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INF04ATI0NAL REPORT

PROBLEM

The 1971 estuary resource use study and additional sampling in 1975 and 1976

have revealed that many small littleneck and cockle clams are being taken by the

recreational clam fishery. The result is poor utilization of limited clam stocks by

an increasing number of diggers. Heavy effort and harvest probably have caused the

problem. The littleneck problem is located on the Garibaldi Flat in Tillamook Bay.

The cockle problem is most noticeable in Yaquina Bay.

LITTLENECK CLAMS

Background

For many years there has been an intense clam fisheryon Garibaldi fiat for

four species of clams. In 1971 over 13,000 digger trips were made to the area.

Annual estimates from the razor clam fishery show that effort continues to increase

for that fishery and we believe that the same is true in the bay clam fishery.

In 1971, 61% of the estimated 391,000 clams harvested from Garibaldi flat were

littienecks. Only 37% of the sampled catch were littlenecks in 1976. The shift

to other species of clams may be due to a decrease in the average size of the little-

neck clams available to diggers, or a decrease in the number of littleneck clams

available to diggers.

Bioloqical Considerations

Growth of littleneck clams is fairly fast through the first four years of life

and then begins to slow down. The growth rate is somewhat better in Netarts Bay

than in Tillamook Bay, (Figures 1 & 2). At age five a Netarts littleneck clam

averages 58 rwn, while at Tillamook an age five littleneck clam will average 45 mm

(1-3/4 inches).

Meat yield increases with age and size. A clam at age 2 and 20 rrii (3/4 inch)
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will average only 0,8 gram of meat while a clam of age 5-6 and 47 nun (1-3/4 in)

will average 13.1 grams, an increase of 16 times (Table 1).

The age composition of littleneck clams harvested from Garibaldi flat in 1976

showed that 53% of the clams were age 3 or less, while at Netarts only 6% were

age 3 or less and most were of age 4-10 (Figure 3-A & B). The average size of

clams harvested was 37 mm (1½") at Tillamook and 66 nun (2½') at Netarts (Table 2).

In Tillamook Bay about one half of the littleneck clams harvested were less than

1½ inches in length.

In 1971, the average number of clams dug per hour was 19.5 on Garibaldi flat.

This compares to 15.4 clams per hour in 1976. Also, the average catch per digger

decreaed from 29.9 in 1971 to 22.5 in 1976.

Discussion

A minimum size limit of 1½ inches would be the most effective and feasible

method to attain better utilization of a limited resource, because it would remove

the small fast growing clams from the harvest. In 1976 this would have amounted

to an estimated 67% of the littleneck harvest or about 42,000 clams. The 1½-inch

size limit would also allow the clams to spawn at least once before harvest. The

resulting larger clams in the catch will increase the average meat yield of a bag

limit of littleneck clams from 221 to an estimated 373 grams.

COCKLE CLAMS

ound

The harvest of small cockle clams occurs in all cockle areas, but the main

area of concern is in Yaquina Bay.

Biological Considerations

Cockles grow rapidly through age 3 and then growth slows considerably (Figure 4).
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At age 3 cockles average 65 mm (2½u), In terms of weight, a cockle at age 2 weighs

65 grams, but at age 3 weighs 100 grams, over 50% greater (Figure 5). In terms of

meat a cockle of age 2 yields 12.3 grams of meat and a clam of age 3, 31 grams of

meat.

The average size of harvested cockles was near 65 mm (2½1) in most areas in

1976 except for Yaquina Bay (Table 2) where the average size was less than 60 nm for

most flats. However, for all areas combined over 50% of the cockles taken in 1976

were less than 65 m(2½') in length. The age composition also reflects the dominance

of clams age 3 and younger in the harvest in 1976 (Figure 3-C).

Discussion

A minimum size limit of 65 mm (2½") would result in better utilization of the

cockle clam resource. The general effects of the size limit would be the same as

for littleneck clams eliminate small, fast growing clams from the harvest, allow

most clams a chance to spawn at least once before harvest, and effect an increase

in average size and weight of the clams taken by diggers. The average meat yield

for a limit of cockles would increase from 848 grams to 1634 grams.! (Table 3).

OTHER OPTIONS

Reduced Bag Limit

We anticipate that a size limit may shift some of the digging pressure from

littleneck and cockle clams to other species <'of clams in the problem areas. If

digging effort continues to increase this will surely happen. More important, however,

we estimate that nearly 50% of the clam population will no longer be available to

the diggers and this will in effect increase the digging pressure by that same 50%

on the cockle and littleneck clams that equal or exceed the minimum size. The

fishery would then be dependent upon a single incoming year class within one or

two years. This means that a large incoming year class would provide good digging
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for the people who were first on the tideflats early in the spring. Those who came

later in the year would have less chance of finding legal clams. A small incoming

year class would accentuate this condition.

We estimate that about 30% of the diggers now obtain a bag limit of 36 clams.

With a bag limit of 20 clams, we estimate this would provide about 6 clams per limit-

digger to the diggers who don't get a limit. In 1971 this would have amounted to

a carryover of 185,000 clams to other diggers or to the following year.

We have already seen a reduction in the average size and in the age of cockle

and littleneck clams harvested since 1971. The overall average catch per digger

has also decreased. In order to provide a reasonable harvest with equitable

distribution among the diggers a reduced bag limit would complement a size limit.

Many diggers have expressed concern that problems exist. In 1971, over 17,000

diggers were interviewed. One of the most often asked questions was, "Why are the

clams so small?" We heard the same question in 1975 and 1976, and in some areas we

also heard, "Where have the clams gone?"

clam beds were overharvested.

Many diggers expressed concern that some

While cockle, gaper, butter, and littleneck clams are heavily dug from their

respective areas, the softshell clam is pursued lightly or not at all except in the

Siuslaw and Umpqua estuaries where there are no other species of clams available

to diggers. Many acres of softsheil clams are available in Tillamook and Coos bays,

but few of the clams are dug as long as other species of clams are available. A

more liberal bag limit on softshell clams and a size limit and/or reduced bag limit

on other lams should effect a more desirable balance in the fishery.

Closed Season

This option is not believed to be feasible because of the mixture of species

in a given area. An open season on a deep-living clam (like gapers) would result

in the disturbance and some loss of the shallow-living clams, One season could not

serve the needs of all species.
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To have a meaningful impact, a closed season would have to be operative during

the time of heaviest use on the clam flats, spring and summer. The staff views the

intertidal clam fishery primarily as a recreational fishery, and daylight minus

tides during the spring and summer months is the only time that most people choose

to dig clams. We feel that we can allow a continuous fishery with other safeguards

to improve utilization and allocation of the resource.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

California has a 1½-inch minimum size limit on recreationally dug littlenecks

and cockles, and have reported that they have not experienced any problems with

the size limit and intend to stick with it. Washington state and British Columbia

have a 1½-inch size limit on comercially dug littlenecks. California also has a

generous bag limit, however, of 50 clams in the aggregate.

CONCLUSIONS

A minimum size limit on littleneck and cockle clams is feasible because the

clams are found on or within six inches of the surface of the tideflats and the

strong heavy shells of the clams enable them to withstand handling and replantirig.

The small clams are also somewhat mobile and are able to rebury. The species are

easily identifiable and distinguished from other species. We anticipate very little

digging and replanting mortality with a size limit and believe that better

utilization of the resource will result. However, a reduced bag limit is believed

to be desirable at the same time to limit an increase in effort on the remaining

stocks of clams and to provide a fair share to all the diggers, especially during

the first yearof the minimum size limit.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The staff recommends a minimum size limit of 38 m (1½') for littleneck clams

and a minimum size limit of 65 mm (2½") on cockle clams.
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Table 1. Meat Yield of Littleneck Clams, Tillamook Bay.

Age Group 2 3-4 5-6 7-10

Average size (mm) 20 36 47 70

Weight of Meat (g) 0.8 3.6 13.1 20.4

Weight of Meat 7.2 61.2 91.7 61.2
per bag limit (g)

Total

221.3
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Table 2. Average Length of Littleneck and Cockle Clams (m).

Area Year Littleneck Cockle

Tillamook Bay
Garibaldi Flat 1975 36.7 63.9

1976 36.7 64.3

Bay Ocean 1976 -- 66.0

Netarts Bay
Happy Camp 1975 653 --

1976 67.4 --

Park Spit 1971 -- 64.5

1975 57.8 73.7

1976 -- 73.0

Wilson Beach 1976 56,3 50.0

Yaquina Bay
South Beach

Idaho Point

Sal lys Bend

1971 -- 60.5

1975 -- 49.3

1976 -- 45.9

1971 -- 61.0

1975 -- 58.6

1976 -- 58.3

1971 -- 66.3

1975 -- 63.4

1976 -- 56.6

e•

Table 2. Average Length of Littleneck and Cockle Clams (ifill) •

Area Year Littleneck Cockle

Ti 11 amook Bay
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1976 36.7 64.3
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1976 67.4
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1975 57.8 73.7
'"'

1976 73.0

Wil son Beach 1976 56.3 50.0

Yaquina Bay
South Beach 1971 60.5

1975 49.3

1976 45.9

Idaho Point 1971 61.0

1975 58.6

1976 58.3

Sallys Bend 1971 66.3

1975 63.4

1976 56.6
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Table 3. Meat Yield of Cockle Clams.

Age Group 1 2 3 4 Total

Average size (mm) 42 53 66 71

Weight of Meat (g) 6.0 12.3 30.9 51.0

Weight of Meat
per bag limit (g) 34.8 118.1 290.5 405.0 848.4
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