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RBelatively few papers have bsen written
on the mollusks of the Tennessee Hiver
drainage. The most important are those of
A. E. Ortmann ¢1012, 1913, 1918, 1920,
1921, 1924a,  1924b, and 1925). Ortmann,
collaborating with Bryant Walker, essen-
tially developed the basic clessification
for the MNaiades, or freshwater mussels.
They were also sufficiently versed in the
ecology end distribution of mussels to
provide broad end significant outlines af
rocgeographic relationships. With the
meager gear then at their disposal, the
best snd only method te survey smaller
streams was by hand-picking; forlarge ri-
vers asthe Tennessee itself (except in
such -shallow nreas as 'Muscle Shoals')
largei boats andclammer’ s gear were need-
ed. Walker oftesn identified mussels for
those making surveys for the U. S. Bureas
of Fisheries when intensive work was done
in connection with the clamming industry
and he was thus able to obtain valuable

“locality records. In that heyday of col-
lecting, scuba divinmg hed not come into
use and, consequently it was necessary to
work at low water stages so that most of
those early surveys were accomplished in

late summer or fall. Even with modern
gear low water stages are best for. col-
lecting.

Studies in the lower Tennessee and in
the region of the mouth of the Duck Biver
were principally mwade by M. ¥ Ellis of
the (then) U.S. Buresu of Fisheries during
July end August of 1931, He lived on a
quarter hoat and, with the use of a cata-
maran and a dredge, was able te make the
most extensive collections of the mussels
in thelower Tenpessee that have ever been
done. A study of these collections by H.
van der Schalie was published in 1939,

With the completion of the dam &%t Paducah
and the formation of Kentucky Lake, Bates
{1962) reported on the impact of that im-
poundment on the mussel fauna. All of the
data compiled clearly indicate that the
mussels in the lower Tennessee are typic-
ally a Mississippi assemblage; there are
no Cumberiandian species. ™"

The Duck River and its major tributary,
the Buffalo River, form an important part
of the drainage system in central Tennes-
see. Mollusks {both mussels and pleuro-
cerid snails) were formerly the most sig-
nificant elements in the benthic fauna of
those rivers. It should be stressed that
such elements must be known in their ori-
ginal state to be of velue in terms of
their contribution te the biomass, as well
gs in their use for determining zoogeo-
graphic relations. Unfortunately, a meas-
dre of biomass was never attempted, al-
though where the wussel beds occurred it
is established that the bottom was paved
with them. The virtual loss of practical-
Iy all mussels inboth these rivers at the
present time is the occasion for this re-
pott, which essentially serves as a sup-
plement to the report by Ortmann (1924}
based on his collesctioms made in 1921,
1922 and 1923, Calvin Goodrich and the
author di d some extensive collecting about
ten yearslater (fall of 1931) and obtained

~a substantial number of addi tional records

***n’ﬂ*$*$**4ﬂ*@‘###t@'*#*t$#kt*ﬁ*#******t*

** Cumberlandian fauna is associated with
the geologic Cumberlandian uplift end
harbors anumber of endemic species u-
sually confined to
drainage.

“the upper Tennessee
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(see Map 1), Since records on the origi-
nal fauna will never agein be available,
later studies should serve primarily to
supplement Ortmann's paper, The Naiad-Fau-
na of Duck River in Tennessee. The col-
lections made by Goodrich and van der

Table 1.

Specliey and Forms
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¥
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Schalie in 1931 (aee Table 1) were quite
similar in the number of species end dif-
a small degree in composi-
tion as compared with those obtained by
Ortmann (1924b:14-38},

Speclies of Mussels Callerted in the Duck River

Locallties

Hatdinsen's Columbis Centre=-
MILL (2} {3}

South af
willel{d) Waverly(5)

Actlinotafas

fodid L

Attinosatas

Alasmidonta

carinara Barnes

peetorusa Conrad

mar inata Say

Aphiema restata Rafinesque

Amblema peruyiapa Lamarck

Anodonik grandis Say

Anodonta imbeciilis Say

Carunculing cylinrdreils Laa (= mopsta Lea)
Conradilla caelata Conrad

Cyclonalss tuberculata Rafinesgue
Dysnomin brevidens Lea

Dysnomis copsacformis Lea

Dysnewmfa floreniina f, walkerl uilso&:&;ﬂ
Dysnomis triguetrs Rafinesque

Eltiptic dilatatus Raflnesque

Pusconais bernesisna Lea

Fusconnia barnesiana £. bigbyensis Lea
Lampsilis
tempsilis fesciols Rafinesque
Lampeiiis
lampsilis ovata f. ventricosa Barnes
Lagmigons complanats Barnes
Lesmigons costata Rs“rwsque.
Leptodes frogilis Rafinesque
Lexingtonia delabelloides Lea
¥edionfdus conradicus Lea
Hepalonafas pigantea Barmes
Obliquacria reflexs Rafinesque

anodontoides Les

avata Say

Obovaria subrotunda Rafincsque

Obovariz subrotunda £, leps Lea
Pleurobems cordatun Rafinesque
Eleurcberna

Pleurobeme

eordetun £. catillus Conrad

f. pyramidatum Lea
gviforme Gparad

cordatuem
Plevrobema

Proptera alata Sey

Piychobranchus fasciolaris Rafinesgue
Quedruiam cylindrics Say

“Quedrula intermedis Conrad

Quadruis pustulosa Lea ’

Quedrila goadruls Rafinesque
Strophitus ryposus Swalpson

Iritoggnla
Troncilla donaciformis Lea

verrucosa Rafinesque

Trunciila truncata Rafinesgue

¥illcoa (Wigremyal
Villosa {Micromya) nebulosa Conrad

fabalis Les

Vilioca (Micromya) taeniata Comrad
¥illosa (Micromya) vanuxemensis lLea -
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Tn 1965 YIsom andYokley (1968) revisited
the Ortmann stations and recorded 47 spe-
cies of mussels (compared te 63 reported
by Ortmann). The most recent survey of
the Duck PBiver was made in NMNovember of
1972 by Bates, Dennis, Isom, van der Sche-
lie and Yokley. The rapid decline of the
mussels and their present state of deple-
tion is unbelievable; where once shoals
were literally paved with mussels not even
fragments of dead shells are now in evi-
dence! The data given here, while essen-
tially rcorroborating Ortmann’s studies,
are new and additional records. In the
lower Duck there are now data to establish
that part of the river firmmly as a Mis-
sissippi assemblage; for the Buffalo much
substantial infermation is added to the
one station Ortmann seurveyed in its head-
waters.

The Duck River

Following the three surveys he made in
1921, 1922 and 1923, Orimann (1924%) also
made a careful study of the literature to
determine what species hadbeen accredited
to the Dick River. His list contains 63
species and forms. He was concerned about
some records given in a list privately
printed by Hinkley end Marsh (1885); he
was not able to verify some of the records
in that early and general list. Those
species and forms guestioned by him and
presumably rot partof the Duck River mus-
sel fauna are:

Eiliptio crassidens Lamarck {20)°
Cyprogentia irrorata Lea {33)

" Qbavaria retuse Lamarck (34}
Plogicla iineolata Raf. (30)
Leptodea leptodon Raf. (42)

Ligumia recta f. latissime Raf. {53)

ON 4 e W9 PO e

Collections made by Goodridh and van der
Schalie in 1931 in the Duck Biver estab-
lished 48 species including 6 forms; these
are tabulated by stations {Table 1}. Not
included are the mussels listed above as
gquestionable by Ortmann. Since the num-
ber ¢f specimens collected is not neces-
sarily significent other than as sn ex-
pression of the relative abundance of each
species at the stations represented, these
figures were not given 1n the table but
ste available in the originel data. The
tabulation ‘is interesting in that in the
upper river stations {Wilhoite and Colum-
bia) there was, as Ortmann found, 2z Cum-
baeriandian fauna; the two lower (Lenter-

BE KD EF R B Rk AR FE R R R R R R R R R AR R Rk R RN R

* Ortmann’ s number.
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ville and South of Waverly) stations had
only the Ohican orMississippian elaments;
there also was & marked reduction in spe-
cies {see van der Schalie, 1939) comparable
to that of the lower Tennessee with which
this lower Duck assemblage 1s associated.
The Cumberlandian species present in the
upper but missing in the lower Duck Biver
are, as follows:

1. Actinonatas pectorose Conrad

2. Carunculina cylindrella {=moesta)
Lea

3. Dysnomia brevidens Lea

4. Dysnomia cepsaeformis Lea

5. Dysnomia florentina £ walkeri Wilson
and Clark.

6. Fusconaia barnesiana f. bigbyensis
Lea

7. Medionidus conradicus Lea

8. Lexingtonia dolgbelloides Lean

A more complete list of the Cumberland-
tan fauna in the Tennessee drainage can
be found in Ortmann’s 1925 paper.

The important anduseful summary by [som
and Yokley (1968} of mussels inhabiting
the Duck Biver as late as 1965 listed 47
species as compared to the grand total of
63 Ortmasn cited, using some of the now
dubious records found in the literature.
They werve ehle to add to the list of Cum-
beriandian species incellecting specimens
of Plethobasus cooperianus Lea. Other ad-
ditions—but definitely in the ‘rare’ ca-
tegory—were Elliptio crassidens Lamarck
and Ligumia recta £, lutissime Raf.

In recent surveys made by several col-
lectors (Bates, Condor, Dennis, Isom, van
der Schalie and Yokley) it wass evident
that, except at possibly three sites, the
mussels were either completely decimated
or about to disappear from that drainage
system. Besponsibility for this may be
traced to several sources. FEven forty
years ago Ortmann (1924b:4) stated:

‘Puck Biver is in very good condi-
tion, no pollution entering it, except
in the region of Centreville, where
phosphate mines send muddy water te
it; but the amount of pollution is
small, and its character obscure, and
only at Centreville some indication of
en injurious effect was noticed....’

Extept for musse!l beds at (1) Columbia,
{2) Sowell’s Bend and (3) Lillard' s Mill,
which have themselves deteriorated with-
in the past few years, the mussel fauna
2f the Duck River is virtually gone The
Buffalo River is not much better. In a
survey of that stresm made by Bates and
van der Schalie about ten years ago little
wan found by way of native mussels, but
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the introduced Corbicula were there in
abundance'! Igom end Yokley (1968: 40-41)
elso indicated that thechange in the fau-

na of Duck River ‘can beexplained in terms

of water use. Pollution below cities and
industries has affected some areas, Phos-
phate ore mining is extensive in the Duck
Biver basin as it was in Ortmenn’'s day.
Ore washings from this enterprise have
contributed to the siltation of habitat.’

The disappearance of the wussels in
streams may well be due to ‘pollution,’
channelization and dem comstruction {im-
poundments) but it is not a foregone con-
clusion that those processes are solely
responsible,or thet they will necessarily
eliminate the mussel fauna. Bates and van
der Schalie have records on several years
of survey work in the channels within the
impoundments of the Tennessee Biver. The
mussels did not disappear there following
dem construction as many of us presumed
they would. Bates (1962) studied the im-
pact of impoundment in Kentncky Reservoir

and verified the fact that many tons of

mussels from that area are sent annually
to Japan' for the pearl industry. Also,
cooperating agencies such as the TVA whe
have their own survey teams, maintain re-
gions below each dam where normal flow
prevails; the original fauna usually re-
mains in these areas which then can serve
as ‘pockets’ for basic studies. Work has
been under way for some time assessing the
stocks in the old channels, in the ‘over-
hank’' areas and in the tailrace areas.
Obviously, by coordinating their interests
with programs elready in the developmental
stage malecologists could more effective-
1y achieve their goals toprotect end sus-
tain the fauna than by attempting to block,
in areas badly decimated, the construction
of dems and/er other projects scientific-
ally planned to prevent pollution.

The Buffale River

The Buffalo River isthe only major tri-
‘butary to the Duck, paralleling the Ten-
nessee as it flows south through Perry and
Humphreys counties, with its mouth only a
short distence east of the point where the
Peck empties into the Tennessee River.
Ortmann established only one station and
that was in the headwsters at Riverside,
Lewis County. The four sites on the Buf-
falo visited im 1931 by Goodrich and van
der Schalie contained fauna definitely
Cumberlandian in makeup. The assemblages
as shown in the tabulations (Table 2) re-
veal their usual ecolegical pattern with
ereek, small-, medium- and large-river

. Both streams have some of the

L3

species, Ortmann’s collection included 18
of the 42 species here recorded for the
Buffalo. His records (shown in a seperate
column 4in Table 2) indicate a creek or
small-river assemblage., The trend toward
ap increase in the number of mussel spe-
cies downstream as the river gets larger
canbe seen, with 18 species recorded from
Topsy Bridge but 3} found st the station
downstream south of Lobelville.

The Lobelville station serves to reaf-
firm Ortmann’s observations (1924: 46) of
the Duck River fauna:

‘Thus it is seen, that IDhmeck River
has a mized faune, consisting of two
elements: asmall-river feune, composed
largely of Cumberlandian types {about
38%), and an element belonging to the
interior basin {about 62%); the latter
consists chiefly of large-river types

The Buffalo (Table 2), with the same
number of species and almost the same as-
semblage as the Duck. represents a strik-
ing contrast to the faune shown by van der
Schalie (193%: 4536) to inhabit the lower
Tennessee. The species list for the Ten-
nessee, Toughly only a ‘stone’s throw
away, i3 entirely an interior basin assem-
blage. The wupper Buffalo, at least, is
definitely a Cumberiandian assemblags.
clearly set apart from the Mississippian
interior basin faunal elements ofthe lower
Tennessee (Table 3,

The Duck and Buffalo rivers had a sur-
prisingly rich mussel fauna, both ih the
numbers of species snd in individuals,
finest
shoals in the world but, as previously in-
dicated, the mussels have now been de-
pleted drastically. In a summary of the
data obtained by Goodrich and van der Scha-
lie, asbased on their collections in 1931
(Tables ! and 2), it will be observed that
these rivers had not changed materially
from the conditions observed by Ortmann
ten vears earlier {1924b}. However, in
the more recent collections (1972 survey
work) there are pow scarcely any mussels.
In contrast, the pleurocerids remain abun-
dant =and in many places unusually so.
The date obtained in this recent survey
are now being prepared for publication.

Bome refervence should be made to the
statements by more recent investigators
who use the generic name Epioblasma rather
than the well-established Dysnomie. That
this change is not warranted is eminently
clear, as expleined by Ortmann and Walker
{1622:71), as follows:

‘As to bileba, its recognition is im-

portent with regard te the validity
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of the subgenus Epioblasma {as against ‘“Thus the description of b?loba is not
Dysnomia). Ferussac is not sure about recognizable, and with this name also
the identity ofhis suthentic specimen that of the subgenus, Epioblasma, goes
bilobe ... "~ inte the diacard.’

wabhie 2. Specles of Mussals Collected im the Buflalo River.

Localiries

{Ortmann) (Goodrich and van der Scha!ic)’
Above Topsy Above At 3 mianoof
Topsy fridge Linden Besrdstowm Gobelsville

- - - - Y

14 x ® x ®

1 - - - -

kS - - - -

- - - - x

- x - X -

- % - - -

¢1la Lea {» moesta Lea} 3 - R - %

Gy Raf. ’ - - Lo % x
Byspomis Len " - - - n
Bysromia §l £. walkerdi Wilson and - - % - %

Llerhk .

Tty £ - - - - x

i Lea ® - - - E 1

na £.bhiphyensis Las 3 - - - -

- - - - z

w - - - “

- - - - =

® * - *® 4

- - - - x

b " - - E3

- - - - b3

- - - - -2

vida dgfa ¢iinides Lex - - - - 3
Lasingtonia doisboiloddeg F. conradi Vanatea x - - - ®
Qbltausric rofiess Ral. - - - - R
sE . - £ = o =

: £, lens Lak " - “ - %

i Ref. - - w n ®

n £. gatillys Convad - - N - =

Corr ad =" x - " b4

: £. sepentevn Len w - - - -

- - u S 3

LERLEE Soy x - - - -

& Say ' - - - - =

Tes - - - - =

Bsf. - - - - %

Erophfius vy Sraimaen x x x x x
oo s - . i B _ ) .
s Raf. - - . =

sahuloss Convas x - - - x

taemista Conrsd b3 " - - ) =

'

W
Sondrick and van der Schalie collections répresented on Map 1 by the following numbers:

{&) Topsy Bridge . {&) At Begsrdstown . .
{73 Abgwve Lindem {9} 5 miies north of Gobeisville
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TABLE 3 Species and forms of muesels collected in the Buffalo River by
Goodriech and van der Schalie, arranged by subfamilies and showing
Comberiendiean and Mississippian faunal elements.

51

MISSISEIPPIAN
UNIONINAE

Amblema peruviane Lamarck
Cyclongias tuberculata Raf.
Elliptio cressidens Lamarck
Pleurobema cordatum BRaf.

P. rordatum f. caetillus Conrad
P. oviforme Conrad

P. oviforme {. argenteum Lea
Quodrule cylindrica Say

Q. pustulosa Lea

? guadrule Baf.

Tritogonie verricosa Baf

ANODORTINAE

*4lasmidonta marginatae Say
Algsmidonta minor Lea
Anodonta grendis Say
Anodonta imbecillis Say
Lasmigona complanate Barnes
L. costata Raf.

Strophitus rugosus Swainson

LAMPSTLINAE

Actincnaias carinata Barnes
SR ECarunculinag eylindrella Lea
Lampsilis gnodontoides Lea
*Lanpsilis fasciocln Baf.
Lampsilis ovata Say
Lampsilis ovata £ wventricose
Barnes
Leptodea fragilis Raf.
Obliquaric reflexe Raf.
Obovaria subrotunda Raf.
0. subrotunda £. lens Lea
Proptera cvlata Say
" Truncilia truncata Baf.

CUMBERLANDIAN

*Fusconaia barnesiena Lea

*F. barnesiana f. bigbyensis Lea

Lexingtonia dolabelloides Lea

L. dolabelloides . conred:
Vanatta :

Actinonaias pectorosa Conrad

**¥*Cerunculina moesta Lea

Dysnomie capsaeformis Lea

D. florentina . walkeri Wilson
and Clark

**Villosa nebulosa Conrad

Villosa taeniuta Conrad

Villosa venuxemensis Lea

Ptychobranchys subtentum Say

* Small river or ¢reek forms found at Biverside by Ortmann.

** Orimsnn uses Micromya as the generic
#rxeylindrelle =

In eddition the use of the genus Toxolasme
for Carunculine was considered unacceptable
{gsee Ortmann and Walker, 1924b: 54} as in-
dicated in their statement:
“The revivel of the generic name Tozo-
lasma depends on che identity of U.
[ividus Ref. As will be shown under
Car.moeste, [ivides is not recognizable,
and thus the name Toxolasma should be
discarded.’ '

name.

moesta? Synonymy uncertain.

The problems encountered when well estab-
lished names are changed without proper
justifieation has recently beed discussed
by Tsom (1973), who pointedout some of the
difficulties those wotking in the immediate,
or related, fields had had.

Of ten species considered by aome ‘en-
dangered’ in the Duck River, none is re-
stricted to that drainage. Except for some

i
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healthy stocks of Conredilie caclate taken
recently, few specimens of the other rela-
tively rare species remain. In connection
with the ‘Epioblasme {=Dysnomiae) turgidula
{Lea, 1858)' one has aproblem of identity.
The Museum of Zoology at the University of
Michi gan houses collections which areamong
the most extensive for munssels available.
Because it appears that Dysnomiac turgidule
is a synosym of D. deviate (Reeve) and al-
so seems to be synonymous with D. curtisi
Frierson and Utterback, the distribution

records would indicate a far wider range
than is uswally ascribed to iu. PReliable
records show its distribution as: Hardy,
Sharp Co., Arkansas {U. M. #90742; Holston

Biver, Rogersviile, Hawkins (o., Tennessee
(#80745); Bear Creek, Burleson, Framklin
Co., Alabama (#90746). Under Dysnomta cur-
tisi, it was reported from White River
Forsyth, Taney Co., Missouri. In brief,
while the mussel fauna has almest disap-
peared from the Dueck River drainage, the
‘endangered’ species may yet survive in
other dreinages. :

The importance of the Duck and Buffalo
rivers both in their rich fasnal relations
to the Tennessee drainage and in their use
in interpreting the zoogeographic and phy-
siographic relationships of the area, has
been well stated by Ortmann (1924). His
great interest andperceptive analyses were
expressed to Calvin Goodrich in letters
urging Goodrich tolook forsimilar “clinal’
relations in pleurocerids as found by Ort-
mann in the mussels of those streams. While
the concepts were well defined inOrtmann’s
publication, he stated in & letter to Good-
rich {dated September 17, 1923):

‘Y think Ihave the Naiad fauna of Duck

River rsther complete now. [t is pe-

culiar inm containing certein Cumber-

land-Tennessee elements, but not all,
and then again Ohio-Mississippi (Big-
river) elements, but again not all forms
belonging to this, some shells, common
el sewhere, heing missing ....'
Later, in a letter dated October 31, 1923,
Ortmann stated:

*The Naiad-fauna ofDuck River is pecu-

liar in its affinities. Partly Comber-

landian-Tennesseean, partly Ohioan.

{For instance, the ‘Mucket’ (ligamen-

tina) is net the southern Mucket, but

the northern}. But then again several

important members are missing.’
Collaboration between the two did, imdeed,
follow over a period of years; the recog-
nition of elinal relations among pleurcce-
rid species was also expressed (again in
the October 31 letter to Goodrich) by Ort-
mann a8 follows: oo

‘I am very interested in what you say

about the grading of forms of Fleuro-
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ceridae o f the upper stresms into those
of the lower. You remember, I have si-
milar instances among the Naiades, and
Walker alsc, in the beginning, did not
want to believe this. I feel rather
sure that a similar phenomenon exists
at least in L. geniculeie-fuliginosa;
my finds in the field immediately sug-
gested this to me, and remember, Adams
has shown lomg ago that this is elso
the case in Io, and I have been able te
confirm this. 8o I am much in faver of
your idea.”

These clines among nominal species of the
pleurocerids are a source of differences
among some malacologists who would list as
many as 18 species of snails belonging to
those groups, while Goodrich recognized
mainly nine. To date, the late Calvin Good-
rich is still recognized as the best auth-
ority on the pleurocerid groups, and the
nine species and forms listed here are.
those determined and collected in the sur-
veys made by Goodrich and van der Schalie
in the luck and theBuffalo drainages. These.
species’ differences will be considered in
more detail in another publication.

Pleurocarid Snails

In his studies of the mussels (naiades)
of these rivers, Ortmann did not include
his observations aboat the pleurocerida—
the most abundant snails there. When con-
sidered in their petterns of distribution,
it would remain amoot question as to which
group, the mussels or the snails, repre-
sents the larger portion of the biomass,
In the 1931 survey Goodrich concentrated on
collecting pleurocerid snails, which were
his main interest, while ven der Schalie

undertook the mussel work. Ortmann, in his

correspondence previously mentioned urged
Goodrich to exemine the pleurccerids in
terms of their distributions and their
clinal tendencies. Such studies were made
and Goodrich published a series of papers
in which heattempted to show variations in
sculpture (Goodrich, 1941} as well as re-
lationships o fthe Ohio River drainage spe-
cies to those of the Cumberlandian region
(Goodrich, 1940}, :

The species listed by Goodrich to repre-
sent thepleurscerid fauna of both the Duck
and Buffalo drainages (determined by him
and now housed in the U. M. Museum of Zoo-
logy) are given in tabular form {(Tables 4
and 5). One could, withont regard for their
elinal tendencies, increase the number to
18 species but Goodrich's identifications
here limit the number to nine, including
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three forms. In any case, the Duck River
head snd still has, a very rich pleurocerid
fauna beth in the mainstream and in its
tributaries. It would still be possible to
conduct basic studies to resolve many of the
problems that relate to species assemblages,
clinal tendencies, etc., with this widely
distributed group of sneils

TABLE 4. Species of pleurocerid snails
collected by Geodrich and van der Scha-
lie in 1931 at stations in the Duck Ri-
ver, Tennessee. (Specimens depositedin
the U.M. Museum of Zoology. Numbers for
each locality are those of the U .M. Mus-
eum of Zoology.

MANCHESTER, Coffee County: (Nes.
51580).

Goniobasis edgariana Les

Goniobasis laqueate Say

Lithastia geniculate f. pinguis Lea

513%0-91;

WILHOITE, Marshall County:
Goniobasis lagqueata Say
Anculosa praerosa Say
Lithastia duttoniane Lea
Lithasia geniculata f. fuliginose lea
Pleurocere cangliculatur f. filum Lea

{Nos. 53194-98)}

COLUMBIA, MAURY Counuy: (Nos.
Anculose praerosa Say
Goniobasis laqueata Say
Lithasia duttoniana Lea
Lithasia geniculata {. fuliginosa Lea

53199-203).

CENTERVILLE, Hickman County:
G6).

Lithaesie geniculata Haldeman

Anculose praercsa Say

Plevrocera canaliculatum £. filum Lea

{(Nos. 53204~

SOUTH OF WAVEBLY, Humphreys County:
53207-12).

Anculosa praerosa 3ay

Lithastia duttoniana Lea

Lithasia geniculata Haldeman

Pleurocera canaliculatum undulatum Say

Pleurocera curtum Haldeman

{No s.

53

TABLE 5. Species ofpleurocerid snails col-
lected by Goodrich and van der Schalie
in 1931 at stationsz in the Buffalo Ri-
ver, Tennessee. :

TOPSY BRIDGE, Weyne County: (Nos
Anculosa praerosc Say

Lithasia geniculata f. fuliginosa Lea
Pleurocera canaliculatum . filum Lea

53225-27)

ABOVE LINDEN, Perry County:
Anculosa praerosa Say
Lithasia geniculatun Haldeman
Pleurocera conaliculatum Say

{Nos. 5322-24}

BEARDSTOWN, Perry County: (Nes. 52318-21).
Anculosae praerosae Say

Goniobasis lequeata Say

Lithasia geniculate Haldeman

Plearocere canaliculatun Say

5 mi. north of GOBELSVILLE, Perry County:
{Nos. 53214-16)

Anculose praercsa Say

Lithasia geniculate Haldeman

Lithesia geniculata f. faoliginosa Lea

SUMHARY AND CORCLUSIONS

If we combine the information given by
Ortmann {1924b) with that given here and
consider thelatter as supplementary to his
data, the following conclusions are war-
ranted:

(1) Ortmann (1924) repgrted 63 species and
forms of freshwater mussels (Naiades)
in the Duck BRiver draimage; the Good-

rich and van der Schalie collections made

in 1931 verify that there were at least 48;

some credited by Ortmenn from literature

records were erroneously reported. Isom
and Yokley reported 48 and added Plethobasus
cooparianus.

(2) "The Cumberlandian fauna isthe origi-
nal faunae of Dueck Rivar...’ as stated
by Ortmann (1924b:46), has been veri-

fied. The additional records also sub-
stantiate that below Centerville, and as
far downstream as south of Waverly (1931
collections), only the ‘interior’ or Mis-
sissippian {Qhiocan) faunal assemblage ex-
isted. The 1931 collections further con-
firm Ortmann's contention that: "Duck River
originally wasmore directly connected with
the Cumberlsand and Tennessse, and, =2t ihat
time, it was a rather small river ...°



B4

(3} Since Ortman was able to establish
only one station in the headwaters of
the Buffalo River, he could not show

{as the 1931 survey did) that the Buffalo

drainage also has a Cumberlandian fauna as

far downstream as ‘below Lobelville.’ The
richness of the fauna in the Buffale {with

42 species and forms) was essentially the

same as listed for the Duck. Isom and Yok-

ley (1968) attest also tothe diseppearance
of the mussels i1n the Buffalo.

{4) While the Buffalo River rusms parallel
to the lower Tennessee and relatively
close to i¢, the Buffalo has a Cumbar-

landian aspect; the Jlower Tenncasee is

wholly Missisgippian or san Interior basin
fauna. '

{5} The evidence available from the earl-
ier coliections shows that neither the
Buffalo nor the Duck ever had an ap-

preciable mussel assemblage in their tri-
butaries or creeks; all of them have an
sbundance of pleurocerid snails. The ab-
sence of mussels in most tributaries re-
mains unexplained

{(6) Since the time of the Ortmann surveys
(1921-1923), the Goodrich and van der
Schalie eollections in 1931, and the

Isom and Yokley studies, the mussels of
both the Duck and Buffalo rivers have vir-
tgally disappeared; only small pockets re-
main between Columbia and Centerville an
the Duck; they, toe, are rapidly being al-
tered.

(7) The oriental clam {Corbicula) hasmade
serious inrcads into both the Duck and
Buffalo drainages, as wag also indica-

ted by Sinclair and Isom (,963). It may
crowd out the native mussels where they
still remain. Fortumately, the Corbicula
clams serve as food for muskrats and mink,
replacing, in that sense, the fommerly ab-
undant mussel fauna.

(8) The rapid changes, as well as the mul-
tiple use of rivers (discussed by
Ceirns in his 1972 paper}, make the

information available from earlier surveys
indispensablie forstudies involving a know-
ledge af our natural heritage, past and
present ecological <conditions,” and the
prospects for using faunal assemblages in
tracing former stream confluences. The Duck
and the Buffalo definitely have a Cumber-
landian fauna, a knowledge of which should
be helpful in studies involving geology,
physiography and soogeagraphical faunal re-
lations.
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