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CRITIQUE
“PROCEEDINGS OF A SYMPOSIUM ON RARE AND
ENDANGERED MOLLUSKS (NAIADS) OF THE U. S.
COLUMBUS, OHI1O 1971

Billy G. 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 on the
problem. Correspondence with several emi-
nent malacologists, including Dr. Henry
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 naiads or
mussels. However, the principal paper by
Stansbery dealt with both mussels and
snails and was primarily a recapitulation
of Stansbery (1970) except that numerous
resurrected names were introduced.

Stansbery’s papers (1970; 1971) need fur-
ther discussion; for example, neither van
der Schalie (1939) nor Isom (1968), Isom
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 ofsome tri-
butaries of the lower Tennessee River. Two
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Fnvironmental Biology Branch, Division
of Environmental Research and Develop-
ment, Tennessee Valley Authority, Mus-
cle Shoals, Alabama

of the papers have specific references to
fauna of the Muscle Shoals area. Another
significant omission was the paper by I-
som (1969) which was an attempt to class-
ify objectively the causes of the decline
in mussel populations of the Tennessee Ri-
ver and which includes records of species
not only for Kentucky Reservoir, which
Stansbery discussed, but also information
on Muscle Shoals.

The continued reference to Muscle Shoals,
Alabama, as ‘Mussel Shoals' is contrary to
historical documentation (Dexter, 1961 and
196T.  Tsom,: 1971},

Captions for figures 22 through 50 listed
by Stansbery (1971) are totally inadequate
since they are based on limited records
Many people are looking to these annota-
tions and records for support in evalua-
ting possible impact of proposed projects
on mollusks. The material compiled, while
a beginning, is based on such limited in-
formation that it should be considered
only provisionally 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

noted.

Stansbery (1971) incorrectly states that
unionids do not successfully reproduce in
the New Johnsonville area, Kentucky Reser-
River. Isom (1969) re-
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ported that Fusconaia ebena was success-
fully reproducing in the main channel of
Kentucky Reservoir. Numerous other spe-
cies of Unioninae have adapted to the en-
vironment of Kentucky Reservoir.

Stansbery’s evaluation of the Gastropoda
is extremely unsatisfactory. He indicates
that there are insufficient data for eva-
luating species status of Physidae, Lym-
naeidae, and Planorbidae which is a per-
sonal opinion since thereare authoritative
sources of information on these families.
Further, the names applied to the Pleuro-
ceridae are extremely confusing since, as
Rosewater (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 workers inNorth
America. To call wverrucosa and its allies
Pleurocera would change anomenclatorially-
linked generic conceptoflong standing..’
Practical evidence for retention of Pleu-
rocera acuta Rafinesque, 1831, as the type
species of Pleurocera Rafinesque, 1818,
rather than Pleurocera verrucosa Rafines-
que, 1820, as Stansbery has done, isover-
whelming.

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

Clark (1971) gives an interesting ac-
count of the historical and current man-
agement of naiad populations in Ohio that
will be of interest for generations. His
question or conjecture about the value of
dams to management of mussels 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 is quite large
and astatistical testis probably meaning-
less.’

Imlay (1971) incorrectly states that,
‘The commercial mussel harvest from Green
River inKentucky has been ruined for many
years because of petroleum brine waste.’
There was some active mussel harvesting
on the lower Green River in 1965, about 5
years after theproblem of brine waste was
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reportedly terminated. It is known from
personal work in 1971 and work by Stans-
bery (1965) and Williams (1969) that there
is a substantial and diverse mussel fauna
in the lower Green River. Reduction in
the number of mussels is more likely due
to overharvesting than to ‘brine waste.’.

Van der Schalie (personal communication)
noted, with reference to Imlay’s (1971)
statements that Lampsilis higginsi was
% once widely distributed ....’' and
‘It was a valuable commercial species in
Lake Pepin .' that ‘L. higginsi and L.
orbiculata may be conspecific but surely
neither of them is common and widely dis-
tributed ....°*

In conclusion, itis my opinion and that
of others, substitution of resurrected
generic or specific trivial names for those
long in general use is adisservice to the
aim of better informing our colleagues,
administrators, other non-malacologists,
and the public. I think one can say that
vacillation of mollusk taxonomists is a
challenge to the credibility of all mala-
cologists. In fact, because of the vacil-
lation ofour taxonomists, the information
presented is of limited value to laymen
who need such information for making de-
cisions. This statement applies to taxo-
nomists in general and is not specific to
malacology. Very recent experience showed
that some resurrected generic names in
Stansbery (1971) have hindered synthesis
of lists of endangered species. For ad-
ditional arguments for conservatism in
taxonomy, Cole (1941 and 194la) and van
der Schalie (1952) should be consulted.

A meeting of national stature should be
held to bring together all available ex-
pertise to determine endangered mollusk
species and attempt to stabilize nomencla-
ture. A really authoritative compilation
could result from such a meeting.
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EDITOR'S NOTE

With permission of the author of this
paper, it has been shown to 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
in Sterkiana as soon

space is available

will be published
as it is ready and

Publication of this paper in Sterkiana
is not to be construed as approval or dis-
approval by the editor of the ideas ex-
pressed; sole responsibility for the lat-
ter rests with the author of the paper.



