shell-Fish Commission chairman, he would have to furnish troops

m the state guard or naval reserves to arm the steamer to enforce the
governing the shell-fish industry of North Carolina,
The 13899 law made it unlawful for oysters to be shipped out of the

state unless they were first cullsd and taxed, failure to v the tax
. : y

could lead to the sale of the vessel and its cargo at public auction,

with half of the proceeds going to the oyster fund, one-fourth tc the

person informing and one-fourth to the person making the seizure, Attorney

William Redman was reiained by the state to initiate legal proceedings

against peopls who refused to pay their oyster tax. There were a faw who

but Rodman seemed effective in collecting money of the

43
rast due accounts,

rsfused to pay,

The secretary of the Shell-Fish Commission was required to make an
annual report to the governor, and bi-annually have a report published

by the public printers showing in detail taxes collected, expenditures,

L"’:'- - “r
“Xodman Fapers, Vol. 26, 4é5,
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- and the condition of the several shell-fish industries in the state.
This seven man Shell-Fish Commission was to only stay in operation
from the time of its creation on March 2, 1899 to February 26, 1901 when

it was replaced with a shell-fish commission similar to the one prior to

the seven man commission.

wPublic Laws Session 1899, 110-112,




CHAPTER IV

GROWTH CF THE COMMISSICN AND THZ
CREATICN CF THE FISHERIZS COMMISSICH

BCARD: 1901-1919

Cn February 26, 1901, a new law to protect the oyster industry was
ratified, This law replaced all prior laws concerning the oyster industry
and the Shell-Fish Commission., During the period 1901 to 1915, the Shell-
Pish Commissioner would be referred to as, and given the new title of,

Oyster Commissioner,

Apparently during the approximately two years that the seven man
commission had existed, a2 great deal of chaos evolved in the management of
Yorth Carolina's shell-fish industries, In some areas of the state where
oystering occurred, there was not an oyster inspector on duty during the
entire i900—1901 oyster season, During this period Lillie had been allowed

to fall into disrepair. In 1900 she was repaired, but at consideratle

expense, The repair bill instigated a resolution from the General Assembly

calling for an investigation of the expenses made on the steamer to ses
whether or not funds had been paid out by the State Treasury without ?roper
authority., With the prospect of repair bills being paid witﬁout proper
authority, other actions were called for by tne Gereral Assembly,

2y March 11, 1901, the General Assembly of North Carolina was calling
for; "“A commission of Senators and two members of the House of Representa-

tives to be appointed to investigate the administration and accounts of the

Cyster Industry and the Shell-Fish and Cyster Fund and that said commission

shall also make such recommendaticns for the management and pronction of said
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industry as they deem for the public good of the State,”

The law of 1901 to promote the oyster industry which passed and was
signed on February 26, 1901, abolished the seven man commission and once

again gave the governor the power to appoint one man as the Shell-Fish

Commissioner to be referred to as the Oyster Commissioner, The 1901 law

was again an apparent attempt to try and produce an efficient, workable

Shell-Fish Commission that would serve to stimulate the oyster and shell=-

fish industry of North Carolina. Due to the seemingly inability of the

members to be absent from theilr personal businesses, the seven man commiss-
ion of 1899 had not proven to be the answer for a productive Shell=Fish
Commission, The governor appointed William M, Wébb as Cyster Commissioner
hoping he could get the oyster industry and a new commission on its feet.

Commissioner Webb was to receive a salary of $700 per year and up to $300

per year for travel expenses,

In years past there had been an assistant commissioner, but undar the

1901 law, this would not be the case, Instead there was five inspectors

appointed by the governor, to be located in Hyde, Zeaufort, Lare, Pamlico,

and Carteret counties. The inspectors were to receive $400 per year as a

salary. In additicn to the inspectors, there were sub-inspectors, to be

appointed by the Cyster Commissioner, usually on the recommendation of the

inspectors, The sub-inspectors rsceived a salary of $30 a month and were

often employed only during the oystering season., The terms of office for

the Cyster Commissioner and the inspectors were two years,

1Public Laws and Zesolutions of the State of Horth Caroclina Fassed by

the General Assembly at its Session of 1901 (Raleigh, 1901), A0S, hereinafter

cited as Public Laws Session 1901,
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As Commissioner Webb started his new jobt, he discovered that some
oyster processing centers had not even had an oyster inspector in the
1900-1901 season. The Commissioner also discovered that some oyster
packers in North Caroclina had not bothered to pay the oyster taxes to the
State Treasury. He found that despite the money spent on the steamer
Lillie in 1900, the vessel was still in poor repair. As Webb pointed out
when he took charge of the vessel in February, 1901, "I found the State's

steamer Lillie in no condition for patrol service.“2

The commissioner's engineer, J, H. Whitford, reported to Commissioner
Webb on the condition of the Lillie when the vessel was brought from
Belhaven to Washington, North Carolina, "Upon arrival of this boat in
Washington,"” he wrote, "the motive power-not including boiler-represented
just what the same amount of scrap iron would sell for at the junk shop."3
The vessel was in poor shape, Parts were missing, the crane was too short
to haul in the anchor without scratching the side of the vessel, the cabin
that had been placed on the vessel was done in a shabby manner, the cabin
leaked, all the doors were flimsy and put on with hinges that were made for
cabinets and not doors, the boilers were worn out and of an antiquated type,
and the vessel had an overall messy appearance.

The rifles on the vessel were either in very bad condition, or com-
pletely unserviceable. They had teen allowed to rust, and when the crew
attempted to remove the rust, the tronze was also damaged, causing the

guns to deteriorate even more afterwards., The patrol boat needed a thorough

2pyblic Documents of the State of North Carolina Session 1303 Vol,
(Raleigh, 1903), Document No, 27, 4, nereinafter cited as rublic Jocuments
c

ocument Ne, 27, 1903,

2
D
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m@rhaui if she was to remain in service, 1In the fall of 1901, the Lillie
was completely overhauled, the job being completed by December, 1901, at

a cost of $5,492,42, This was far more than Commissioner Webb had wanted
to spend, but in light of the poor condition of the vessel, it seemed
necessary.,

Ironically, after all that money was expended to overhaul the Lillie,
she was used very little due to the heavy operating cost., Instead the
cmﬁissioner used two gas boats and four sail boats that nad been rented or
loaned free of charge by individuals for ratrol work, Why did the commiss-
loner spend all that money just to let the Lillie stay in port? After the
money had been spent, the commissioner recommended that the state sell the
Lillie and build vessels that were more economical to operate. It appears
that it was poor management on Commissioner Webb's behalf to have the vessel

repaired if she was to be disposed of,

-ommissioner Webb's goal evidently was to sell the _illie and have the

&

state build cr purchase three gas patrol ovoats, and to charter at least

‘hree schooners for patrol duty, This would be in addition to the two gas
boats and four sail boats already on duty., The reasons he gave for wanting
to expand the commissioner's fleet was that he felt there had never been
an effective patrol in North Zzrolina waters o uphold the oyster laws

vecause the state had always had such a small patrol force, Commissioner
debt's move here was important in that it was the first attempt since 1891

by anyone to push for a larger and expanded Shsll-Fish Commission ratrol

force,

I
“Putlic DJocuments Document lo. 27, 13903, 7,
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The 1901 law that was passed to promote the oyster industry gave
the oyster commissioner the power to charter or rent boats, but it was

clear by Webb's report to the governor on December 13, 1902, that the

conmissioner preferred to use state owned boats. It was often difficult

to find suitable vessels to rent, especially if they were needed on short
notice, and the owners of the vessels were often particular about how the
boats were used, a problem that the past commission had had whenever it
had teen given authority to charter boats,

As head of the Shell-Fish Commission, the Oyster Commissioner's
duties were much the same as they had been for many years., He was still
to have general supervision over all branches of the oyster industry, He
still had to furnish receipts and record books to the inspectors, see to
it that the oyster laws were enforced by haveing his men prosecute vio-
lators, administer oaths to people applying for oyster licenses, send
montnly tax collection records to the State Treasurer, and make a biennial
report to the governor,

In addition'the Uyster Commissioner was given the responsibility to
make all such rules and regulations as he deemed nNecessary to carry cut
the intent of the 19C1 law, In other words, the ccmmissioner now had the
power 1o maxe rules that were to be followed as law,

The inspector's dutiss were much the same as they had always bveen,
and weres not changed by theleOl law. The new law in outlining the duties
of the sub=-inspectors gave them powers similar to the inspectors, but
ment work

seemed to emphasize their duties more in the line of law enforce

as their primary function,

The 1901 law cortinued +c make it unlawful For a hear or vessel to
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get a license to catch oysters if it was powered by steam, gas or elec-
tﬁcity.5 The explanation for this was that there were still a large

nmber of oystermen who were using sailing vessels to dredge with, or

taking oysters with hand tongs, and tongmen did not want the powered

vessels to have an unfair advantage. It was also feared that power vessels
would be too efficient and over harvest the oyster veds. As it was, a
record number of oysters had been harvested since the 1900-1G01 season,
totalling 1,900,000 bushels of oysters, and 1,022,813 bushels in the 1902
season,

In the 1903 General Assembly session it came as no surprise that
the Legislature once again passed an act that would slightly alter the
structure cf the Shell-Fish Commission, It makes one wonder 1f they
changed it every two years just to be doing something, or to put their
personal touches on the commission, or were the legislatures really
trying to make the Shell-rish Commission a better one through trial and
error?

Under the 1503 law, the governor retained the right to appoint the
{yster Commissioner, tut the commissioner's salary went from 3700 to $90C
per year., Thers was now an assistant oyster comnissioner appointed dy the
sovernor with a yearly salary of 3700, which was very similar to the 1893
law which had set up a chief commissioner and an associate cemmissioner,

The 1603 law did away with sub-inspectors and went tack to just having in-

spectors Who were appointed vy the oyster commissicner and not the governor,

The oyster commissioner

“he inspectors wers paid from $2C to $50 a nonth.

5pitlic Laws Session 1901, 3%4-392,
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The term of office for

} could hire and fire the inspecotrs as he saw fit,

| the oyster commissioner and his assistant was two years, and their powers

and responsidilities were the same as in past years. The only new items

: of the 1903 law was that there was now a two year residency requirement
before a person or firm could obtain a license to catch oysters in the
public waters of North Carolina., The residency requirement had previously
been for one year, and no apparent rea.son. can be found for the extended
period, The commission was also given the power to purchase oyster shells

and to scatter them over natural beds, therefore improving the oyster pro-

duction for the coming year. This was an important step. For the first

time the state would attempt to enhance production rather than leave it up
1o private sectors of the public.

The commission was given assistance by the United States Commission
of Fish and Fisheries in 1901, 1903 and 1904 to determine what affect over
fishing (oystering) weather and other conditions had on production, It
was "general policy of the fU.S.] Commission to aséiét the States in
the development of their fishery resources . . . the special object in
view being the devising of methods for promoting the oyster industry . . .
in the State .+ . . ."7 The United States Fisheries Commission picked up the

tab for many oyster experiments done in North Carolina to benefit the State.

United States Fisheries Commissioner George M. Bowers stated, “The object

6Pu‘olic Laws and Resolutions of the State of North Garclina Passed
by the General Assembly at its Session of 1903 (Raleigh, 1903), 873-881,

hereinafter cited as Public Laws Session 1903,

7Regort of the Commissioner for the Year Ending June 30, 1900

(Washington, D.C., 1901), 110.




of these experinents is primarily to ascertain to what extent and with

what profit the great areas in this region [North Carolina coastl now

tarren of oysters may be made productive ., ., . ."8 to bvenefit Horth Carolina.

¥ith the assistance of the United States Fish and Fisheries Commission,

North Carolina was finally making progress towards a stable oyster in=-

dustry.

The 1905 session of the North Carolina General Assembly left the

tasic structure of the Shell-Fish Commission as it was in 1903, The only

change was that the clerk of superior court no longer could grant oyster
licensses; that power was now given to Shell-Fish Commission personnel,
¥illiam M. Webb was reappointed as State Oyster Commissioner which pro-
tably suggests that he was doing a good job,.

3y 1905 there was an increasing interest by researchers in the shell-
fish industry of North Carolina, as to whether or not it would continue to
grow, Further investigations into the future of an oyster culture in
Jorth Carolina were made by the Fisheries Labofatory in Zeaufort, North
Carolina, in conmnection with the orth Carclina CGeological Survey and the

United States Zureau of Fisheries, The result of the investigation was

not to reccmmend any changes in the Shell-rFish Commission, obut rather to
suggest legislation that could possibly encourage further oyster and clam
production, The reference to clams in the Geoclogical Survey Report was

the first indication that clams would soon come under the jurisdiction

of the Shell=-Fish Commission,

Report of the Zureau of Fisheries 1G04 (Washington, D.C., 1905), 83,

In 1905 only three counties in North Carolins,



74

i Brunswick, New Hanover and Pender, had any laws protecting and regulating

J In 1902 North Carolina had had a peak year in

the harvest of clams,

clan production of 1,175,000 pounds of edible portions, to give some idea
of the size of this fishery.

In 1906 Governor Robert 2. Glenn appointed a committee to investigate
the fishing industries in North Carolina. The commitiee was comprised
of J, B2, Coffield of Bvertts; J. J. Laughinghouse of Greenville; T. H.
Sheppard of Edenton; W. A. Saunders of Wilmington; C. W. Smith of Manteo;
¥, B, Swindell of Washington, N.C.; W, O, Lupton of Zelhaven; M. 3. Gowdy
of Beaufort; W. M, Webb of Morehead City; E. F., Moore of the U. S, Bureau
of Fisheries, Washington, D.C.; and Joseph Hyde Pratt, State Geologist,
Chapel Hill.10 The report resulting from this investigation covered all
aspects of fisheries in the state, but particular attention was given to
the oyster industry and the Shell-Fish Commission,

In this report the Geological Survey included recommendations on how
it felt a Shell-Fish Commission should operate, The Geological Survey
Committee of 1906 unanimously recommended that a permanent "Shell-Fish
Commission should be established and inaugurated by the Legislature."ll

The committee suggested the organization of a Shell-Fisnh Commission
according to the following guide lines, (1) The Shell-Fish Commission
should consist of only one commissioner appointed by the governor with

the advice and consent of the Senate. (2) The commissioner would make

9. . " c . .
730vert E, Coker, Cyster Culture in North Carclina (Raleigh, 1905), 2.

-

10 . . . . . - .

Josepn Hyde Prati, Report of Committee Aprointed by Governor R. &,
Gisnn to Investigate the Fishing Industry in Jorth Carolina (Raleigh, 19C€),
2, hereinafter cited as Pratt, Report of Investiza*tinz Commitiee,

““Pratt, Report of Investigating Committee, 44,
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seni-annual reports to the Geological and Economic Survey 3oard. (3)

His term of office would be four years, (4) The commissioner was in-

structed to appoint a deputy commissioner who would act in his place when

he was absent, (5) The Shell-Fish Commissioner would file a $7,000 bond

with the Secretary of State, and the deputy commissioner would file a
$5,000 bond, (6) The Shell-Fish Commissioner would take an oath to

faithfully perform his duties. (7) The Shell-Fish Commissioner would

appoint inspectors where they are needed with a salary of not more than

$50 a month, (8) The Shell-Fish Commissioner would maintain an office in

a town near the oyster beds and would hire help to run the office., (9)
The commissioner would with the consent of the Geologlcal and Economic

Survey 3oard, be allowed to buy or rent such boats and equipment that
would be necessary to perform the duties of the commission. (10) In add-

ition to oysters the Shell-Fish Commissioner would have general super-
vision over clams, scallops and other mollusca., (11) No employee of the
Shell~Fish Commission would have an interest in the shell-fish industry

of North Carolina., (12) The salary of the Shell-Fish Commissioner would

be $1,500 per year and the deputy shell-fish commissioner would receive

$900 per yea.r.12
All other powers of the Shell-Fish Commissioner remained approximately

the same as they had been under the laws of 1903 and 1905. The committee

also suggested that the Shell-Fish Commissioner be given the power to
lease any bottom of the waters of the state that was not already a natural

oyster or clam bed. It was not until 1909, however, that the Shell-Fish

12pratt, Report of Investisating Commitiee, Ll-if,
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;-cmuussioner was given that power., No specific law was passed in 1907

gtoadqn all the committee's recommendations because most of the suggestions
?lmdalready been included in the laws passed in 1903 and 1905, Several

: anendments to earlier laws were passed in 1907 which changed the wording

of the statutes to bring them up to date. The only other law passed in

1907 that affected the Shell-Fish Commission was one which allowed the

Oyster Commissioner to borrow $2,200 to pay the balance on a new patrol

13
boat called Atlantic. Other than that, nothing else occurred from 1907

to 1909 that warrants attention.

The most important change enacted by the legislature in 1909 was a

law giving the power to lease any bottom of the public waters of the State
by the Shell-Fish Commissioner in hopes of stimulating oyster and clam

production, Before 1909 leases were granted by the clerk of superior

court in the various coastal counties in which oyster and clam waters were

to be found, The problem with this method was that the clerks often used

their lease authority to show favoritism. In addition, the earlier oyster

laws had greatly restricted the number of acres any one person could lease,

Most leases granted for oyster farming were for only ten acres or less
(=4 1

which often made it impossible to make oyster farming profitable. There-

fore prospective oyster farmers were often discouraged rather than en-

couraged to go into full scale oyster or clam producticn,

Under the 1909 law the Shell-Fish Commissioner's added responsibilities

were to see to it that any persons or firms wanting to lease public water

.
*BPublic Laws and Resolutions of the State of North Carolina Fassed
by the Ceneral Assembly at its Session of 1907 (Raleigh, 1907), 1350,
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| bottoms could do so by submitting a written application to him., As

i 1
t soon as the Shell-Fish Commissioner received the application for a
] specified area of water bottom, the commissioner had the duty of ob=
taining a survey of the area applied for at the expense of the applicant.

The purpose of the survey was to make sure that the area applied for

was not already a natural oyster or clam bed. Cnce the survey was com-

pleted, the Shell-Fish Commissioner would grant a lease to the applicant,
giving the lessee sole right and use of the water bottom that he applied
for, This lease would be for a period of twenty years,

Not only could the lease be given for twenty years, but in certain
coastal waters such as parts of the Pamlico Sound, the lessee could obtain
two hundred acres of water bottom for the cultivation of oysters and clams,
This was far more than what earlier laws had allcwed, However, it should

be pointed out that some eastern North Carolina counties were successful

in getting laws passed‘which exempted them from the overall state law,

This and other reasons, such as a lack of knowledge on how to produce

oyster gardens, a lack of capital to get started in the business, the oyster
farmers impatience for results, and a lack of protection for the private
oyster and clam beds from theft were factors that would continue to retard

15

the growth of the oyster and clam industry in Horth Zarolina.”
While the 1909 law to promote the shell-fish industry was not sufficient
+0 begin the building up of an oyster cultivation industry in North Carolina

itself, it was a step in the right direction, at least in the eyes of the

1uPublio Laws and Resolutions of the State of North Carclina Passed
Ly the General Assembly at its Session of 1909 (Zaleigh, 1909), 1276-1279,

:‘ o~ s 1 3 ”- ~
I’Taylor, Survev of Marine Fisheries, 158-159.
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| authors of the North Carolina Geological and Economic SurVey.16 They

blamed much of the failure or decline in the oyster industry on the

non-enforcement of the oyster laws. This failure to enforce the laws

resulted in part from the indifference of the commissioner and inspectors

to the performance of their duties. It should also be noted, however,

that the courts were often to blame by failing to uphold the law, there-

fore discouraging the attempts of the Shell-Fish Commissicn to enforce the

law,

From 1909 to 1915 a series of studies were made by the North
(arolina Geological and Economic Survey under the direction of Joseph

Kyde Pratt, the State Geologist, to determine what could be done to improve

the fishing industry of North Carolina. The Geological and Economic

Survey was assisted by a legislative fish committee appointed by the
General Assembly in 1909 to investigate the fisheries of YNorth Carolina,

In his biennial Message in 1913, Governor William W. Kitchin stated,

"Cur fish and oyster industries . . . have been declining, In my opinion

no part of the State's internal material business so greatly demands your

This is a State matter, and
nl?
L

attention as the Fish and Cyster industry.
gou should . . . enact laws and provide for thelr enforcement , . .
Together the two groups continued to compile data from 1909 until late

1914 before it was submitted to the General Assembly in 1915 for con=-

sideration.

15 jcseph Hyde Pratt, Fishing Industry of North Carolina (Zaleigh,
1911), 38.

17 e s - SR . - . .
““Public Documents of +he State of North Zarolina Sessicn 19173

(Raleigh, 1915), Document No, 1, 9.
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The result of the combined study was to persuade the General Assembly
_:m1915to pass a law establishing a Fisheries Commission 3card to re-
€phcethe Shell-Fish Commissioner, a recommendation from the Geological
;‘unﬁmonomic Survey that the Legislative Fish Committee adopted almost
;1umdfbr word, This was an important step because it made the mould on
’ which a North Carolina Shell-Fish Commission (or whatever it maybe called)
would be structured for many jears to come,

On March 4, 1915, a law was introduced to combine the Shell-Fish
Commission and the Fish Commission., The Fish Commission had been es-

tablished back in the 1870's to manage finfish and had always been a

separate commission until now, The law, however, was not passed without

some opposition, Several groups in eastern counties were opposed to the
idea of a state fisheries commission, Petitions from counties including
Hyde, Carteret, Dare, Pasquotank and Pamlico were presented to the General
Assembly by their local repreéentatives. All the petitions said basically
the same thing. For example the one from Pamlico County read, "We the
undersigned citizens and voters of Pamlico County respectfully represent:
that we have considered the State wide fish bill now hefore the General
Assembly of North Carolina; and the same is on improper and unfair measure
for the people of Zastern North Carolina, It will drive many a poor fish-
erman and latoring man to ruin and to hunger . . ., We demand that our re-
presentative and respectfully ask the members of the General Assembly, one
w18 Ho specific reasons have

and all, to vote down this inigquitous measure,

been found to explain why these groups were against the Fish Commission

l8Petition frem Pamlico county to the General Assembly, Legislative
Papers of North Carolina, 1915, box 53, February 18, 1915,
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Bill, or how it would ruin "poor fishermen." It is safe to assume that

their main objection was that the new law could impede their freedom to

do as they pleased with the marine resources.

Despite the opposition, the 1915 law finally passed the General

; Assembly, The law provided for the creation of a fisheries commission

consisting of five members appointed by the governor for the purpose of

enforcing the laws pertaining to commercial fishing, The five appointees

were to be called the Fisheries Commission Board, At least three of the

board had to be from fishing districts in the state. Cn April 8, 1915,
the State Geologist, Joseph Hyde Pratt, sent a letter to Governor Locke
(raig presenting a list of names whom Pratt believed would best serve the

new fisheries commission., He presented five different combinations of

names to the governor, but unbeknown to Pratt, the governor the day before

had already made his selection, Pratt had talked to the governor earlier

about possible commission members, but Pratt apparently had little in=-

fluence with Governor Craig. Pratt was to later prove uneffective when

he tried to influence the governor and the Commission on their choice for

the first fisheries commissioner.
Those appointed on April 7, 1915, by Governor Craig as the first

fisheries Commission Board were: Edward Chambers Smith of Wake County,

F. T. Winslow of Perquimans County, William M., Webb of Carteret County,
Albert V, Cobb of Bertie County, and Edward H. Freeman of New Hanover

County. When the Fisheries Commission Board met on April 15, 1915, it
organized and elected Zdward Chambers Smith, Chairman, Albert V. Cobb,

secretary, and H. L. Gibbs who had served as the Shell-Fish Commissioner
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under the old commission was recommended to the Board by the Governor to
fill the newly created position of Fish Commissioner.l

In a letter from Governor Craig to Secretary Cobb on April 14, 1915,
the governor made it clear who he wanted for the first Fisheries Commissioner:
"When boards appointed by the Governor have the power immediately to elect
an executive officer, the Governor, by unbroken precedent in this state,
has been accorded the courtesy of naming such officer., In accordance with
this precedent I recommended to your board the election of Mr. H. L. Gibbs
as Fish Commissioner, I . . . hope that you will see that Mr, Cibbs is
elected, "20

E?en though the governor knew who he wanted the board to elect to
the Fish Commissioner position, many others were being bvacked for the
Job by non-board members and were opposed to Gibbs having the position,
O, H. 3ell of Zdenton, North Carolina, claimed that Gibbs had been an
opponent of the statewide fish law wheh it was before the legislature, and
therefore should not be given the executive officer's job, Joseph H,
Pratt and Charles Weebee, a lawyer from hertford, North Carolina, were
also opposed to Gibbs and wanted a man named LeRoy to have the Fisheries
Jommissioner's job, or at least to appoint him deputy commissioner, 3ell
also would have been satisfied if LeRoy would have at least been made
deputy commissioner, but this was not to be the case., After a talk with

Pratt, Governor Craig persuaded Pratt to see things his way and the State
’ o =

Yoetter from Locke Craig to Biward Chambers Smith, April 7, 1915,

b

SGovernor Locke Craig Fapers, North Carolina State Archives, Raleigh, XNorth
Carolina, hereinafter cited as Craig Papers,

20. - - . . . , c
““Letter from Locke Craig to A. V, Cobb, April 14, 1915, Craig Papers.
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Geologist stopped pushing for LeRoy's appointment. The Governor wrote

Bﬂl.m1April 27, 1915, reminding him that he had not "promised anything"

in respect to LeRoy, Governor Cralg also wrote a letter to Wedbee

stating, "that Senator Simmons asked me not to appoint LeRoy as Fish

Commissioner as did other prominant democrats of that section. He stated

that LeRoy had been offensive in opposition and in attacks upon him, I

have great regard for the opinion and for the wishes of Senator Simmons

just as I have for the opinion and for the wishes of any other gocd and

influential democrat in North Ca,:colina."zl

It was not unexpected, but this was an example of how politics played
a prominent role in the creation of the new Fisheries Commission, Oihers
in writing to the governor stressed political loyalty to the Democratic
party as the primary criteria for the top job in the new Fisheries Commiss-

ion, W. E. Williams of Washington, North Carolina, recommended to the

governor that Representative John L, Mayo be given the commissiocners job

because "Mayo has always been an enthusiastic supporter of yours, and I

know of my knowledge in the campaign six years age he gave you his loyal

support . . . ,"22  There were a number who asked Governor Craig io relp

them secure the assistant commissioner job because of their loyalty to the

Democratic party and to him., hHowever, the records seem to indicate that

once Gibbs became Fisheries Commissioner, he was free tc choose his

tants without political interference.

LlLetter from Locke Craig *o Charles Wedbee, April 28, 1915, Craig Papers,

22

Papers.

Letter from W, H. Williams to Locke Craig, April 12, 1915, Craig




83

The 1915 law also provided that the Fisheries Commission 3oard members
were to hold their office for four years. The members could get four
dollars a day plus travel expenses to attend Board meetings provided that
it did not exceed $250 a year. After the Board selected a Fish Commiss-
ioner, the Fisheries Commission Board was to see to it that the commissioner
had fulfilled his duties, and that said commissioner made semi-annual re-
ports to the Fisheries Commission Board whenever they required it.

The term of office for the Fish Commissioner was four years, and
it was his responsibility to appoint two assistant commissioners, pro-
vided he had the consent of the Fisheries Commission Board, Cne of the
assistants was called the Assistant Fish Commissioner and the other was
called the Shell-Fish Commissioner,

With the consent of the Fisheries Commission Board, the Fisheries
Commissioner had the authority to appoint inspectors in the counties
where he decided that they were needed, The Fisheries Commissioner could
rent and equip an office for the business of the commission at some point
near coastal fisheries, and employ the necessary clerks to run the office.
He cculd also buy or rent such boats, nets and other equipment as might
be necessary to enforce all acts relating to the fish and fisheries of
North Carolina,

The other duties of the Fisheries’Commissioner as described in the
1915 law were that the Fisheries Commissioner was to compile statistics
showing the capital investment of the commission, annual products of the
fisheries of North Carolina, maps of closed and open areas for fisheries

activities, records of all prosecutions of viclations of the fisheries laws,

and records on the collections of license taxes, fees, rentals, or other
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imposts on the fisheries,

The act continued the policy of giving arrest authority to the Fish
lommissioner, his assistants and inspectors. It also continued to dis-
courage employees of the commission from having financial interests in
the fishing industry to discourage corruption, It continued the policy
of seizure, forfeiture and sale of vessels caught in violation of the
fisheries law and kept other penalties that helped discourage fisheries
viclations, The new act did continue one old policy that seemed difficult
for any commission to abolish. That was a section in the act which made
it illegal to use any boat that was propelled by steam, gasoline, or any
other source of mechanical power while taking oysters. It also continued
to make it unlawful for non-residents to take oysters from liorth Carolina
waters.

Perhaps the most important power given to the Fisheries Commission
by this act was the responsibility to make regulations concerning the fish-
eries of the state, and giving the Commission (which represented the State
of liorth Carolina) exclusive jurisdiction and control over commercial fish-

erles in the State., This meant that it did not share this jJurisdiction

)

with any other state agency. Prior to 1915, the various fisheries commiss-
y

ion only had powers that the statutes gave them, iiow with resulatory

oWers, any regulations the commission made had the sanme leszal affect (for
P ? S

PN

enforcement purpcses) as a statute, With this power the Fisheries Com-

mission now could, and did take control of all marine rescurces in North

ers, clams, scallops, crabs, shrimp, and ssli water fish, This was

(@]
<

n

o+
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an inportant step forward in managing the marine resources in +he State.2o

The 1915 law marks a milestone in legislation cerrcerning the Shell-

Fish industry, the first major legislation pertaining to shell-fish since

5 legislation the old Skell-Fish Commission

no longer had an existence of its own, but instead was now just a part of
J pa

a larger state agency, to wit: The Fisheries Commission Board, The 1915

law gave the state more control over the shell-fish industry than it had

tefore, It also was an important step by the State of North Carolina in

ts fisheries industry on a consistant bvasis, Finally, the

e

stimulatirg

1915 law proved to he the best regulatory law the fisheries industry had

‘had to that point, With the law ziving the Fisheries Commission Board the
< (]

power to make rules and regulations as it saw fit, the Commission could

now attempt to control unnecessary destruction of fisheries resources that

had gone largely unchecked bvefore,

To mak he 1915 law workable, the Fisheries Commission asked the

General Assembly of the 1917 Session for several changes, In reality,
however, the 1917 law as passed by the legislature was almost identical

to the 1915 law, The 1917 law dictated “hat not only would at least three

members of the Fisheries Board come from fishing districts within the 3tate
(+] ]

2 .

3Pu‘clic aws and Resolutions of the State of North Zarclina Fassed

by the General Assembly at its Session of 1915 (2aleigh, 1915), 102-11C,
hereinafter cited as Futlic lLaws Session 19175,

2"Purlic laws Session 1915, 107, The 1915 act also allowed a $10,000
a year appropriation from the State's general fund tc help get the new Fish-
eries Commission under way., If and when the commission tecame self suf-
it was to repay this money back to the general fund, The act made

ficient it
it mandatory that the Fisheries Commission Board sutmit a complete report

to each legislature on its past operations and activities,

e




but that they "shall have a practical knowledge or be familiar with the

fishing inclustry."‘25 What seemed to prompt this change in the statue was

that too often a governor in the process of appointing political allies

to these state commissions, appointed individuals who knew little or

nothing about the activities of the commission they were serving on., The

results of such appointments no doubt hindered the effectiveness of such

agencies as the Fisheries Commission Board. The law of 1917 also reduced

the arrest power of the Fisheries Commissioner and his agents, In the

1915 law, the commissioner and his agents could arrest individuals for

fishery viclations, whether they had seen the violation occur or not.
Arrests were made whenever the fisheries agents strongly suspected a person

of a violation, Under the 1917 law the Fisheries Commissioner or one of

his agents had to see the violation occur in their presence before they

could arrest the person,

Another important aspect of the 1917 law was that it permitted an

increase in the license taxes on traditional fishing appliances such as

anchor, stake, drift, and pound nets, More significantly, the 1917 law

called for a new license tax to be placed on people taking scallops and

clams, A new license tax was also levied on anyone who was a dealer in

buying and selling scallops, fish, shrimp, and crabs, The purpose of the

additional license tax was to establish the Fisheries Commission on a self-

supporting basis, and perhaps even generate some revenue for the State

Treasury, This, of course, had been an objective of the State for many

years, However, except for the 1915-1916 year, the Fisheries Commission

25public Laws and Resolutions of the State of North Carolina Passed
by the General Assembly at its Session of 1917 (Raleigh, 1917), €00,
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; Board was not only unable to be self-supporting, but it had to continue
i sccepting the $10,000 a year appropriation from the State Treasury for
operating expenses,

Despite its inability to be self-supporting at that point in 1917,

the Fisheries Commission Board now had the laws that it needed to try

and manage the State's fisheries resources, The laws of 1915 and 1917

were admired by other states as models of fisheries management legislation,
As Fisheries Commissioner Gibbs put it in his First Biennial Report in

1916 and again in his Second Biennial Report to the Fisheries Commission
Board in 1919, "The Act of 1915, . . . amended by the act of 1917, . . .
establishing the ‘Fisheries Commission Board', granting power to make

rules and regulations looking to conservation and for the betterment of

the industry, continue to receive much praise from Conservation Commission-
ers and others interested in conservation in other States; and our North

Carolina law is generally regarded as the best law pertaining to fisheries

in the country."z6 Gibbs went on to explain that he was asked to go to-

the International Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation Commissicners
meeting in New York to discuss North Carolina's fishery laws, He also

stated that he had received letters from many parts of the United States

requesting copies of North Carolina's fishery laws,
It is necessary at this point to explain something in reference to

the last paragraph., As far back as the 1880's, whenever commercial fish-

ermen believed that a given fisherlies resources was being overly used or

2654ate of North Carolina Public Documents Session 1919 (Raleigh,
1920), Document No, 24, 9, hereinafter cited as Public Documents Document

No, 24, 1919,
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exploited, they called for legislation that would (in their opinion) protect

that resource, Once again this was the force behind the massive regulatory

1915 and 1917 public laws, and for that matter is still an effective force

beshind laws that are passed at the present time, Many of the 'protoctivo

laws called for by commercial fishermen were virtually the same as those
that the Fisheries Commission Board asked the General Assembly to pass.
It was seldom during the period covered by this study that the laws were

tased on sclentific data. Harden F. Taylor in his book, Survey of Marine

. Fisheries of North Carolina, puts it very well when he explained that

usually fisheries legislation was the result of "rivalries, fears, and
jealousies , . o and , . . the fisheries are therefore the subject of

all manner of restrictive legislation, much of which is illogical and
contradictary, and which enforces inefficiency and generally interferes
with the free play of economic forces to the disadvantage of the commercial

fisheries . . . ."27 Taylor also points out that it was hard to determine

how this restrictive legislation has affected the yield of the North

Carolina fisheries, It was next to impossible to determine if the laws

preserved the fisheries supply from depletion, or whether they were respon-
sible for keeping the fisheries industry small by running its operating

expenses unnecessarily high by not allowing fishermen to use modern methods

for capturing marine life, According to Taylor, "the existence of unnecessary

and hampering legislation, whatever its origin or motive, is, to the extent
to which it is enforced, an economic factor which must be taken seriously

into account, Regulatory measures, necessary or not, which forbid the use

27Taylor, Survey of Marine Fisheries, 306,
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of efficient methods and compel the employment of excessive labor for a
glven amount of production merely suppress the utilization of aquatic re-

8
sources."2 In other words what Taylor is referring to here is that in the

past, states with regulatory powers, usually passed regulations that were
prohibitive of one thing or another, and the regulations may have caused
the (fisheries) industry as much harm as they did good when laws or re-

gulations are not based on scientific data, but rather on suspicions and

rivalries.,
What we had here was the State of North Carolina Fisheries Commissioner

boasting of the widely acknowledged North Carolina laws to the 1919 Fish-

eries Commission Board, It was true that the North Carolina fishery laws

were widely recognized by other states as progressive. However, there

were still many of the North Carolina fishery laws that contradicted what

the state was trying to do. The state wanted to produce a large fishery

industry. This was to be done under the direction of the Fisheries Commission

Board with its new powers under the 1915 and 1917 public laws.' The expected
result was a large fisheries industry that would produce jobs and more tax

revenue for the state., Yet, when the 1915 and 1917 laws were passed, the

state continued to make illegal the use of modern equipment such as steam

power and other types of power boats for commercial fishing, Such power

boats could have (assuming that marine life population remained the same)

greatly increased the harvest of fishery resources producing the expected

Jobs and revenue the state was looking for. Instead, those who wanted to

use power boats were forced to use the more cumbersome sail powered vessels.

28Taylor, Survey of Marine Fisheries, 308,
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This was just one of many laws that had hindered the desired results the

state was expecting from its Fisheries Commission Board., No logical reason

could be found why power boats were outlawed, The only conclusion that can

be reached is that in 1915 many commercial fishermen were poor and just
tarely made a living from the sea and could not afford power boats, and
political pressure was also brought to bear on legislators by a great num=-
ber of commercial fishermen, who themselves could not afford the power
boats, As in earlier years, they did not want the power boat fishermen to
have the advantage over them so they were successful in having the use

of power boats declared illegal in the shell-fish industry., Power boats
could be used whether the wind blew or not, the sailboats could not.

Such restrictive laws were not new nor were they the last ones the Fish-

eries Commission would pass,

In all probability, after the 1915 and 1917 laws were passed, the
Fisheries Commission 3oard, having heard the comments made by other states
about its laws, felt it was heading in the right direction and that the

future looked promising for expansion of the Commission's activities for

regulating commercial fisheries. The Fisheries Commission Board like

many new state agencies did not get into full operation immediately, and

in this case not until around January, 1917. 3y then the commission knew

what improvements were needed in the 1915 public law, and legislation for
these improvements were passed in the March 7, 1917, general session of

the legislature, By March, 1917, the Fisheries Commission was looking

forward to a good year in the fishery industry, or at least the Commissicn
was expecting to break even or perhaps even generate some revenue for the

However, some of the State's own restrictive laws as well as

state,
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umforeseen events such as World War COne were to hinder the Fisheries

tommission from getting off to a good start in 1915.

World War I affected the commission in several ways, First of all,

the United States was preparing itself by March, 1917, to enter the war

in Burope if it became necessary. What this meant was that many of the

fishermen were enlisting in the service, Commissioner Gibbs reported,

*On account of so many of our best fishermen along the coast having to

g0 to war there are not nearly so many engaged in this work., About one-

third of the fishermen are gone."29 This meant, of course, with less men

working in the fishery industry, that less marine life was caught, pro-
duction was down, and proporticnately revenue from license taxes was down,

In this respect the war hurt the Fisheries Commission economically. Also

in June, 1917, the Fisheries Commissioner was asked by the commandant of
the Fifth Naval District to lease the four patrol boats owned by the commiss-
ion, The Atlantic, 55 feet long, 12 feet wide, the Gretchen, 48 feet long,

14 feet wide, the Bobylu, 35 feet long, 10 feet wide, and the Margaret G,

35 feet long, 7 feet wide, were leased to the United States Navy in July,

1917, to do certain patrol work for the Government., The crews were to

engage in a general lookout for suspicious boats likely to carry supplies

from the inland waters out the inlets to the enemy, In addition they were

to investigate, arrest, and report suspicious characters who might be
sples or violating rules and regulations of the United States Government,

The crews wWere at the same time to do State work under the orders and

29Public Documents Document No, 24, 1919, 12,
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This arrangement worked out perfectly

direction of the Commissioner.Bo

for the Fisheries Commission, The state's fisheries work was done at the

federal governments expense., The federal government paid for all the

men's wages who worked on the patrol boats, the gasoline, oil, and repairs

for the boats, and even placed additional crew members on board to help

operate the vessels, 3Because of this federal lease, the Fisheries Commiss-

ion saved enough money in 1917 to pay the 1916 appropriations debt back
to the State Treasury, something it would find hard to do in the future.
The Atlantic and Gretchen went to work for the Navy on August 21, 1917,

the Bobylu and Margaret G started work for the Navy of October 22, 1917.

The contract on all four vessels lasted until December, 1918, saving the
Fisheries Commission from $20,000 to $25,000 in operation costs. In this
sense, the war helped the Fisheries Commission financially and all in-
dications were that much of the vessels time was spent doing state work,
I suspect that the federal and state patrol areas were the same and this
explains why the vessels were able to continue normal state fisheries
patrol during the war,

The manpower shortage in the United States during the war resulted
in higher wages for many civilian workers as well as state employees,
This also affected the Fisheries Commission's budget. Because of the

additional cost of labor, many fisheries inspectors were only hired for

the busiest time of the year. At times, less inspectors were hired and

the Fisheries Commissioner himself did the work., As Commissioner Gibbs

put it in his 1919 report, "with scarcity of men capable of performing the

30Public.: Documents Document No, 24, 1919, 21,
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¢ duties of inspector, so many of our best men having to go to war, we
!)mve,in a few instances, been compelled to pay higher salaries.“31

The war also affected the commissions regualtions concerning minimum

size 1imits on certain fish., In an attempt to control and manage the

" fishery resources, the Fisheries Commission before the war made it un-
lawful to take fish that were not of a certain size. This was done to
prevent young fish from being harvested before they had a chance to re=-
produce, Size limits had been placed on shell-fish as well; for example
oysters had to be two and one-half inches long before they could be har-
vested, But Jjust as the Fisherles Commissinn felt it was making progress
in this aspect of fishery management, the United States Food Administration
in September, 1917, "directed attention to the necessity of increased fish
supply for food at home in order that meats and other land products could
be furnished and more promptly supplied to our soldier boys and the allies
fighting to make the world a fit place to live in, and requested the
authorities of the several coastal States to remove all restrictions
possible in order that a greater fish supply might be ha.d."32 The North
Carolina Fisheries Commission Board was quick to respond to the United
States Food Administration's request, and for the time being a part of the
Fisheries Commission's Management Program had to take a back seat to the
demands of the war,

In addition to the problems caused by the war, nature also created

difficulty for the commission in 1917 by some unusually adverse weather

3lpublic Documents Document No, 24, 1919, 11.

32pyblic Documents Document No. 24, 1919, 1l.
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conditions, This too affected the potential revenue collection from the
fishery industry. In the law of 1917 some new license taxes had been
levied on scallops, clams, shrimp, etc., but that same law had reduced
some license taxes on many netting devices used in menhaden fishing, As
it turned out there was a hard freeze in December, 1917, which adversely
affected the popultaion of shrimp, oysters, scallops, and clams. The re-
sult was a low harvest of these shell-fish for the season of 1917 and early
1918, This in turn reduced revenue collection for the license taxes on

these shell-fish, Commissioner Gibbs commented in his 1919 Fisheries

Report on the 1917-18 season by saying, "The very cold weather and long
freeze in January, 1918, destroyed a great quantity of clams, As a re-

sult of these conditions the clam industry has decreased to such an extent
that it will likely be years before it can recover . . » "33 he Commiss-
ioner went on to say, "The revenue from the oyster industry has greatly
decreased owing to the scarcity which is‘due to fhe long freeze in December,
1917, and January, 1918.”34 And on scallops he said, "On account of the
scallops having disappeared in Newport River and in waters North of Bogue
Sound, due largely to climatic conditions, where heretofore they have been
taken in large quantities, a decrease in revenue may be expected from this
industry."35 3y the same token, it was a bumper year for the hafvest of
menhaden, which were not affected by the freeze, but unfortunately because

the license taxes had been reduced on nets by one-half or more, revenue

33Public Documents Document No, 24, 1919, 17,

3LLPublic Documents Document No, 24, 1919, 24,

3Spublic Documents Document No. 24, 1919, 24-25.
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- collection was much lower from what it could have been on this portion of
the fisheries industry. If the license tax on nets used in menhaden fish-
ing had remained what they were in 1915, it could have made up the differ-

ence in revenue lost in 1917 and 1918 due to poor shell-fish production

from oysters, clams, and scallops.

The freeze of December, 1917, and January, 1918, also affected shrimp
production, but very little revenue would be collected from that sector of
the fisheries industry until th 1930°'s,

Consequently, what it all came down to was this, the affects of World
War I and climatic conditions were not to allow the new Fisheries Commiss-
ion of 1917 to get off to a good enough start to allow the commission to
be a self-sustaining, tax generating, state agency. Instead further tax
dollars were needed to help stimulate the fisheries industry and to keep
the Fisheries Commission going. Commissioner Gibbs summed it up in his
1919 report to the Fisheries Commission Board when he said, "In Qiew of
the fact that there is sure to be a decrease in revenue from oysters
and escallops~the reduction in tax on seines, mullet nets and drag nets-
the probability of less revenue from menhaden boats, the work (of stimulat-
ing the industry) cannot be carried out with the revenue t0 be collected

from these sources. A éontinuance of the appropriation of $10,000 will
36

be absolutely necessary,"

36Public Documents Document No, 24, 1919, 25.




CHAPTER V

FISHERIES COMMISSION: GRCWTH, EVCLUTICN

AND MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS, 1919-1925

Since the creation of the Fisheries Commission Board in 1915 and
the additional regulatory powers given to it in 1917, it had undertaken
several management programs by 1919 in an attempt to stimulate the state's
fisheries industry. These management programs were undertaken with the
hopes of long range positive affects on the fisheries industry, By 1919,
when Commissioner Gibbs gave his Second Biennial report to the Fisheries
Commission Board he was convinced that some of the fisheries management
programs were succeeding., He stated,

"It is sometimes said by the thoughtless that the fish are

not any more plentiful than before the commission was es-

tablished, The idea seems to be with some that a great a-

bundance of fish should immediately fill our waters, at

once-"spring up', so to speak, They do not stop to con-

sider the fact that it takes time to replenish after so

long unrestricted destruction of little fish . . . .

Many species are largely on the increase . . . in our

opinion, it will now be only a few years, other conditions

being favorable, when our citizens will see an increase in

the shad (and other fisheries) production and realizi the

good work of the Board and enforcement of the laws."
At that point it was really too early for the Fisheries Commissioner, or
anyone else, to determine whether management programs were helping or hurt-
ing the fisheries industry., There was simply not enough completed statistics,
records, or research in 1919 to make these assumptions,

When Commissioner Gibbs made his report in 1919, the fisheries in-

dustry had just completed one of its best years, It was probably based

1Public Documents Document No, 24, 1919, 12,
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| o that recent harvest of fishery products that Gibbs based his optimism.
~: However, the commissioner did not have the benefit of years of statistics

: to show him what erratic changes there could be in fishery production in

any given year, often without explanation. For example, in 1908, 99,891,000

pounds of total fishery products was harvested by 9,210 fishermen. Yet,
in 1918 with only 6,198 fishermen, a total of 210,080,000 pounds were

harvested, However, in 1923 with 6,195 fishermen production was down

again to 94,364,000 pounds.2 Menhaden production also exhibited the same
kind of drastic changes in production from 1880 to l9lb5.3

One of the new management programs mentioned earlier in the text con-

cerned efforts to prohibit the taking of small fish before they had a

chance to breed and reporduce, World War I had cancelled that regulation

temporarily in order to increase fish production for food, but after the

war the regulation was placed back in operation. There were, of course,

many fishermen who opposed the minimum size limit on various fish and wanted

to sell all that they caught, but as Commissioner Gibbs stated, they soon

realized the "wisdom" of the new law.
Another fisheries management program undertaken by the commission was

the dredging of channels and inlets to keep them open for free passage of

fish into the sounds and inland waters of the state, Many of the spawning

grounds for shad and herring in inland waters were closed to netting by

2'I‘a.ylor, Survey of Marine Fisheries, 427, See Table VI and notice the
drastic change in production from 1918 to 1923, yet the number of fishermen

wWwas about the same,

3Tay].or, Survey of Marine Fisheries, 501, See Table VII,

U’Public Documents Document No, 24, 1919, 11,
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? the Fisheries Commissiocn and where these fish congregated in streams

 that had locks in them, such as the Cape Fear River, it was made unlaw-

¢ ful to take fish within three miles from either side of the lock. Another

| program started in October, 1917, was a regulation requiring all fisher-
nen who caught shad and herring in the spring of the year to turn the eggs
from the fish over to the United States Bureau of Fisheries on Pembroke

(reek for hatching., After the eggs were hatched the fry were returned to

the ocean in hopes of increasing shad production in the fu.ture.5

In July, 1918, a program was started by the Fisheries Commission to
plant empty oyster and scallop shells on the bottom of the sounds where
natural oyster beds did not exist, but close enough to natural oyster beds

to catch the young oyster spat. Commissioner Gibbs was allowed to spend

up to $3,000 for the planting of these shells on public bottoms in order

to increase oyster production. Six different planting sights were com-

pleteds The first was in the mouth of the Neuse River. The second and

third were in the Pamlico Sound near Horse Shoe Rock., The fifth planting

was also in Pamlico Sound, southward of Great Island., The sixth was Jjust

off Swan Quarter 3ay near Great Island Rock. A total of 25,242 bushels

of empty shells were deposited by December, 1918, at the six sights at a

cost of $1,861.20.6

The Fisheries Commissioner believed that the cull law was one of the

most effective management regulation in 1918, This law required all oys=

ters under two and one-half inches long to be returned to the public waters.,

5Public Documents Document o, 24, 1919, 13,

6Public Documents Document No, 24, 1919, 28.

1
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} At tines Commissioner Gibbs had dismissed inspectors who were careless or

indifferent in their work of culling oysters at oyster houses, Gibbs felt

| that, "The culling of oysters and planting of vacant grounds are the real

é:

e
B
by

necessary things to be done for the future welfare and development of the

oyster industry."7 The same cull law exists at the present time but now

as in 1918 cannot be enforced tco stric’cly.8 However, additional regula-

tory measures were passed in 1918 to protect the other shell-fish. The

commission passed a rule to make it unlawful to take clams that were less

than one and one-half inches long from hinge to mouth, A size limit was

1 ; also placed on scallops. They had to Dbe two inches from himge to mouth

vefore they could be harvested. A rule was passed by the Fisheries Commiss-

ion to close the season on scallops from April fifteenth to December first
of each year. This was made in order to stop the harvest of scallops
during their breeding season in the summer mogths. As of December, 1918,
no other manégement programs existedvunder the Fisheries Commission that
pertéined to shrimp, crabs, or other finfish,

Shortly after the Fisheries Commisslon got its management programs
% i under way in 1917, there apparently was a large increase in total food
fish production, reaching its highest level (210,080,000 pounds of food
fish) since records were started in 1880,7 This included all finfish and

shellfish., The Fisheries Commission may have liked to have contributed

the good year in 1918 to management, but after examining catch records it

7Public Documents Document No, 24, 1919, 17.

8Gar'teret County News-Times, March 6, 1980.

9Taylor, Survey of Marine Fisheries, 427, See Table VI,
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. sppears that a large catch in menhaden (tota.lling 179,911,000 pounds) Was
: responsible for most of the production in 1918.lo Records show that the
total number of fishermen from 1880 to 1945 changed very little and an
' | increase in production could not be attributed to a large increase in

‘ fishermen.-"':L However, World War I did stimulate the use of more engine

powered boats and equipment, and therefore made it easier for the same

} - mmber of fishermen to work more efficently, Total food fish production

dropped drastically between 1919 and 1923 (down to 63,290,000 pounds)
for unexplained reasons, but gradually grew to a moderate level by 1927
(to 98,987,000 pounds) and held a relatively stable level for the next
] twenty years,
This production stability was not necessarily due to the Fisheries

Commission's management programs., Records show that oyster production,

despite rehabilitation prograns, genera.lly' declined as it had been doing
for years with management programs showing little affect on this gradual

downward *trerxd.]'2 Despite the rules and regulations and management pro-
grams protecting scallops and shad, their production continued on a down=-
ward trend from 1918 to 1945 as well.l3 What seemed to keep total food fish

production at moderate levels from 1927 to 1945 was an increase in the

harvests of finfish (spots, trout, croakers, etc.) a slight increase in

10Taylor, Survey of Marine Fisheries, 501, 519, See Tables VII and VIII.

llTa.ylor, Survey of Marine Fisheries, 427, See Table VI,

l"')"I'aylor, Survey of Marine Fisheries, 146, See Table IV.

N
‘BTaylor, Survey of Marine Fisheries, 538.
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for them to recover, if ever,
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Z ¢lan production, and a fairly large increase in shrimp and crabdb production.lu

No reason has been found to explain why the three major food fisheries,

| oysters, shad, and scallops, that had management programs started on them
tin1918 were the very ones to show a decline in productivity for years to
come, Perhaps the management programs in 1917 had come too late, and after

: years of large utilization of these marine species, it would take decades

Records are non-existant or too sketchy

to determine just how badly these marine resources might have been abused,

especially from about 1823 to 1925, the approximate time span of this re-

search, Pollution, industry, and man's encroachment on nature did not

start in the last 30 to 40 years. It no doubt started in America when

Europeans first started settling North America. Today, it is to a roint

that some of our marine resources are a put-and-take fishery, especially

oysters. Cn March 5, 1980, Marine Fisheries Director Connell Furvis was

quoted as saying, "The Commission needs to realize that if not for the

states effort with oyster rehabilitation in the southern area‘{bf North

Carclina] there would not be any oysters. We are about at the point we

have to ask if we want to fight the battle with coastal development. People

and oysters may not be compatible."15
When Commissioner Gibbs gave his report to the Fisheries Commiss-

ion Zoard in 1919, he had very few records to prove or disprove the af-

fects of the fisheries management programs on fishery production., He

We

stated, "It has been impossible to procure any accurate statistics.

luTaylor, Survey of Marine Fisheries, 535-539,

15Ca.rteret County News=-Times, March 6, 1980,
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| have furnished dealers and fishermen with blanks and advised all, toth
by copies of the law, rules and regulations, and by circular letters

i quoting the law and requesting compliance therewith, but until the year

v 6
b 1918 we have been unable to procure statistics from but few."l The

~ commissioner was however able to compile a few statistics on the revenue
and expenditures of the Fisheries Commission for its first two years of

operation, this being December 1, 1916 to December 1, 1918. The commiss-

‘imxbrought in revenue for the two years totalling $69,295.84, This was
P comprised of $20,000 appropriated from the State, and the rest was collected
E %- from license issued, license taxes, and from such things as the sale of

fish and nets that were confiscated from people fishing in restricted waters.

The expenditures for the first two years of operation amounted to $60,628,25,

By the time of the Third Biennial Report of the Fisheries Commission

Board in early 1921, very little had taken place since its last report to

i i the legislature. The General Assembly made further amendments to the 1515

1 ' tf and 1919 laws to update them, but the amendments were few and do not warrant

discussion. "In July, 1919, Dr. J. C. 3aum of Currituck County was appointed

a member of the btoard by Governor Zickett, to succeed Mr, T, F, Winslow,

who declined a reappointment."l7 Ctherwise the Board members remained the

same until June, 1921, On April &, 1919, Commissioner Gibbs who had been

sick for several weeks died just days before the end of his four year ap-

pointment. James K. Dixon, the Assistant Commissioner, was made Acting

16Public Documents Document No, 24, 1919, 29,

5 l7Third 3iennial Report of the Fisheries Commission 3card of North
Carolina from December 1, 1918, to November 30, 1920 (Raleigh, 1i922),
hereinafter cited as Third Fisheries Commission Report,

7
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i (ommissioner until May 19, 1919, when the Fisheries Commission Board elected

' ' - him for a term of four years. Dixon only served sixteen months as Fish-

| eries Commissioner befare he resigned to give more attention to his pri--
- vate business., However, Dixon returned to the commission in June 1921,

F , | this time as a board member and not the commissioner, Captain John A. Nelson

vas designated Acting Commissioner to serve Dixon's remaining term. Theodore
S. Meekins from Manteo, North Carolina was named Assistant Commissioner to

] ‘ replace Captain Nelson, Captain Nelson on April 9, 1923, was elected Fish=-

erles Commissioner in his own right, and by "keeping his politics right"
] ; remained as Fisheries Commissioner for many years.

- When Captain Nelson gave the Third Biennial Report to the Legislature
in 1921, the financial standing of the Fisheries Commission was still not
very good. The law of 1919 had allowed for several new taxes to be levied
on shrimp, clams, and crabs, but despite this additicnal revenue the commiss-
fon had a deficit of $3,829.81 at the end of 1920, Fortunately it had some
surplus funds from its 1918 budget with which to pay the bills, The chair-
man of the Fisheries Comﬁission, Edward Chambers Smith, blamed the deficit
on increasing labor, fuel and repair cost, and said, "It has been necessary
to practice the greatest eccnomy, often at the expense of the industry's

best interest and a proper enforcement of the law , . . no appropriation was

made for the bcard by the last legislature, and . . . the State could well

afford to appropriate funds for this Department, to supplement the revenue
18

collected in taxes o« « o o

18Third Fisheries Commission Report, 8-9,
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Revenue had been abnormally high in 1918 due to a large demand for
seafood products caused by World War I, but by 1920 demands were going

back to prewar levels, many fishing fleets were cut in size, and revenue
collection was down. This in conjunction with poor market prices for many
seafood products, left the Fisheries Commission stranded for funds to ex-
pand projects to stimulate the fishery industry, The oyster shell planting
to create new oyster beds was still a continuing project by the commission
but on a smaller scale due to a lack of money., In June, 1920, only three
oyster shell plantings were made. Two plantings were in Hyde County, one
at Swan Quarter Bay and the other at Shell poiht, both consisting of only
twenty-seven acres of bottom. The third planting was at Point of Marsh in
Garteret County consisting of twenty acres of bottom., In addition to the
above plantings, Haywood 3ell and Anthony Boyd, two blacks from Morehead
City, offered the State 500 bushels of shells, free of charge, which were
accepted by the Commissioner and planted in the Newport River Jjust east

of the Cross Rock. The total number of shells planted were 12,245 bushels,

J The Fisheries Commission Board continued to

at a cost of $1,294.26.1
advocate oyster shell planting, and in the Third 3iennial Report Commiss=-
ioner Nelson reported that, "From samples received from the bottoms on
which shells were planted two years ago, we saw . . . markétable oysters
+ + o which proved conclusively that the State is receiving an economic
advantage from the amount of money expended in planting shells . ., . ."20
This type of evidence was used later in the 1921 Legislature to secure

larger appropriations for oyster shell planting, and to obtain even larger

19Third Fisheries Commission Report, 16,

2%rnird Fisheries Commission Report, 16.
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| allocations in 1923,

The Third Biennial Report revealed only a small increase in the
overall expenses of the Fisheiies Commission. The problem with this small
increase in cost in most areas of the Fisheries Commission was that it
possibly revealed one important thing, It meant that the Fisheries Comm-
ission and its programs were probably not growing to meet the needs of an
industry which the State had hoped to see grow even larger as time went
by, This matter however, was to be remedied in future sessions of the
General Assembly who would appropriate money for expansion of Fisheries
Commission programs,

When Cameron Morrison became governor in 1921, he replaced Zdward
Chambers Smith and Albert V, Cobb when their terms expired in June, 1921.
He appointed James K, Dixon, of Trenton, and W. O, Saunders, of Elizabeth
City, to replace them, Dixon was elected chairman of the Fisheries Comm-
ission soon after his appointment to the board, He had been with the
commission back in 1919 and upon his return in June, 1921, he found that
the commission was still lacking funds to operate ¢on, let alcne expand its
programs. However, Chairman Dixon and the Fisheries Commission Board members
had found a friend and supporter of fishery programs in Governor Morrision.
During the period of the Fourth 3iennial Report, from December 1, 1920 to
Novembef 30, 1922, the commissions budget wﬁs still tight but with the
backing of the governor the Legislature of 1921 appropriated $20,000, ten
thousand of which was to be spent the first year and ten thousand the second

1 .
year for oyster prOpagation.2 This was just the beginning of the commission's

21Four‘th 3iennial Report of the Fisheries Commission 3caxd of North
Carolina from December 1, 1920 to November 30, 1922 (Raleigh, 1922), 12,
. hereinafter cited as Fourth Fisheries Commission Report,
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f expanded programs under Governor Morrison.

Fisheries Commissioner Nelson in his Fourth 3iennial Report gave
added fuel to Governor Morrison's belief that the Fisheries Commission's
programs should be expanded. In his report, Commissioner Nelson stated
that, "The oyster planting, in my opinion, does not cost the State any-
thing for the reason that we collect two cents per bushel from the deal-
ers, while the cost of planting is ten cents per bushel, and we get from
five to six bushels of oysters back for each bushel planted, thereby
vgetting in the way of taxes, an amount equal to the cost of planting."22
This was not always true because many of the harvested oysters would not
be sold through dealers and therefore taxes would not be collected.
Eowever, it loocked good on paper to the Fisheries Commission Board and
to the Governor, Nelson in his report also went on to say that revenue
collection was up in all areas of fisheries, and that with a little more
k 1 money spent on expanding fisheries programs, revenue to the State would
| . be much higher.

The Commissiocner also added that fisheries were now providing
thousands of people with jobs, and with added funding it could be an
industry equal to any other iﬁ the State. He estimated that from 13,000
to 15,000 people worked in the fisheries industry in 1922, However, this
figure was misleading, When Commissioner Nelson listed the different
types of fishermen, for instance the shrimpers and the oystermen, he

failed to mention that many commercial fishermen participated in many

different aspects of commercial fishing, So the oystermen, who aléc

22

Fourth Fisheries Commission Report, 13,
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 yere shrimpers and scallopers were counted three times because they were

:um*ing in three different sections of the fisheries industry., About the

: only way they could tell how many people were working in a certain section

| of the fisheries industry was to count the number of license sold, and it

f>wasxnaikely that anyone knew if "John Doe" had just bought a clam license

| or had also bought an oyster, shrimp and crab license. Despite the poss-

ible inaccuracies of the Fourth Biennial Report of the Fisheries Commission-

¢r, it was very convincing to Governor Morrison who placed his full support

vehind the Fisheries Commission,

By the time the Fourth Biennial Report was issued in November, 1922,

& E some other important events had taken place with the commission, The most

important was the scallop case that was ultimately carried to the North

In this case, State vs Henry Dudley, Dudley

Carolina Supreme Court.

challenged the Fisheries Commission Board's constitutional right to pass

rules and regulations relating to the fishing industry.23 The Supreme

Court upheld the lower court ruling and confirmed the action of the Fish-

eries Commission in making rules and regulations, If the court had ruled

1 against the commission it could have been devastating to future fishery

Programs. Traditionally, it is difficult to persuade a legislature to
spend money on programs lacking legal authority.

Another change in the commission occurred in the 1921-22 scallop sea-=

son when a chemist was hired to work for the commission, Due to what was

then a high price for a gallon of scallops, many catchers and shippers were

soaking the scallops in fresh water to make them larger and weigh more.

23Four-th Fisheries Commission Report, 8, In this case scallops.

| .,
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:Smmral of these soaked scallop shipments were discovered by Federal
;fmﬁ.inspectors in northern markets, and traced back to North Carolina.
! commissioner Nelson took immediate steps to correct the protlem. James
| 0, Clarke, Chief of the Pure Food Station at Savannah, was invited to

i come to North Carolina and help the Fisheries Commission set up its own
laboratory to ascertain whether scallops had been soaked or not.zu If

' this had not been done, it was very possible that other states would have
stopped buying North Carolina scallops, and that portion of the fishing
.1ndustry could have been nearly ruined.

Commissioner Nelson also reported that, "At the request of the Govern-
or and the State Fair Officials we put on an exhibit at the State Fair in
October, 1922, which was one of the most interesting exhibits at the fair
and won first prize, and did great credit to the Fisheries Commission."25
%i %_ This was the first time the Fisheries Commission had set up any type of
i i exhibit, but did it again at the Elizabéth City Fair that same year. It
turned éut to be good public relations, and an excellent way of selling the
commission's programs to the public and to gain support for the Fisheries
Commission from the general public,

During the period of December 1, 1920 to November 30, 1922, there
were some changes in the patroi boat fleet and other capital investment

transactions. At the end of the two year report, the patrol toat Margaret

G was no longer listed in the fleet. The records do not indicate whether

the vessel was sold, junked or whatever. In place of the Margaret G two

24pourth Fisheries Commission Report, 1b.

25Fourth Fisheries Commission Report, 15.




109

other vessels were bought. The Solitaire was a 27 foot long vessel with
a 28 horsepower gas engine costing $890,92, The Katie M was a 41 foot long
%essel with a 36 horsepower gas engine costing $2,000. A small skiff (a
small work boat) was bought for $50 to be used with the large 55 foot pa-
trol boat Atlantic. $1,082.69 was also spent for additional imporvements
on the patrol boat Chowan. A new dock at Morehead City was built for the
Fisheries Commission at a cost of $1,245,15 in 1922, Slowly but surely the
size and shape of the commission’s activities were growing, The total
inventory of property owned by the Fisheries Commission in January, 1923,
was $5,033.76 more than it had been in January, 1921,

By the end of November 30, 1922, Commissioner Nelson, and Chairman
of the Fisheries Commission Board, James Dixon had convinced Governor
Mdrrison that further investment of state meney was needed to continue
present fishery programs, to gxpand those programs, and to start new ones,
Chairman Dixon recommended to the governor ﬁhat $500,GOO be appropriated
for the development of the seafood industries and inland fish hatcheries
for game fish, Chairman Dixon knew that asking for that large amount of
money from the Legislature would be difficult to get unless some of'the
money was spent to help fresh water fishing for those residents in areas
avay from the coast,

The governor was receptive ?o Fisheries Chairman Dixon's proposal
of a $500,000 appropriation and was one of the Fisheries Commissions best
supporters, In his message to the General Assembly in 1923, he urged the
modernizing of the sea food industries. In pointing out that the commercial

fishing industry had been neglected far too long he stated, "Our fishing

industry can be revived with little expense, The Oyster waters can be
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shed and an oyster culture started there that will tremendously
contribute to the enrichment of the whole State and produce a great State
r'evenue."26 Although the governor underestimated the amount that would
be needed to develop the industry, he clearly placed his administration
in favor of adequate support.

Morrison's message also made several other points by saying, "we
ought to plant a million bushels of oysters annually for three years in
these ([coastall waters," he wrote, "it would take five hundred thousand
($500,000) to do it, but no individual has an opportunity to make such
an investment as that would be to North Carolina . . . . We would not
only get our money back in revenues to the State, but an immense profit
P .“27 Tt should be noted that Governor Morrison felt that the money
would not just be an appropriation but instead an "investment" that would:
return large profits to the State. Again the governor was advocating
or hoping for far more than what could be realized from a $500,000 in-
vestment in the sea food industry., However, the governor Went on to ask

the General Assembly to fund the $500,000 and stated that he felt, "The

industry will easily finance itself, and carry the interest after we get

8
under way."2

26Speech by Cameron Morrison to the North Carolina General Assembly,
January, 1923, William A Richardson, Public Papers and Letters of Cameron
Morrison Governor of North Carolina 1921-1925 (Raleigh, 1927), 42, hereinafter
cited as Richardson, Governor Morrison Papers.

27Speech by Cameron Morrison to the North Carolina General Assembly,
January, 1923. Richardson, Governor Morrison Papers, 413,

8
2 Speech by Cameron Morrison to the North Carolina General Assembly,
January, 1923. Richardson, Governor Morrison FPapers, 4s,
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Finally Governor Morrison stressed that much of the $500,000 invest-
| ment could be gained back within a years time if the inlets were cleared
and new one opened. He felt the new inlets would allow more salt water
into the sounds and thereby increasing fish production to such levels
that many more dollars in revenue could be collected. The governor was
convincing and in February, 1923, the General Assembly appropriated
$500,000 to the Fisheries Commission.,
As soon as the General Assembly appropriated the $500,000, Governor
M Morrison asked the Legislature to pass an act to increase the members of
the fisheries commission board. The act passed on March 6, 1923, and stated
that the Fisheries Commission shall now "consist of eleven members appointed

by the governor and confirmed by the Senate, at least six of whom shall

29

gl ~§ be from the several fishing districts of the State, and shall have a
It

| ; practical knowledge of or be familiar with the fishing industry."

i ; was said by Fisheries Chairman Dixon in the Fifth Biennial Report of the

:+ ; Fisheries Commission that in view of the fact that this appropriation would

} E | be spent in various sections of North Carolina, the governor thought it

best to increase the membership of the commission tc eleven members in

order that every section of the State would be represented on the Board,
ThevLegislature of 1923 put some conditicns on the selection of the

new board members. All members appointed by the governor also had to ve

29State of North Carolina Public Laws and Resolutions Passed by the
General Assembly at its Session of 1923 (Raleigh, 1923), 5, hereinafter
cited as Public Laws Session 1923.

)OFifth Biennial Report of the Fisheries Ccmmissicon Board c¢f North
Sarolina from Decemcer i, 1922, to June 30, 1924 (Raleigh, 192%), 5,

hereinatter cited as Fifth Fisheries Commission Zeport.
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confirmed by the Senate, but not all members had the same term of office.
Four of the members were appointed for a term of four years, and the last
three members were appointed for six years. The reasoning behind this was
to prevent all members of the board from being replaced at one time, and
therefore always having some experienced board members to train newly

appointed ones, Thereafter, "at the expiration of the term of office of
any of said commissioners, his successor shall be appointed in a like

manner by the Governor for a term of six years."Bl

When Board members Freeman, Hancock, and Saunders terms expired in
1923, they were not reappointed by the Governor, The new Board members
were James K, Dixon of Trenton, Robert Lassiter of Charlotte, H. V,
Grant of Sneads Ferry, Frank Stedman of Fayetteville, M, B, Hart of
Tarboro, Edward S, Askew of Windsor, Stanford Martin of Winston-Salen,
Henry C. Wall of Rockingham, J. C. Baum of Popular Branch, George L.
Hampton of Canton, and E. S. Worthy of Washington, North Carolina,.

The first meeting of the new Board was held in Morehead City on
April 9, 1923, at which time they organized by electing James X. Dixon,
Chairman, and M. L. Willis of Morehead City, Secretary. John A, Nelson
was elected Fisheries Commissiocner and he, with the approval of the
Board, appointed Theodore S. Meekins of Manteo, and W. G. Dixon of
Oriental, Assistant Commiésioners.32 Miss Carita Wade was retained as
stenographer and Frank J., Rieger of Waynesville, North Carolina, was

appointed Superintendent of Hatcheries., So in all, 1923 marked a sub-

31Public Laws Session 1923, 481,

32Fifth Fisheries Commission Report, 5.
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; stantial growth in the size and scope of the Fisheries Commission, Not only
; had the board membership been doubled, but now the Fisheries Commission had
| its programs expanded to include the entire state by covering both salt
; and fresh water fisheries with a budget that had gone from about $98,000

| per t0 year to almost $200,000 per year.

3y the time the Fisheries Commission submitted its next report on

- June 30, 1924, additional expansion had taken place within the Fisheries

Commission, More personnel had been added to the payroll, and new progranms
had also been initiated., The most notable new programs were the building

of fish hatcheries, and the opening of new inlets. The planting of
oyster,shells was not a new program. but the program was expanded cone-
siderably by the $500,000 appropriation. The expanded oyster rehabilitation
program started in May and June, 1923, with a planting of 730,812 bushels

of shells and oysters compared to only 100,000 bushels of shells and oysters
Planted in 1921. 1In April, May, and June, 1924, a total of 682,692 bﬁshels
of oysters and shells were planted to help stimulate the oyster industry at
| a cost for the 1923/24 seasons of $129,056,50 compared to only $19,503.35
spent in 1921/22. A total of sixty-four different sights were planted

wWith oysters and shells in 1923/24 seasons.

In his 1924 report, Comhissioner John A, Nelson demonstrated where

there had been a 472,431 bushel increase in oyster production from 1923 to
1924 with a value increase of $361,219, Commissioner Nelson went on to

say, "I must conclude from the above that this increase in bushels, price

per bushel, and the enormous increase in the total value to the State is
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directly due to the policy of oyster propagation and cultivation adopted
by the Commission."33 The commissioner was partially correct, but the
large increase in production and price was not caused directly by the
Commission. With the expansion of better transportation by 1924, thé
market and demand for oysters had also expanded. It was therefore demand
that helped raise the price per bushel and with higher prices per bushel,
more effort was spent by oystermen to harvest more oysters, many of which
were always in the water but just never harvested. So it was the com=-
bination of expanded oyster planting programs and an increase in demand
at the market that had much to do with the large increases of 1924 over
1923.

A direct result from the expansion of the oyster program was the
growth in number of commission employees, This was noted when Commiss-
ijon Chairman Dixon stated, "The planting of oysters and shells on a large
scale for the past two seasons, and the strict enforcement of a three-
inch cull law, has made it necessary for the commissioner to put on add-
itional inspectors to patrol the waters."Bu All of which was done at
considerable expense, he said, but was necessary to protect the shell-
fish industry.

The next major expansion of the Fisheries Commission was the build-
ing of fish hatcheries for inland waters, which started in August, 1923,
This was, "An entirely new work taken on by the Commission, which is a

part of the program of Governor Morrison to enlarge the scope of useful-

33pifth Fisheries Commission Report, 20,

34Fifth Fisheries Commission HReport, 15.
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ness of the Fisheries Commission ., ., . ."35 Gary C. Leach, Chief of the

f Division of Fish Culture of the United States Bureau of Fisheries, was

asked to assist the Fisheries Commission with this new program. Leach

» presented plans and cost factors for building and operating fish hatcheries,
, George W. N, Brown of the United States Fish Hatchery in Orangeburg, South
(arolina, also helped to make the selection of hatchery locations, Five

| locations were selected and in each case the land was donated to the State

3%

by private individuals,
The first hatchery was built at Curries Mill, Fayetteville, Cumber-

land County, and raised bass, the second was built at Waynesville, Haywood
County, and raised trout., The third was built at Marion, McDowell County,
and raised bass, the fourth was at Boone, Watauga County, and raised trout,
and the fifth was at Roaring Gap, Alleyhang County, and raised trout., As
of June 30, 1924, it had cost $30,233.59 to get the hatcheries started but
b z none of them were fully completed until 1926, Frank J. Rieger was the
first Superintendent. of Hatcheries, but no records have been found that
would indicate how many other workers were employed in the hatcheries.
Little expansion took place in the hatchery program from 1924 to 1926, and
4 by the time hatchery programs were expanded, they came under a new depart-
ment and therefore will not be discussed any further in this text.,

Another major expa.'nsion program undertaken by the Fisheries Commission
in 1923 was the opening of inlets to allow more ocean water to flow into

i , the sounds, A committee made up of Fisheries Commission Board members,

35Fifth Fisheries Commission Report, 15.

36Fif’ch Fisheries Commission Report, 9.
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. recommended that the Board employ Brent S. Drane, a well-known civil
, engineer from Charlotte, now State Geologist, tc make a thorough invest-
‘ tgation of all the sites which had been inspected by the committee. He

was to determine where it might be possible to open an inlet, and report

| his findings to the Board,’
After locking at all the possible areas to open an inlet, Drane

: ‘suggested that an old inlet near Rodanthe in Dare County, closed by sand,

be reopened, He commented about the inlet, "I do not believe that any

reliable prediction can be made of the probable life of an inlet re-
opened + o fxowever. e o« o I would expect its life through this cycle

to be not less than ten yea.rs.“38 State Geologist Drane was given the

go ahead by the commissioners to obtain bids for the work. On February

25, 1924, a contract was awarded to Culkins Dredging Company of Norfolk,
Virginia., Work on the inlet started on April 10, 1924 and was to be com-
pleted by September 1, 1924, Upon completion a total of $136.372.27 was
spent to open the :Lnlet.'39 However, the Fisheries Commission's first
attempt to open an inlet was a total failure., The prediction of the State

Geologist who stated the inlet would stay open not less than ten years
under normal weather conditions was not even close, Commissioner Nelson
agreed with this in 1926 when he reported, the break through the beach
to the ocean by the dredge that was hoped to be made an inlet was soon

filled up again by the normal prevailing northeast winds and the undertaking

37Fifth Fisheries Commission Report, 6.
38

Fifth Fisheries Commission Report, 7.

39Fifth Fisheries Commission Report, 6-7.
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2 1 was declared a failure.uo It apparently only took a few nonths for the
iﬁlet to close again, and it turned out to be a very expensive lesson for
the Fisheries Commission, one they were not soon to repeat,

Another area of expansion within the Fisheries Commission was the
addition of more patrol boats. The Gretchen was sold for $1,900 and in
her place the Neuse, a 40 foot long vessel with a forty horse power gas
engine was bought for $2,991.73. A 27 foot long vessel with a six horse
1 power gas engine, the Croatan, was also bought at a cost of $546,05, The
- ;; patrol fleet at the end of the fiscal year 1924 was therefore seven vessels
compared to six vessels at the end of 1922. The patrol vessel Bobylu no
longer appeared in the inventory and in its place appeared the patrol
vessel Pamlico. The records had shown the sale of the Gretchen but not
of the Bobylu. The Bobylu was valued at $1,000 in the records and it does
not seem that the vessel would have been scrapped. The records also dc
not show the purchase of the Pamlico, only money spent on improvements of
the vessels totalling $2.386.90. The Pamlico was a thirty-seven foot long
vessel with a twenty-eight.horse poﬁer gas engine, In the Fisheries
Commission's inventory of 1924, the Pamlico was valped at $3,386.90.
Bither someone donated a $1,000 vessel that money was spent on by the
commission to improve, or the commission bought the vessel for $1,000 and
overlooked placing the expenditure on their records. An improvement ex-
penditure of $51.65 was also spent for a patrol boat, the Roanoke, but

the Roanoke does not appear in the inventory and no records indicate that

« 4053 xth 3iennial Report of the Fisheries Commission Board of North
| Carolina from July 1, 1924, to June 30, 1926 (Raleigh, 1926), 38, here=-
inafter cited as Sixth Fisheries Commission Report.
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| 1t wvas bought. However, it does show up in the Sixth Biennial Report in-
E ventory as a small speed boat valued at $1,084.02., The total value of
the seven patrol boats in 1924 was $16,001,.25, an increase of $3,373.33
over 1922's figures,

Other indications of the commission's growth appear in the 1924 in-
ventory, Considerable amounts of new office furniture had been added,
raising from a value of $945.04 in 1922 to $1,465.24 in 1924, The commiss-
ion by 1924 had two automobiles instead. of one, and had their own labora-
tory equipment used in testing for socaked scallops,

The commissioner, assistant commissioners, and office workers
salaries and expenses actually went down from 1922 to 1924, but this
did not show a decrease in the number of commission employees, However,
inspectors salaries and expenses by 1924 were $22,393.28 or $7,793.47 ‘
more than 1922 which helps confirm Chairman Dixon's claim that additional
inspectors had to.be hired, Dixon's per diem and expenses had also in=
creased from $576,62 in 1922 to $2,997.42 in 1924 which indicated how
much more time consuming his job was becoming as the commission grew.
3y the end of the Fifth Biennial Report on June 30, 1924, the Fisheries
Commission had made considerable advancements in its size and scope., The
only cloud still hanging over its head, was that it was still not generating
enough revenue to support itself and had a deficit of $1,296,19 in the
June, 1924 report.41 In the Biennial Report of 1924, the Fisheries Com-
mission asked for and got some minor license tax increases from the Leg-

islature, but this was insufficient to put the Fisheries Commission on a

41

Fifth Fisheries Commission Report, 24-29,
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| self-supporting basis by the end of its next report in June, 1926,

During the fiscal year July 1, 1924, to June 30, 1926, the Fisheries

| Commission experienced further growth as well as Some setbacks., Shortly

 after the beginning of the fisecal year, Governor Angus Wilton McLean was

elected, He was supportive of the fisheries programs, but not as much as

Governor Morrison had been. In a message to the General Assembly early

| in 1925, Governor McLean let it be known that he was interested in the

| fishing industry and its benefits to eastern North Carolina. However,

he indicated a desire to be careful as to how much the state "invested"

in the industry by commenting, "I am in favor of continued effort to re=-

plenish the depleted oyster beds and to conserve and cultivate the fish

and oyster industry, as far as the results to be obtained will justify."uz

Governor McLean seemed pessimistic about the existing value of the fishery

industry when he observed its deficits for the past several years despite

large state appropriations,

n:
P
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A

o

He i'stated. "I believe that the water industries
of the State should soon be put on a self-sustaining basis and that they

Will eventually prove a most valuable incl.ustry."l"'3 McLean was apparently

not impressed with so many tax dollars being spent, while the commission

continued to reflect deficits, He probably felt the commission should

have been self-supporting by 1924,

McLean only replaced two of the Fisheries Commission Soard members,

The first was Dr. J. C. 3aum Wwho was replaced by J. Q. Gilkey of Marion,

. 2Speech by Angus Wilton McLean to the North Carolina General Assembly,

January, 1924, David Leroy Corbitt, Public Papers and Letters of Angzus
¥ilton McLean Governor of North Carolina 1925-1929 ZRaleigh, 1931), 37,
hereinafter cite

d as Corbitt, Governor McLean Papers.

4
3 Speech by Angus Wilton McLean to the North Carolina General
Assembly, January, 1924, Corbitt, Governor McLean Papers, 7.
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and the second was B. M, Hart who was replaced by R. Bruce Etheridge of
¥anteo, John A, Nelson remained as Fisheries Commissioner, but his
assistant commissioners were changed and a third one added., J. H. Stone
of ¥ilmington, E. O. Spencer of Swan Quarter and L., A. Quidley of Manteo
were his three new Assistant Commissioners., Frank J. Rieger remained

as Superintendent of Hatcheries, but M, L. Willis was replaced with
Norman R. Webb as Chief Clerk and Secretary. Miss Carita Wade remained
as stenographer but now was also called a staff chemist., T. R. McCrea

was now employed as a full time Bacterioclogist., Under Governor Angus W,
McLean the office staff of the Fisheries Commission in June 30, 1924,

had grown by two more employees,

Chairman of the Fisheries Commission Dixon was now receiving a total

salary and expenses of $8,931.28, up $5,933.86 from two years earlier.

The commissioner's salary was up $2,327.42. The assistant commissioner's
salaries were up a total of $5,409.96 and the general office salaries

and expenses were up $3,136.94. However, these salaries mostly reflected
Py increases and not an increase in commission employees., The increase
in the inspector's salaries and patrol boat expenses show a slight growth
from two years earlier. Inspector salaries were up $4,898,08 and patrol
boat expenses were up $7,117.77 resulting from as many as nine patrol boats
teing used verses seven hoats in 1924, -Two of these patrol boats, the
Lualmo and Francis, were rented and only used during the busiest time of
the year., Commission Chairman Dixon felt the increase in boats and inspectors
was needed and stated, "With all the new devices and methods for capturing

fish, the improved facilities for handling them, and the necessity and desire
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of the rapidly increasing number of fishermen for making more mcney, it
becomes more and more important to enforce protective rules and regulations
in order to prevent the industry from being destroyed by overfishing and
destructive methods."ua

The Patrol boat Katie M no longer appeared in the inventory of 1926,
and no records indicate what happened to the vessel. A new patrol boat,
the Albemarle, appeared on the inventory costing $6,266.50. The patrol
boat Solitaire was also no longer on the inventory and no records in-
dicate what happened to that vessel either. The patrol boat Roanoke,
which had been used by the commission in the past but never appeared
on the inventory, now in 1926 appeared on the regular list of patrol
boats, In 1926 the total value of patrol boats was up $7,250.59 from
the 1924 figure of $16,001,25., Cther indications of the commissions
growth from l92§ to 1926 was the additional expenses it incurred frcm
printing more rules and regulations, advertising these rules and re-
gulations, attorney fees for legal research on fisheries violations,
and investigations into menhaden production,

There was very little done in the way of planting oyster shells oy
the Fisheries Commission from 1924 to 1926; From 1922 to 1924 1,413,504
oushels of oysters and shells were planted, whereas from 1924 to 1926
only 198,452 bushels were planted, This again did not show a reduction
in the size and scope of the commission, it just meant the money was
spent elsewhere, Much of which was spent on the opening of an inlet in

Dare County which as noted earlier was a failure. Another large portion

4481xth Fisheries Commission Report, 7.
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of the 192&/26 appropriations of $270,000 was spent on the fish hatcheries.

One of the more significant expansions in the commission took place
in the area of shell-fish sanitation, This was an area of expansion
the Fisheries Commission had not planned on but which became necessary,
The need for a shell-fish sanitation laboratory resulted from a typhoid
epldemic scare which started in Chicago in the winter of 1924, Typhoid
fever had broken out in Chicago, New York, Washington, D.,C., and several
other cities., Epidemiological investigations indicated sewage-pollufed
oysters to be the cause of this illness. The resulting publicity
paralyzed the oyster industry and threatened the economy of shell-fish
preoducing s-ta.'i:es.Ll'5 North Carclina's oyster industry was no exception
and the monetary loss it suffered was never really calculated. It was a
ma jor set back for the Fisheries Commission's oyster programs and Fish-
eries Commissioner Nelson criticized the unknown Chicago doctor's report
as thoughtless and adverse. The few records that are available indicated
that oyster production did not really fall off that mucﬂ. rowever, the
value of the oysters did seem to decline slightly. It appeared that the
report warning of the dangers from eating oysters may have been overly
stated, however, later findings did prove that oysters wers to blame for
some of the fyphoid fever,

Fortunately, Herbeft Hoover, Secretary of Commerce, bécame aware of
the grave situation the oyster industry was placed in and invited the
Fisheries Commissioners, oyster growers and packers to meet him at

Washington, D.C., to try and devise a plan whereby the oyster as a choice

*5Robert G. 3enton, Shellfish Sanitation Sulletin (Morehead City,
1980), 1,




food might regain the confidence of the public.ué At the meeting the

United States Public Health Service passed regulations for sanitary con-
trol of the shell-fsih industry and asked the individual states to do the
same,

Commissioner Nelson immediately asked an official fo the United
States Public Health Service and an official of the North Carolina State
3oard of Health to assist him in providing sanitary standards for North
Carolina's shell-fish industry, They adopted the federal guidlines on
sanitary control, hired a full time bacterioclogist, equipped the patrol
boat Pamlico with a bvacteriological laboratory and made immediate tests
on all North Carolina oyster grounds., Three oyster areas in North Carolina
waters were found to be polluted by sewage, Morehead City harbor, Beaufort
harbor, and a small section of Wrightsville Sound.

The new sanitation department within the Fisheries Commission could
now certify oysters as safe for public consﬁmption and along with new re-
guiétions for sanitary control, made exceilent progress in cleaning up
unsanitary conditions in all facets of oyster processing. The typhoid
scare had forced the Fisheries Commission to expand and to include a
sanitation control unit. It cost the Fisheries Commission nearly $6,200
more than it had planned on spending from 1924 to 1926, That additional
expense along with the loss of over $12,000 in revenue from reduced oyster
prices during that same period, created a deficit for the commission of
$22,194,43 by 1926, the largest deficit ever to that point in its history,

For many years after 1926, the Fisheries Commission would continue to Just

ué

Sixth Fisheries Commission Report, 27.
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barely support itself, and mostly it relied on state appropriations to

continue its operational duties and fishery progranms.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

In 1925, the Department of Conservation and Development was estab=
lished to take over the duties of the State Geological and Economic Sur-
vey, the State Geological Board, and the State Geologist, Later in 1927,
the Fisheries Commission was also placed under the supervision of the
Department of Conservation and Development. Initially the Fisheries
Commission kept its original name of 1915, the Fisheries Commission
Board. However, by the time of the Second Biennial Report of the De-
partment of Conservation and Development on June 30, 1928, the Commiss-
ion's name had been changed to the Division of Commercial Fisheries.

The name had been changed, but in actuality litile else had happened.

The Fisheries Commission continued to strive to enhance North
Carolina's seafood industries, Showing some, but very slow growth
within the Commission. It continued the management programs for oysters
but often with moderate or poor success for the money spent. Little
or no money was spent on research for the fishery industry so that
wise fishery management decisions could be made, instead the commission
continued to pass laws and regulations to manage the fishery resources
from a law enforcement position. The enforcement of the rules and reg-
ulations by the Fisheries Commission was and always has been absolutely
essential to protecting the fishery resources in North Carolina, but it

was not until about 1965 that a Research and Development section was

added to the commission to help tase its fishery management decisions




and laws and regulations on a sounder basis.l

Concluding from the material covered in the period of this text from
1822 to 1925, it would have to be said that the development and growth
of the Fisheries Commission had been notable, The Commission showed steady
growth, especially from around 1891 to 1925, However, despite the fact
that the commission showed continual growth as a state organization, it
can not be said, that during the same period, it was all that successful
in doing what it had set out to do, to wit: to manage and stimulate a
state resource into a tiriving industry, the ultimate goal of which was to
benefit not only the citizens of North Carolina, but to produce revenue
for the State from a large seafood industry. This was not to say that the
Fisheries Commission was a complete failure in its attempts up to 1925,
because it did have some limited success in helping the seafood industry.
It just never met with the “projected” success that it was called upon
to make, This ﬁight have been because the state was trying to manage a
natural resource industry that would be difficult to regulate at best,
because of the nature of the resource, that is, a resource that could be
affected by so many different variables. Therefore, the success of the
seafood industry to be regulated by the state was full of "ifs", Second-
ly, the commission met with limited success because they knew very little
about the fishery resources they were frying to manage. A great deal of
scientific research was lacking on most shell-fish and finfish up to 1925

and beyond. As a state organization, the Fisheries Commission was seldom

lInterview with Michael W, Street, Chief of Research and Development,
North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries, March 14, 1980,
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self-supporting as it was designed to be, but again it was probably due
to the nature of the resource that it was trying to exist on., There was
and always has been resistance from those who make their living from the
sea, to keep license fees and taxes on commercial fishermen to a bare
minimum., The result has usually been a lack of funds to cover the costs
of operating the Fisheries Commission,

In 1923 the most important seafood commodity was the oyster. During
that year Governor Cameron Morrision pushed for and got $500,000 appro-
priated by the General Assembly to enhance the oyster industry and fish-
eries in general, Governor Morrison felt the money was all that was needed
to revive the state's oyster culture, He looked at the tax money as an
investment by the people of North Carolina in an industry that would not
only return the inital $500,000, but produce an immense profit. However,
this was not the case, instead the oyster industry and fisheries in gen-
eral went on a gradual decline for the-next twenty years after 1923,

Tax money would continue té be invested in the fisheries industry
to try and nurture the various fisheries to a point where they would pro=-
duce profitable revenue returns for the state, and make the Fisheries Com=-
mission self-supporting, But as time would show, the Fisheries Commission

would meet with ohly limited success and continue to need tax support to

survive as a state organization,




TABLE 1

CATCH OF OYSTERS FROM PUBLIC

AND PRIVATE BEDS IN 1908
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State From Public From Private Total

(Natural Rock) or Cultivated Beds
Bushels Value Bushels Value 3ushels Value
¥aryland 6,076,000 |$2,142,000| 154,000 86,000 623,000 $2,228,000
Virginia 4,075,000 2,348,000
North Carolina 199,832 5k 644 11,000 8,605 210,832 63,249
Georgia 507,000 #101,000| 952,000 *238,000 1,459,000 339,000
Florida 296,000 296,000
Connecticut+ 2,583,000
New Jersey 249,000 1,120,000 1,369,000
*Lstimated,

+Principally from private beds,

SCURCE

Pratt, Joseph Hyde.
Geological and Zconomic Survey, Economic Paper No, 24,

"Fishing Industry of North Carolina,"

Uzzell & Co., 1911, 12,

North Carolina

Raleigh:

Ee M,
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Area suitable for

oysters
Section and Progress of
Locality Area survey
Possible | Probable
area area

1 Croatan and Roanoke Sounds 48,389 14,800 9,000 Incomplete
2 Upper Pamplico k5,757 | 31,800 26,100 Completed

3 Upper Pamplico 45,157 9,200 - Completed

4 Upper Pamplico 82,904 | 79,850 79,850 Completed

5 Eastern Pamplico 60,626 51,000 k1,000 Incomplets
6 Middle Pamplico 95,776 | 15,300 15,300 Completed

7 Western Pamplico 43,038 22,489 22,489 Incomplete
8 Eastern Pamplico 61,834 | 48,300 48,300 Incomplete
9 Middle Pamplico 103,270 32,980 32,980 Completed
10 Western Pamplico 30,291 29,900 29,900 Incomplete
11 Eastern Pamplico 76,570 59,100 59,100 Incomplste
12 Middle Pamplico 67,738 57,000 57,000 Completed
13 Western Pamplico 15,746 15,700 15,000 Incomplete
14 Southern Pamplico 39,988 17,000 17,000 Completed
15 Middle Pamplico 45,413 13,390 13,3290 Completed
16 Western Pamplico 18,315 38,315 38,315 Incomplete
17 southern Pamplico 38,388 23,200 23,200 Completed
18 Middle Pamplico 65,168 | 43,800 43,800 Completed
19 Western Pamplico 50,639 L7,344 33,891 Incomplete
20 Pamplico and Pungo River 63,437 26,000 - Not surveyed
21 Neuse River 50,299 28,600 - Incomplete
22 Cedar Island 3ay 28,615 28,600 23,600 Under Examination
23 Northern Core Sound L4, 307 32,800 32,800 Completed
24 southern Core Sound 38,907| 20,500 20,500 Completed
25 Bogue Sound 25,929 20,000 15,000 Gompleted
26 White Cak Rivar - - - Incomplete
27 New River and Stump Sound - - - Under Examination
28 Topsail to Myrtle Sounds - - - Not surveyed
29 Cape Fear region - - - Not surveyed

1,316,997 806,968 697,515

SCURCE:

Executive and Legislative Document No., 7, 1887, 105,




TABLE III

; RECOMMENDATIONS TO THZ 1887 GENERAL ASSEMBLY FOR LEGISLATION

lst, That the control of the shell-fish interests of the State be committed to
wme body, which shall be large enough to enable it to exercise the semi-judicial
fmetions which its duties will entail, and yet sufficiently small to secure ex-
gutive qualifications and full responsibility,
2d, That, as the entire area of the waters of the State has not yet been sur-
wysd or examined and as the areas and positions of all the various natural oyster
lds have not yet been determined, the several sections defined in the first part
of this report be accepted and made legal divisions of the area. The sections have
en laid off with a view to their possible utilization in this way, They begin and
nd at points established with all the accuracy of the most accurate surveyors in
the world-the officers of the U.S, Coast Survey: and theirs iimits are therefors nlaar-
v and sharply definad, In many the surveys hava han— comnleted, and by adopting
these or similar divisions, portions of the area may be opened to entry from time
io time as the natural beds zre located, and thus an immediate revenue secured and
1 portion, if not all of the expenses attending the installation of the work, be
fsfrayed, Th2 action will bes similar to laying off a town in blocks and permitting
wilding in esach as fast as the grades are established and public ways defined,
4, That the bedy controlling the shell-fisheries, after suitable surveys have
bean made and the positions of the natural beds defined and laid down on proper maps,
shall determine upon the areas and positions of the public grounds of the State,

in each section,
4the THat the public grounds shzll Include 222 nztural beds and such adiacent

irea as may be necessary to provide for auch natural expansion as would occur within
s reasonable time, and that a definition be given to the term “natural bed.,"
5th, That the body controlling the fishery shall have full power and jurisdiction
war the public grounds, and shall prescribe such rules and regulations for the
government of the same as may be necessary,
6th, That upon the datermination of the location and area of the public grounds,

{n anv section, the same shall be published for the information of those whom it may
¢onnarn, and that cpportunity %o Be heard be given any person who is dissatisfied
4i¢h +he decision as anrounced; and that all objections and rrotests shall receive
sonsidaration, 2nd be subsitantiated or refuted, if necessary, by additional surveys
and examinations,

7+h, That the body controlling the fishery, after being fully satisfied as to
211 +ha facts in tne case, shall come to a final decisicon, which ghall he binding
19an 21l persons until reversed by due process before the courts to which agpeals
shall lis,

f+h, That +the hody contrnlling the fishery, after having determined the positions
and ar=as of the pnblic grounds, shall bave powar to grant perpetual franchises for
tha fishery and cultivation of shell-fish o2n any area not within the boundaries of
the mublic grounds,

9+h, That the Legislature determine upon a certain fixed price per acre to he
said, and tha®t upon i%s payment the applicant for ground shall be entitled to his
franchiss,

10th, That the body controlling the shell-fishery shall furnish each ocwner of
ground with a survey, plot and description of his lot for the actusl cest of making
the same, and shall prescribe the place, charactsr and mumber of stakes, tuoys or
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inuments or ranges which the owner shall maintain, so that there shall be no
iterference with navigation or the fishery of migratory fishes.

. 11th, That all holders of licenses under the present statute, who have com-
jied with the law, shall obtain from the body controlling the fisheries franchises
for their grounds, and that the surveys and locations of the same shall be verified

fore issuing such franchises,
12th, That a regular tax be levied and collected on all private grounds in

the same manner as upon other property,
13th, That any private ground which is not improved within five years shall

nvert to the State,

14th, That forms for all applications, grants, assignments and protests be
{stermined upon by some competent authority and be adopted for use,

15th, That regular books of record and plats of the grounds shall be kept by
the body controlling the fisheries and that all grants, transfers and assignments

shall be therein recorded,

SOURCE: Executive and Legislative Document No, 7, 1887, 138-140.
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pnuments or ranges which the owner shall maintain, so that there shall be no
iterference with navigation or the fishery of migratory fishes.

11th, That all holders of licenses under the present statute, who have com-
jlied with the law, shall obtain from the body controlling the fisheries franchises
for their grounds, and that the surveys and locations of the same shall be verified

efore issuing such franchises,
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14th, That forms for all applications, grants, assignments and protests be
fstermined upon by some competent authority and be adopted for use,

15th, That regular books of record and plats of the grounds shall be kept by
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TABLE IV

OYSTER PRODUCTION OF NORTH CAROLINA, 1880 to 1948

1880
1887
1888
1889
1890
1894
1896
1897
1899
1900
1902
1903
1904
1905
1906
1908
1910
1918
1923
1927
1928
1929
1930
1931
1932
1934
1936
1937
1938
1939
1540
1941
1942
19473
1544
1945
1946
1947
1948

Bushels*
170,000
212,980
204,703
1,001,620
807,626(2,700,000 est,)+
60,000+
40,000+
858,818
2,450,000+
1,900,000+
1,022,813
658,769+
505,141
459,485%
291,8u6%
753,500
332,257
216,962
559,628
434,375
ik 241
512,395
411,354
251,352
210,395
208,011
500,101
351,612
334,170
313,234
204 ,2608
276,0958 1
235,2728 1
L84 ,3328 11
508,6708 1
554,254
391,5218 1
200,3238 1
223,6808 1

Value
$ 60,000
48,353
46,129
194,272
175,567

il

nN
o
-
LWV

227,300
63,405
70,280

229,576

200,742

167,490

2k5,533

155,148
92,061
51,339
53,092

160,631

112,051
98,468
72,965
52,560

J

00,21

+Grave, 1904,
¥ oker, 1907,

*Production figures from Federal statistics.
8§Yield from public grounds only,
IFigures based on tax returnm to N, G, Division of Commercial Fisheries,

SCURCE: Taylor, Survey of Marine Fisheries, 146,
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TABLE IV
OYSTER PRODUCTION OF NORTH CAROLINA, 1880 to 1948
Bushels* Value

1880 170,000 $ 60,000
1887 212,980 48,353
1888 204,703 46,129
1889 1,001,620 194,272
1890 807,626(2,700,000 est.)+ 175,567
1894 60,000+
1896 40,000+
1897 858,818 2h1,099
1899 2,450,000+
1900 1,900,000+
1902 1,022,813 288,363
1903 658,765%
1904 505,141
1905 L59,485%
1906 291,8u6%
1908 753,500 227,300
1910 332,257 63,405
1918 216,962 70,280
1923 559,628 229,576
1927 L3k,375 200,742
1928 Bk 241 167,490
1929 512,395 245,533
1930 411,354 155,148
1931 251,352 92,061
1932 210,395 51,339
1934 208,011 53,092
1936 500,101 160,631
1937 351,612 112,051
1938 334,170 98,468
1939 313,234 72,965
1940 204 ,2608 52,560
1941 276,0958 1
1942 235,2728 1L
1322 usu,g32§ 1
1 508,6708 1 :
1945 554,254 L00,210
1946 391,5218 I
1947 200,3238 1
1948 223,6808 11

*Production figures from Federal statistics,

+Grave, 1904,

# oker, 1907.

§Yield from public grounds only,
IFigures based on tax return to N, C. Division of Commercial Fisheries,

SCURCE: Taylor, Survey of Marine Fisheries, 146,
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REPORTS OF THE CLERKS OF THE FOLLOWING COUNTIES FOR
THE

Beaufort,
Carteret,
Chowan, ,
Dare, , .

Hyde, . .

Pasquotank,

Pamlico ,
Tyrrell .

Washington,

TABLE V

YEAR ENDING

® ®» e o & o v o o
e o e ® e ¢ o s =
e« ®» ® e e s © o o
* ® » & @& o s o
e ® ® ® e ¢ o & o
e ®© & o e ®o o ° o

MAY

- * L] L3 . - L ] - .
- [ ] - L ] L] . - - L 3

FIRST FINANCIAL REPORT OF THE SHELL=~
FISH COMMISSION - 1893

1, 1892,

* o @ $ %'45
o v c2’33a’t53
¢ o » 0 28.30
LI T T 538071
o s 0 ol,565.62
LI T T 36.91
e o oo 662,60
o o s o 14073
LI I T ] 2, 0

REPORTS OF THE CLERKS OF THE FOLLOWING COUNTIES
FROM MAY 1, 1892, TO DECEMBER 7, 1892,

Carterst,
Craven, .
Dare. . .

Hyde. L ] L 3
Pamlico ,

L
*
*
*
*

. ® ® s
o & e e @
® & e o o
* o e ® ®
e o ® a o
e ® & e

$ 807.03
. 13.78
. 872.37
. 408,99

323,47

EXPENSE ACCOUNT OF W. H., LUCAS, CHAIRMAN CF THE

SHELL FISH COMMISSION.

133

$5,278.35

%l,ébO.éb
»918.99

Paid Capt. Adam Warner for service as Captain of patrol
boat and Associate Commission on account of salary. .$ 800.00

Paid S.R. Fowle & Son for supplies furnished patrol

boat and payment of wages to boat hands . « o+ « & o+ o« 2,474,41

Paid Citizens National Bank, Raleigh, on purchase of
patrolboat....................-

Paid Prof. J.A. Holmes, expenses as Associate Commiss-
ioner for attending meeting ¢ & ¢ 0 ¢ ¢ 6 8 s s e s o

804,00
33.32

Paid attorney's fees in defending the oyster interest of

the Stat e . ] * . ] 1 3 . . . * . [ ] [ ] [ ) [ . . . L] [ ] ] *

107.50

Paid W. H. Lucas, Chief Commissioner, expenses in look=

ing after the interests of the public oyster grounds

oftheState..........-..........
Paid expenses of investigating and inspecting public

oyster grounds of the State « o ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ « o

332.90
149.10




Paid expenses of Chief Commissioner in visiting various
parts of the Sound for the months of May, June, July,
August and September, for the purpose of appointing
inspectors and putting in operation the workings of

134

the present oyster 1aws . . 4 o 4 o o ¢ s ¢ s o &« » & 257.95

Paid for stationery, blanks and printing connected
with the Oyster interest. o e o 85 2 0 & o & ® ¢ s @ @
Paidfornecessarypostage...-.-....-...-
Paid Julian S. Mann, expenses to Raleigh and return as
attorney for Oyster Commission. « o« ¢« ¢ o ¢ s ¢ o o &
Paid for investigation of the law concerning natural
oystergl’.‘oundS...o..oo--..........
Paid Clerk's commissions of Superior Court of Hyde coun=-
ty, allowed on amounts previously received . « « .« »
Paid for investigating the law in regard to dredging upon
private oyster grounds under the law of 1891 , , . .
Paid Prof, H.V, Wilson, Associate Commissioner, for ex-
penses attending meetings of Oyster Commission . . .
Paid Prof, H.V. Wilson for apparatus purchased by him for
'theOyS‘terinduStry............--...

Paid W.H. Lucas, expenses attending meeting of Oyster Com=-

miSSion. [ ] . L ] L[] L] L[] . L[] [ ] L] . L] . L] . . [ ] L] L ] . L] L[]
Paid H'LO Gibbs for walmnt L ] L[] L ] L ] . L] [ ] L] [ ] L ] L] L] L[] .
Paid expenses of investigation of charges made by F.

Winslow and M, Makely against W. H., Lucas, Chief Com=-

miSSionero-o.u-ooouoooooo-o-coo
Paid W.H. Lucas, Chief Commissioner, expenses to Golds~

boro and Washington in interest of Oyster Commission
Paid W.H. Lucas, Chief Commissioner, expenses to Washing-

ton in interest of Oyster Commissioner , . . » « o o«
Paid expenses of patrol boat in attending the Oyster and

Fish Falr at NeW BeIrne . o« « o o o o s o o ¢ o o o &

86,00
5.25

12,85
10,00
54,48
10.00
46.95
44 .95
22.00

.60
6,10
25.10
12.50
52.50

Paid W.H. Lucas, salary as Chief Commissioner . . . . . 1,300,00

$6,678,46

Public Documents Document No, 22, 1893, 7,8.
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TABLE VI

NORTH CAROLINA FISHERIES: ALL FISHERY PRCDUCTS, FCOD
AND NON-FCOD, AND FISHERMEN, 1880-1945

Actual
Quantity* Value Fishermen*
Year Pounds Dollars Number
'000 '000
1880 32,902 846 4,729
1887 L4 ,809 773 6,103
1888 42,720 776 6,465
1889 4,063 950 7,070
1890 50,604 1,028 7,303
1897 62,963 1,316 9,918
1902 66,071 1,740 11,159
1908 99,891 1,767 9,210
1918 210,080 2,979 6,198
1923 oL, 364 2,414 6,195
1927 143,39 2,760 6,249
1928 141,122 2,624 6,063
1929 216,314 2,546 5,975
1930 168,939 1,856 5,205
1931 98,161 1,088 5,248
1932 86,214 827 4,933
1934 163,462 1,672 54355
1936 219,879 2,735 6,902
1937 112,755 1,658 6,619
1938 198,764 1,950 6,905
1939 224,457 1,800 7,005
1940 170,581 1,865 7,113
1945 198,169 5,495 7,456

SOURCE:

*As canvassed by U, S. Fish Commission, Bureau of
Fisheries and Fish & Wildlife Service.

Taylor, Survey of Marine Fisheries, 427.
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TABLE VII

PRODUCTION AND VALUE OF MENHADEN FCR NORTH CAROLINA, 1880~1945
(In thousands of pounds and thousands of dollars)

Year

North Carolina

1880
1887
1888
1889
1890
1891
1897
1898
1901
1902
1904
1905
1908
1918
1919
1920
1921
1923
1924
1925
1926
1927
1928
1929
1930
1931
1932
1933
1934
1935
1936
1937
1938
1939
1940
1941
1942
1943
1944
1945

Lbs.
14,756
13,844

8,753
12,410
11,310
18,867

57,912
179,911

63,290

98,987
99,302
173,490
134,051
67,877
S, 476
106,651
150,088
61,706
146,819
186,968
129,592

141,533

18
17

16

20
31

70
1,307

326

490
431
719
536

75

356

599
220
h27

557

975

e ee—

SOURCE: Taylor, Survey of Marine Fisheries, SOl.
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TABLE VIII
NCRTH CAROLINA - 1918

FOOD FISH

Quantity Per Cent

Pounds of All
Species '000 Food Fish
Alewives 14,484 48,0
Squeteague 3,361 11,2
Shad 1,657 5.5
Spot 1,236 4,1
Oysters 1,198 5,0
Mullet 1,128 3.7
Shrimp 40 3.1
Butterfish 731 2.4
Perch, white 617 2.0
Black bass 551 1.8
Scallops 423 1.4
Croaker 387 1.3
Crabs, (hardg 146 .5
" (soft 234 .8
Bluefish 323 1.1
Striped bass 286 .9
Clams 197 o7
All other food fish 2,251 7.5
Total food fish 30,150 14,4
Menhaden 179,931 85,6
Total all fish 210,081 100.0

SCURCE: Taylor, Survey of Marine Fisheries, 525.
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$7 Fere

PLATE I: A TYPICAL TCNG BOAT, SHOWING TCNGMEN AT WORK

SOURCE: Down to the Sea Collection, Hampton's Mariner
Museum, Beaufort, N.C.
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30URCE: Down to the Sea Collection, Hampton's Mariner Museum,
3eaufort, N.Z.
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