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INTRODUCTION

A number of coastal municipalities have attempted to enhance their clam resource
by transplanting seed clams to clam flats that have been depleted or failed to receive a
natural set. The seed clams have been obtained from areas of naturally high seed clam
densities or from clam hatcheries. The results of these efforts have been mixed. Some
municipalities have been very successful in their transplanting efforts, others have not.
The success or failure of transplanting depends upon many factors, both known and
unknown. The size of the seed, the intertidal elevation of the seeded area, the time of
year of transplanting and the level of predator control all play a role. Because
transplanting seed clams involves a considerable amount of manual labor and expense
(if ﬂatﬂlé‘ry seed must be used), a mur uupauty WiSfung to enhance its resource L}"uuugu
transplanting would like some assurance that the effort has a chance of success.

The Town of Sedgwick requested the Department of Marine Resources (DMR)
to investigate the feasibility of transplanting seed clams to bring back a depleted clam
resource. The town was aware of the availability of hatchery raised seed clams and that
other down east municipalities were experimenting with transplanting. The Regional
Biologist for the DMR agreed to obtain seed clams and to set up test plots in various
locations along the Sedgwick shore. A six month study was conducted. A description of
the study, its results and recommendations follow.

PROCEDURES
Clam Seed Acquisition

On May 30, 1994, the town of West Bath conducted a transplanting effort in Mill
Cove. The objective of the effort was to harvest seed clams ( clams less than 2" in length)
from the upper intertidal area where they were abundant but subject to very slow growth
due to crowding and exposure and to move them to the lower intertidal where the
natural population was sparse but growth rapid. The clams were harvested by local clam
diggers using conventional clam hoes. The clams were placed in %" hardware cloth lined
clam hods, rinsed, and then placed in fish boxes. The seed clams were then transported
by airboat from the upper to lower intertidal where they were broadcast by hand over the
flats.

Approximately 2,600 seed clams ranging in size from " to 1%4" were collected
for the Sedgwick test plots. One half of the clams were one inch long or less. The clams
were divided into three groups of evenly mixed sizes and placed on ice for transport to

Sedgwick.



Clam Seed Transplanting

At low tide on June Ist, with the assistance of six Sedgwick residents, the seed
clams were planted in three test plots. At each plot an area of five feet by ten feet was
roughed up with a clam hoe. Approximately 870 seed clams were spread evenly over the
prepared area. A seven foot square piece of plastic %" mesh net was placed over the
upper half of the plot and the edges buried to between six and eight inches deep. An
identical sized net was placed over the lower portion of the plot and held in place by
small rocks. Once all of the plots were prepared, each was monitored as the tide covered
them.

The plots were placed in the mid-intertidal at different locations along the
Sedgwick shore. The plot locations were chosen by the Sedgwick residents as places were
clams had been abundant in the past. One plot (Plot 1) was placed east of the town
access near Billings Cove, another (Plot 3) was placed north of the town boat launch in
the Benjamin River, and the final plot (Plot 2) was placed on a sand and gravel beach
between the first two Jocations.

The following day, each plot was visited and the lower net removed. Most clams
had buried themselves completely, only between 10 and 20 clams at each plot had failed
to dig in. A few of these clams were damaged and were removed, the rest were planted

by hand.
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During the summer and fall the test plots were monitored to ascertain the
condition of the plastic netting and to make repairs if necessary. The presence of clams
as revealed by clams holes in the test plots was recorded as well as any evidence of
predation.

June 29 Site Visit

Plot 1: The net was in place and the plot appeared undisturbed. There were few
clam holes showing in the protected or unprotected sections (2 holes/sq.ft.). Two small
pits were located in the unprotected section. There were a couple of small clam shell on
the surface of both sections.

Plot 2: The net was in place and the plot appeared undisturbed. There were many
clam holes showing in both sections (20 holes/sq.ft.). A few mussels were attached to the
net and were removed along with some accumulated debris. No pits were observed.



Plot 3: The net was in place and the plot appeared undisturbed. There were many
clam holes showing in both sections (20 holes/sq.ft.). There was some siltation in the
upper corner of the net; the buried portion was pulled free. No pits were observed. A
couple of small clam shells were on the surface of both sections.

August 3 Site Visit

Plot 1: The plot was covered with a couple of inches of water due to a poor tide.
The net was intact and had two small mussels attached which were removed. No clam
holes were showing perhaps due to a slight wave action. There was broken shell inside
and outside the net. One recently dead clam shell showed evidence of green crab
predation (chipped edges).

Plot 2: The net washed out due to wave action and was replaced by a local
resident who secured the edges with small stones. Many clam holes were showing in both
sections. The net edges were reburied with rocks to make the net more secure.

Plot 3: The net was intact. Clam holes were showing but were patchy (2-20
holes/sq.ft..). There were three pits evident in the unprotected section - the largest being
six inches in diameter. There were some broken shell on the surface of both sections. One
corner of the net had silted over and was pulled free.

September 7 Site Visit

Plot 1: The net was in good shape. There was a small fresh water flow over the
plot. In the protected section some hole were showing (5 holes/sq.ft.) but very few holes
were showing in the unprotected section. There were a lot of broken shell scattered over
the surface of the unprotected area and one recently dead clam shell showed evidence of
green crab predation (chipped edges),

Plot 2: The net was secure and in good shape. Clam holes were showing in the
protected section (10 holes/sq.ft.), fewer in the unprotected section. There were four
recently dug pits in the unprotected area, the largest pit being 6" in diameter. Some
debris accumulated under the net in the upper right corner due to wave action. Debris
on the surface of the net, including some broken clam shells, was removed.

Plot 3: The net was missing and was presumed removed by vandals. No other
molestation of the plot was evident. Numerous clam holes were showing in the once
protected section but few holes were seen in the unprotected section. The net was
replaced and the edges were buried with rocks to make the net more secure.


















