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CRITIQUE
"PROCEEDINGS OF ASYMPOSIUM ON RARE AND
ENDANGERED MOLLUSKS (NAtADS) OF THE U. S
COLUMBUS, DHIO 1971

Billy 6. isom!

There is no disagreement with the pur-
pose of the symposium on rare and endan-
gered freshwater mollusks, but there is
disagreement with the content of the pro-
ceedings and the fact that available ex-
pertise was not brought to bear an the
problem. Correspondence with several emi-
nent malacologists, including Dr. lenry
van der Schalie. University of Michigan,
revealed that none was invited to contri-
bute to the symposium.

The title of the proceedings indicates
that the symposium was dedicated to dis-
cussions of rare and endangered nasiads or
missels. However, the principal paper by
Stansbery dealt with both mussels and
snalls and was primarily a recapitulation
of Stansbery (1970) except that numerous
resurrected names were introduced.

Stansbery' s papers {1970, 1971) need for-
ther discussion: for example, neither van
der Schalie (1939) nor Isom {1968}, Ysam
and Yokley {1968), and Isom and Yokley
{1968a) were referred to in the discussion
on themussel faunaof Muscle Shoals, Ala-
bama. The latter papers deal with the his-
torical and present status of Cumberland-
ian and other endemic species of some tpi-
butaries of the lower Tennessee River. Two
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Environmental Biology Branch, Division
of Environmental Besearch and Develop -
ment, Tennessee Valley Authority, Mua-
cle Bhoalsa, Alabama.

of the papers have specific references to
fauns of the Muscle Shoals areca. Another
significant omission was the paper Ly I.
sam {1969} which was an attempt to cisse.
ify objectively the causes of the decline
in mussel populations ofthe Tennesser Hi
ver and which includes records of speor.
not only for Kentucky Heservoir, whicoh
Stansbery discussed., but atso informatson

an Muscie Shoals.

The continued referance to Musclie Shoals,
Alabama, as ‘Mussel Shoals' is contrary to
historicel documentation (Dexter 1961 and

1967, Isom, 1971}.

Captions for figures 22 through 50 listed
by Stansbery (1971) aretotally ivadequate
since they are based on limited records
Many people are looking to these annc!a-
tiens and records for support in evslua-
ting possible impact of proposed projecin
en mollusks., The material compiled, while
@ beginning, is based on such limited in-
formation that it should he considered
only previsionally authoritative.

Stansbery {1971, p. 7) discussedPletho-
basus cooperianus but doesnot include the
information of Isom and Yokley {(1968).
While thenew record of P. cooperianus from
Duck River probably means little to the
survival of this species, it should be
neted.

Stansbery {1971) incorrectly svates that
unionids do not successfully reproduce in
the Mew Johnsonvilie area, Kentucky Reser-
ITsom (1969) re-

voir, Tennessee River.
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ported that Fusconaia ebsna was success-
fully reproducing in the main channel of
Kentucky Reservoir. Numerous other spe-
ties of Unioninse have adépted to the en-
vironment of Kentucky Reservoir.

Stansbery's evaluation of the Gastropoda
is extremely unsatis{gctory. He indicates
that there are insufficient data for eva-
luating species status of Physidae, Lym-
naeidae, and Planorbidae which 1s a per-
#onal opinion since thereare authoritative
sources of information on these families,
Further, the names applied to the Pleurg-
ceridae are extremely confusing since, as
Bosewater (1960) noted, ‘It does matter
which genus is called Pleurocera, because
what has been called by that name has been
recognized for so long and is still being
used in this sense bymost werkers in North
America. To call verruycose and its allies
Pleuroccera would change anomenclatorially-
linked generic concept oflong standing. .’
Practical evidence fap retention of Pleu-
rocera acuta Rafinesque, 1831, as the type
species of Pleurgcera Mafinesque, 1818,
rather than Pleurocera verrucosa Rafines-
que, 1820, as Stansbery has done, 15 over-
whelming.

Another contributor, Stein (1971), does
not give full credit for resource material
used inher presentation which appears, in
pert, to be a review of the literature

Clark (1971) gives an interesting ac-
count of the historical and current man-
agement of naiad popylations in Ohio that
will be of intereat for generations. His
question or conjecture nbout the value af
dams to management of myssels on the Mus-
kingum River in Ohio is indeed interest-
ing.

Fikes and Tubb {1971) .best summarize
their article with the statement that,
‘Variability in the tests js quite large
and astatistical testis probably meaning-
less.’

Imbay (1971) incorrectly states that,
‘The commercial mussel haryest from Green
River inKentucky has been truined for many
years becuuse of petroleunm brine weate '
There was some active mugsel harvesting
on the lower Green River in 1965, about §
yvears after the problem of brine waste was
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reportedly terminated. It is known from
persenal work inm 1971 and work by Stans-
bery (1965) and %illiams (1969} that there
is a substantial and diverse mussel! fauna
in the lower Green River. Beduction in
the number of mussels is more likely due
to averharvesting than to 'brine waste,
Van der Schalie (personal communication)
noted, with reference to Imiay s (1971)
Statements that Lempsilis higginsi was

once widely distributed ....' and
'Tt was & valuable commercial specics in
Lake Pepin ... .' that ‘L. higginst and L.

orbiculata may be conspecific but surely
neither of them is common and widely dis-
tributed .., .’

In conelusion, itis my opinion and that
of others, substitution of resurrected
generic or specific trivial names for those
long in general use jis adisservice to the
aim of bhetter informing our colleagues
administrators, other non-malacologista
snd the public., T think one can say that,
vacillation of wpollusk taxonomista s g
challenge to the credibility of all maia-
cologists. Tn fact, because of the vacil]-
lation of our taxcnomists, the information
presented is of limited value to laymen
who need such information for making de-
cisions. This statement applies to taxo-
nomists in geseral and is not specific to
malacology. Very recent experience showed
that some resurrected generic names in
Stansbery {1971) have hindered synthesig
of lists of endangered species. For ad-
ditional erguments for conservatism in
texonomy, Cole (194} and 1941a) and van
der Schalje {1952} should be consulied,

A meeting of national stature should he
held to bring together ai} avarlable ex-
pertise to determine endangered mollusk
species and attempt to stabilize nomencla-
ture. A really authoritatjve compilation
could result from such & meeting.
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EDITOR'S NOTE

With permission of the suther of this
paper, it has been shown te Dr. David H.
Stansbery in case he should wish to pre-
pare a reply for publication in this num-
ber of Sterkiana. Pressure ofother duties
has prevented Dr. Stansbery from doing so
in time but his reply will be published
in Sterkiana es scon as it is ready and
space is available,

Publication of this paper in Sterkisna
is not to be construed asapproval or dis-
approval by the editor of the ideas ex-
pressed;, socle responsibilitvy for the lat-
ter rests with the muthor of the paper.




