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In 1972, a group of shell collectors saw the need for a national or-
ganization devoted to the interests of shell collectors; to the beauty of 
shells, to their scientific aspects, and to the collecting and preservation of 
mollusks.  This was the start of COA.  Our membership includes novices, 
advanced collectors, scientists, and shell dealers from around the world.  
In 1995, COA adopted a conservation resolution:  Whereas there are an 
estimated 100,000 species of living mollusks, many of great economic, 
ecological, and cultural importance to humans and whereas habitat de-
struction and commercial fisheries have had serious effects on mollusk 
populations worldwide, and whereas modern conchology continues the 
tradition of amateur naturalists exploring and documenting the natural 
world, be it resolved that the Conchologists of America endorses respon-
sible scientific collecting as a means of monitoring the status of mollusk 
species and populations and promoting informed decision making in 
regulatory processes intended to safeguard mollusks and their habitats.
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Front Cover: Vokesimurex cabritii (Bernardi, 1859) 
is fairly widespread in the Caribbean and has long 
been a favorite of collectors because of its delicate 
coloring and graceful sculpturing.  Photo by Charles 
Rawlings, 2012.   

Back Cover:  Conus harlandi Petuch, 1987, as found 
in the Utila Cays, Honduras.  This form has more 
spiral bands and is often more brightly colored.  
Photo by Charles Rawlings, 2012.  See more images 
by Charles Rawlings on page 27.   

 Editor’s comments:  I received an email from Joaquin 
Inchaustegui regarding his article, “More Piggy-back Shells?” in the 
June 2012 issue.  In that article he described shells he purchased at a 
silent auction from the collection of C. Boone.  Joaquin asked if any-
one had knowledge of C. Boone.  Tom Rice, from Phuket, Thailand, 
replied:
 “Just received in Phuket the article about the  ‘piggy-back 
shells.’  The C. Boone was a Houston shell collector who was very 
involved in the AMU and the COA and died in 1999 while on a shell-
ing trip conducted by Emilio Garcia to Australia and was cremated 
and buried at sea at the request of her children because she loved the 
sea so much.  Her shells were divided amongst the shell collectors 
that were on the trip with her.  However, she collected in many parts 
of the world so I can’t say where  that particular shell was collected.”
 As usual, this issue has a variety of shell-related material.  
Both covers are obviously more from our doctor, lawyer, diver, na-
ture photographer, adventurer, Charles Rawlings.  This last label is 
because of the Humboldt squid article in the June issue.  I person-
ally would have been happy to hold the light IN THE BOAT while 
Charles swam at night with the Humboldts.  In any case, he supplied 
us with some great photographs from Honduras -- both covers and 
page 27.  A collection of his underwater photographs can be found in 
his book, Living Shells (2010).
 Martin Snyder was one of this year’s recipients of the 
Neptunea Award (along with Gary Rosenberg) and he provides us 
with an account of working as one of the team headed by Philippe 
Bouchet, Head of the Mollusk Division of the Paris Muséum Na-
tional d’Histoire Naturelle, in their ‘species count’ in the waters of 
Guadeloupe.  This ongoing worldwide project was first briefed to 
COA members by Philippe during the COA convention at Mobile, 
Alabama, in 2006.  Martin Snyder provides an updated and thorough 
overview of the process involved in this long-term study.
 Next we have a written version of a talk given by Linda and 
Jim Brunner in Philadelphia.  While the article is titled, “Yes we can, 
twice,” their talk was subtitled “How to write a shell book and not get 
divorced!”  So we can all imagine that it was not necessarily an easy 
process.
 Emily Volkes then does double duty here.  First, with the 
front cover shell, Vokesimurex cabritti, a muricid genus named in her 
honor, and second with a short article on the present trend of splitting 
(maybe over-splitting) genera.  Taxonomy can surely be fascinating, 
but sometimes it seems we forget that such labeling of the natural 
world was meant to help us understand the world around us and is, in 
the end, an artifice.  An answer to the human need to make lists and 
put things in boxes. 
 Next Igor Christo Miyahira, Sonia Barbosa dos Santos, 
Maria Christina Dreher Mansur & Jéssica Beck Carneiro explore 
the present state of research into the freshwater mussels of Brazil.  
The problems faced by unionids in Brazil are quite similar to the 
problems they face in the US.  As stated on the Freshwater Mollusk 
Conservation Society webpage (http://molluskconservation.
org), “North America once had 300 species of native mussels.  It 
was the most diverse mussel fauna on earth.  Unfortunately, 38 of 
these species are presumed to be extinct and another 77 species are 
considered critically impaired.  These fascinating creatures are the 
most gravely imperiled group of animals in the country.”  
 We round out this issue with articles on COA Award 
winners, the 2012 COA - AMU Convention in Philadelphia, and a 
look back at the first 40 years of COA.

Thomas E. Eichhorst  
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INTRODUCTION
 In the early 1980s it was estimated that there were ap-
proximately 1.5 million known plant and animal species, with pos-
sibly another 1.5 million to be discovered and named - a biodiver-
sity of 3 million species.  All this was soon to change, with the first 
new estimates coming from the entomologists.  Within 30 years 
estimates had been raised to 1.9-2.0 million known species and a 
total number of species of 7-20 million.  These new biodiversity 
estimates were the result of better specimen collecting techniques, 
new sampling protocols, and new computational extrapolation 
techniques.
 These new ideas and methodologies quickly caught the 
attention and imagination of Philippe Bouchet, now Head of the 
Mollusk Division of the Paris Muséum National d’Histoire Na-
turelle (Natural History Museum) and senior professor there.   He 
started with small Mediterranean expeditions and followed with 
Indo-Pacific projects.  His first land-based Indo-Pacific expedition, 
with 18 people, was in 1993 to New Caledonia.  Since then he has 
led numerous Indo-Pacific expeditions, the largest averaging 60 
people for 7 weeks in Santo, Vanuatu.  This spring he assembled 
a month-long expedition in May of roughly 35 people to Gua-
deloupe, an island in the French West Indies in the southeastern 
Caribbean.  I was privileged to join the expedition as a Research 
Associate at both the Academy of Natural Sciences of Drexel Uni-
versity (Philadelphia) and at the Paris Museum, and as President of 
the Philadelphia-based Center for Molluscan Studies.  This paper 
describes how these expeditions proceed in general and how this 
particular Caribbean expedition developed.
 Ecologists and taxonomists sample and extrapolate dif-
ferently.  Ecologists consider a small area, perhaps a square meter 
of sea floor, and survey it extensively.  Everything on and under the 
sea floor in this area is sampled and counted, and then extrapola-
tions of biodiversity are made from these samples.  Taxonomists 
collect specimens from many different areas and from different 
sorts of areas as well.  This protocol provides a more species-rich 
inventory and a generally larger biodiversity estimate.  In Guade-
loupe we collected from shore rocks with intertidal pools, shal-
low rock bottoms, coral and grass beds, mangrove tree-root areas, 
deeper grass, coral and rock bottoms (requiring scuba diving for 
direct access), and low and vertical coral reefs.  Most of these areas 
can be sampled in several different ways (as explained below) and 
these same sorts of areas were sampled at sites all around the re-
gion to be surveyed.  In Guadeloupe, sampling was carried out to a 
depth of 150 m.  Eventually biodiversity counts and estimates will 
be made by using this collected material.  Bouchet’s earlier Indo-
Pacific expeditions made it clear that the majority of gastropod di-
versity occurs in smaller species, ranging from 1-5 mm.  Mollusks 
of this size are frequently overlooked in survey work.  Effectively 
collecting and processing this population of smaller mollusks re-
quires new and unfamiliar techniques, as described below.  First, 
though, some details of the Guadeloupe expedition.
 The Guadeloupe expedition was a joint project of the 
Paris Museum and the National Park Service of Guadeloupe (Parc 
National  de la Guadeloupe).  Being joined with the park service 

The 2012 Guadeloupe Biodiversity Expedition
Martin Avery Snyder

allowed us to collect in the underwater protected park areas, the ar-
eas with the best material.  The expedition personnel were roughly 
divided into “collectors” and “processors.”   The collectors are not 
“shell collectors” in the usual sense of buying and trading shell 
specimens, but rather are experienced individuals, skilled in re-
trieving mollusks and other marine sea creatures from their natural 
environment, what Bouchet  refers to as “hunter-gatherers.”  This 
turns out to be pretty hard work with above-average physical de-
mands.  The processors sort the collected material (back at the ‘lab’ 
as described below) and see that each batch is properly labeled as 
to the ‘where, when and how’ of collecting (more of this later). 
 The expedition base site was spread around the Labora-
toire de Biologie Marine of the Université des Antilles et de la 
Guyane, a university of more than 12,000 students.  This large 
lab building has 18 bench stations, each equipped with a Leica 
Wild M3B dissecting microscope.  There are also two full baths 
(with showers), a scuba diving area with (steel) scuba tanks and 
lead weights (items that are hard to bring yourself), as well as two 
compressors for filling tanks.  The lab facilities are completed by 
a three-station computer and camera imaging center and a refrig-
erator room to store live-taken material that comes in too late to 
be processed that same day.  There is a small dock and a boat 
launching ramp.  The Park Service keep the scuba-diving boat they 
provided just down the street.
 Our hotel, the Hôtel Village Soleil (at Gosier), is about a 
2 km walk from the lab.  We started each morning with breakfast 
at the hotel.  Lunch and dinner were eaten collectively just down 
the street from the lab at a Creole restaurant, An Tol La.  If the col-
lectors were too far into the field to return for lunch, the restaurant 
packed a picnic lunch for them.  A typical day’s schedule was:

6:30 AM   -  breakfast at the hotel by the pool (a pool we   
  will never use)
7:15  AM -   at the lab – collectors depart to the field and   
  processors start
12:00 PM  - lunch at An Tol La
1:00 PM - collectors depart for afternoon locales (if they  
  have returned)
7:00 PM - dinner at An Tol La
8:00 PM - return to the lab to complete the processing of 

that day’s material, clean up and stow outdoor 
equipment (and one boat) inside the lab for the 
night

10:30-12:00  -      close the lab for the day and return to the hotel

 The purpose of an expedition of this sort is threefold.  
First, by so thoroughly sampling the local fauna of the island we 
can get valuable biodiversity estimates.  It will be particularly in-
teresting to compare the diversities of the Caribbean and the Indo-
Pacific.  Preliminary information will be available in about a year’s 
time.  More complete information will take a few more years to 
develop.  Second, although local fish and coral populations have 
been thoroughly catalogued, not nearly as much is known about 
molluscan and general invertebrate populations.  The Guadeloupe 
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Park Service is very interested in a baseline inventory of the spe-
cies inhabiting the coastal waters around the island.  In line with 
specialized interests of some expedition members we also col-
lected echinoderms (starfish, sea urchins and the like), crustaceans 
(crabs), and red and brown algae.  Finally, taxonomists are always 
interested in describing new species.  Bouchet and his group are 
also building a significant database of DNA sequences of mol-
lusks.  This expedition yielded more than 5500 lots (single or mul-
tiple specimens) for sequencing.
  Our expedition group came from a wide range of back-
grounds.  Some were professional malacologists, both active and 
retired.  About half were marine biologists of one sort or another.  
One was a French policeman, another a procurement officer for the 
French nuclear submarine fleet.  Two were retired school teachers 
who now volunteer with Bouchet’s Paris group three days a week.  
There were also a few students and several professional divers.  
Each had been invited because he or she would best deal with a 
particular anticipated task.
  

COLLECTING
 In Guadeloupe we employed six collecting techniques.  
Each is designated by the first letter of the corresponding (French) 
descriptive words.  These letters become part of the collecting site 
reference keys (to be explained below):

M – “maréeur” (shallow water shore collecting)
N – “nasses” (trapping)
R – “récolte à vue” (hand-picked by scuba diving)
B – “brossage” (brushing and screening)
S – “suceuse” (vacuuming)
D – “drague” (dredging)

 Some of Bouchet’s expeditions use tangle-net collecting 
and we describe that technique as well.  The first three methods 
above collect individual specimens.  The last three are bulk sam-
pling methods that require special processing protocols.
 M: Shallow water shore collecting is pretty much as its 
name implies, but not quite so easy as it sounds.  This is “mask, 
fins, and snorkel” territory.  First one must get to the shore, often a 
rocky area with no simple access.  The first such site I visited was 
accessed through a large graveyard and then across a communal 
trash dump.  The collector then climbs down into the shore rocks 
and surf and starts looking for specimens.  Rocks that will move 
are turned over to see what is living beneath (and then replaced in 
their original position).  One then works out into shallow water, 
to about 2 m, snorkel diving to the bottom to go through the same 
exercise.  To collect starfish or crabs one has to move quickly since 
they scuttle away as soon as they are exposed.  Some brushing (see 
below) is also done in shallow areas.
 N: Trapping can be done in a number of different ways.  
This is an ancient collecting method, and we used a clever version 
developed in 1984 by Dominique Lamy of Guadeloupe and fine-
tuned over the last 28 years.  With these traps he has collected as 
deep as 600 m and discovered a number of new species.
 Each trap is made from two 1.5 liter plastic water bottles, 
which we will refer to as the upper and lower bottles.  First the 
bottom of the upper bottle is cut off.  The lower bottle has both the 
bottom and the neck (down past the cap threads to where the bottle 
begins to flare) cut off.  The remainder of the sloping part of the 

lower bottle is sliced to form about 10 “petals.”  The lower bottle 
is then pushed up into the upper bottle with an overlap of about 4 
cm.  The grooves incised in the bottles during  manufacture serve 
to lock them together; now you have a trap!  Creatures enter the 
bottom, expand the slit “petals,” and push through to the bait in the 
upper bottle.  They cannot reverse the process to escape, but with 
a twist the two bottles come apart and the trap can be emptied and 
readied for re-use.

 Bait is usually a piece of fish impaled on a wire and 
wrapped in tissue to avoid having it eaten too quickly by crabs.  
The bait can be renewed and the trap reused.
 In Guadeloupe, 35 traps were set on each line and up to 
four lines a day were employed.  A three kilo weight is attached to 
the end of the trap and the individual traps are tied onto the rope by 
two metal wires, roughly every 5 m.  Each trap has a small weight 
affixed to the outside.  After the last trap, a 12 kilo weight is put 
on the rope to hold the traps in place.  A long rope is attached and 
run to a buoy or float on the surface.  The traps are left in place for 
roughly 12 hours from dusk to dawn.  Setting and retrieving the 
traps is a three-man operation.  Retrieval is accomplished with the 
aid of a gasoline-powered winch, temporarily mounted on the boat 
for this purpose.

Fig. 2 Trap line configuration.

 R: Scuba diving is used to collect individual specimens, 
in what is referred to as “targeted collecting.”  It is also required 
to implement brushing and vacuuming, as discussed next.  Div-
ing is good for fair-sized, widely separated specimens, not usually 
acquired by bulk collecting methods.  Diving in any professional 
context in France requires a special professional license.  This is 
a serious affair requiring, among other things, a complete annual 
physical exam costing about 500 euros.  Only a few of us on this 
expedition held this license and the expedition had been adjudged 
a “professional” enterprise.  Fortunately, the Guadeloupe Park 
Service accommodated, letting us dive so long as each unlicensed 
diver had a “buddy.”  I was paired with Michael Tillman, a most 

Fig. 1 Individual bottle trap.



pleasant, experienced diver who proved to be very knowledgeable 
about local conditions.
 Each morning we set up and loaded our equipment, tak-
ing a small boat or truck to the dive boat.  When we moved to the 
west coast we started with a 1-1/2 hour car ride to the boat, which 
had been previously moved there.  To keep live collected material 
from the west coast fresh, there was a midday shuttle each day 
back to the lab.  There were one or two dives in the morning and 
another after lunch.  We then headed back to the lab, washed and 
stowed our equipment, and brought our catch into the lab.  All 
the collected material was spread out in shallow trays and covered 
with sea water to keep live animals alive.  Each such tray was 
labeled GR (G for the Guadeloupe expedition and R for collected 
by diving) with an appended number for the particular dive.  This 
information was all stored in a data bank. For example:

“GR08” was our 8th dive, made on May 5 in the afternoon, on an 
underwater cliff face in the Petit Cul de Sac Marin (16°09’34.6”N, 
61°32’43”W).  The bottom was at 22 m.

 In addition to smaller individual specimens we collected 
large “showy” Chicoreus, Strombus, Cassis, and a lovely large 
Charonia variegata.  As we became familiar with the fauna we 
would pass up species already adequately represented in our col-
lected material.  Many of these mollusks are hard to see in their 
natural environment and they are never really plentiful.  As time 
passed, the divers became increasingly adept at discovering more 
species.
 B: The first of the bulk collecting methods, suitable for 
collection of the many smaller species, is brushing and screening, 
devised by Bouchet on a 1993 expedition to New Caledonia.  We 
use plastic laundry baskets purchased in Taiwan.  They measure 
about 70 cm x 45 cm, 35 cm deep, with holes of about 1 x 1.75 
cm.  The baskets are manufactured with a peripheral ledge set so 
that when one basket is placed in another the two bottoms are held 
about 12 cm apart.  The idea is to collect all the sea life attached 
to (movable) rocks and dead corals by brushing it off with nylon 
brushes.  Of course, one has to collect and retain this material.

 The apparatus consists of a pair of laundry baskets, set 
one inside the other (but held 12 cm apart by the ledge as men-
tioned above) with a sheet of very fine mesh sandwiched between 
them.  The upper basket has four lead diving weights wired to the 
bottom (about 10 kilos) and two scrub brushes attached by rope so 
they will not float away.  Two or three divers operate the system.  
One or two divers collect the stones and dead corals and place 
them in the basket.  The other(s) brush the surfaces of these objects 
and discard them when “clean.”  This procedure can also be used 
on the underside of overhangs or on cave ceilings.

Fig. 4. Brushing and screening laundry baskets. 

 When the collecting dive is complete, the upper basket is 
covered with another layer of mesh, attached with bungee cords.  
A lift balloon is attached to the apparatus and filled with air from 
a scuba tank, bringing everything to the surface.  In the 2-5 liters 
residue, as many as 40 different species can be recovered.
 S: Vacuuming for mollusks is a method adopted and 
adapted from other disciplines; Bouchet has been using this tech-
nique since 1982.  This is another three-diver operation, often the 
same group doing brushing and screening.  The vacuum is a home-
made device consisting of about 2 m of 3” PVC pipe with a 7 bar 
(about 100 psi) compressed air connection about 15 cm up from 
the substrate.  Air is supplied from a separate pair of twin-yoked 

Fig. 3 Brushing and screening. Fig. 5 Vacuum arrangement.
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scuba tanks, used consecutively.  The valve is opened and the air 
rushes into and up the pipe, expanding rapidly and creating a pow-
erful partial vacuum in the last 15 cm of pipe (nearest the bottom).  
The equipment works most easily over a hard bottom where it can-
not “dig in,” but also works well over a sand or mud substrate if the 
bottom of the vacuum is held a few centimeters above the sea floor.  
One diver turns the air on and off, and the other two control the 
vacuum.  To collect the vacuumed material the top of the pipe is 
covered with a fine mesh sack.  This sack can be disconnected and 
fitted with a lift balloon, if desired.  With deeper water mixed-gas 
diving (trimix used to about 100 m) the compressed air from scuba 
tanks would empty very quickly, so a small waterproof electric 
pump is employed instead to power the vacuum.  Finally, brush-
ing and vacuuming can be combined by brushing the sea floor and 
then vacuuming the surrounding area.
 D: Dredging is a common bulk-sampling collecting tech-
nique.  Equipment ranges from one-man rigs (as used in Guade-
loupe) to large deep-sea equipment.  Success is dependent on de-
sign as well as bottom type and topography.  Obviously a large 
rock can stop a small dredge very quickly.  For this expedition 
Bouchet arranged for a talented commercial diver and amateur 
dredger, José Rosado, whom he met on an earlier expedition, to 
bring his equipment from Maputo, Mozambique.  The dredge con-
sists of a stainless steel framework covered with nylon mesh to 
catch the material raised from the sea floor.  The trick is to scrape 
2-3 cm of the sea floor, enough to sample the sea life but not so 
much as to slow or stop the dredge.  The size and angle of the cut-
ting blade is critical.  Rosado has added a heavy chain in front of 
the blade which apparently “pre-disturbs” the bottom, with very 
successful results.

Fig. 6  Vacuuming at work.

 Fig. 7 (above) & 8 (below) Vacuuming with collection bag.

Fig. 9 (above) Dredge configuration.
Fig. 10 (below) Typical sea floor.
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 A typical dredge haul takes 20-30 minutes and this dredge 
can work down to about 200 m.  José attaches a heavy 6 m chain 
to the front of the dredge and then the tow rope is attached to that 
chain.  At greater depths he adds another 4 m of chain to hold the 
blade down on the bottom.  He devised a one-man retrieval method 
where the boat pulls the rope up through a ring in a surface buoy, a 
method more efficient than the usual winch-assisted recovery.
 P: (from the Philippine word pamo for tangle nets)  One 
other collecting technique, not used in Guadeloupe, is tangle nets.  
These nets work effectively on the sea floor, beyond the depth of 
scuba divers and on deep reef and shelf slopes or near vertical 
surfaces where trawling or dredging is not possible.  The nets are 
approximately 40 m x 3 m fishing nets with more or less standard 
~ 15 cm mesh.  They are set in layers of perhaps 3 such nets, left 
overnight, and then retrieved.  This is a very tricky and time-con-
suming business, especially the removal of the mollusks and other 
(typically branched) materials trapped between the nets.  The most 
experienced operators are in the Philippines.  For his upcoming 
6-week Papua New Guinea expedition, Bouchet plans to bring an 
experienced Philippine fisherman with 40 nets.

PROCESSING
 It is important to note that the collecting work is ‘task-
oriented.’  The same divers look for individual specimens each day 
(R) or run the vacuum (S) or do the brushing and screening (B), 
and so on for the other collectors.  This sort of task specialization 
(rather than just working with fasciolariids, for example) leads to 
efficiency and expertise.  At the end of the expedition there is just 
one resulting collection consisting of all the collected materials 
and this is what permits biodiversity estimates.  Individual collect-
ing of particular items precludes the necessary overviews.  This 
same task-oriented approach is followed with the processing of the 
collected materials.
 Preliminary processing of all the collected materials is 
done at the expedition laboratory.  The objective is to sort through 
all the collected items, setting aside the specimens worth photo-
graphing and ultimately selecting specimens for DNA sequencing 
(‘barcoding’).  It is important to try to process all the materials on 
the same day they are collected, while the animals are still fresh 
and can be suitably preserved for barcoding.  To accomplish all 
this Bouchet sets up and oversees an ‘assembly line’ procedure.
 It turns out to be quite difficult to sort small material of 
uneven sizes.  For this reason the bulk material is passed through 
a series of 5 sieves to produce samples of more uniformly-sized 
specimens that will be easier to deal with.  This procedure was car-
ried out on the boat ramp using a seawater pump to wash the bulk 
material through the sequence of sieves.  Two sets of stainless steel 
sieves are used, each with mesh sizes ranging from 5 mm down to 
.5 mm.  These sieves are brought from Paris, with the larger set 
costing 1500 Euros.  They measure 46 cm in diameter and 10 cm 
deep.  The smaller set, for small samples, is 26 cm in diameter and 
6 cm deep.
 After this preliminary separation by size, the next step 
is to sort the shells from other non-molluscan ‘debris,’ a truly ar-
duous task.  If 50% of the  expedition is associated with collect-
ing material, just 10% of the total effort is devoted to size sorting 
(sieving) and the balance goes to sorting out and processing the 
mollusks themselves.  A simple flow chart will illustrate these first 
steps of processing the collected materials:

 Because of the very small size of most of the bulk mate-
rial, it must be tediously sorted using microscopes.
 The next steps in material processing are no longer lin-
ear and involve more ‘judgement calls.’  Philippe Bouchet and 
Philippe Maestrati (Paris Museum) look through the material to 
select ‘photoworthy’ specimens.  These include specimens where 
the animal displays itself particularly well, ‘unusual’ specimens 
and possible (alive) new species.  Other persons further along the 
line can suggest specimens for photography as well.  Each photo-
graphed animal is given a ‘photo tag,’ which indicates which of the 
three computer imaging systems was used and the designation of 
the stored image. For example, the photo tag GB09-B-PM0281 is 
the image #PM0281, taken with camera B, of the epitoniid speci-

Fig. 12 Unidentified epitoniid GB09-BC2297-B-PM0281.

Fig. 11 Flow chart of specimen processing.
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men shown here.  As usual, GB09 is the collecting site, in this case 
material collected on May 10 by brushing at 6 m deep in the Baie 
de Bouillante on the west coast of the western island of Guade-
loupe, Basse Terre, (16°8’4.1”N, 61°46’42.6”W).
 All specimens that are photographed are then processed 
for barcoding (genetic sequencing).  Of course, unphotographed 
specimens may also be processed for barcoding.
 There are many genes that can be sequenced in any organ-
ism and different genes are used to differentiate specific properties.  
The modern methods of genetic sequencing started in 2003 with 
a seminal paper by Paul Herbert, a Canadian entomologist.  His 
idea, which works for most gastropods, is to sequence just a short 
segment of the COI gene (coding for subunit 1 of the enzyme cy-
tochrome c oxidase).  This is a maternally inherited mitochondrial 
gene (mtDNA) that has a relatively fast mutation rate, resulting in 
significant differences between species.  Before 2003 genetic se-
quencing required difficult and expensive procedures.  After 2003 
most gastropods could be fixed in ethanol (alcohol) and sequenc-
ing became a relatively inexpensive everyday technique.  Herbert 
called this particular genetic sequencing ‘barcoding’ in analogy 
with commercial product coding techniques.
 Bouchet started developing his barcoding protocol on the 
2004 Panglao Island (Philippines) expedition.  During material 
processing, a barcode number, BC *, is added to the site designa-
tion for each specimen to be sequenced, and this label is then kept 
with both the animal and shell in case they are separated.  Crusta-
ceans, echinoderms, and the like are easy to prepare for sequenc-
ing (just put the specimen in alcohol).  Mollusks are more difficult: 
bivalves close up tight and gastropods retract into their shells.  Just 
soaking these specimens in alcohol will often not properly pre-
serve the material for sequencing.  For gastropods, one used to 
place the shell and animal in a solution of magnesium chloride and 
relaxation (and animal removal) would eventually follow.  In 2011 
Hugh Morrison of Perth, Australia, recommended to Bouchet us-
ing a microwave oven to relax the columellar muscle and permit 
removal of the animal from the shell.  Usually 20 seconds will suf-
fice; the exact time depends on the size and thickness of the shell.  
This technique has allowed the preparation of roughly three times 
as many specimens for barcoding.  In Guadeloupe the barcoding 
preparation group of three was led by Ellen Strong of the Smithso-
nian and Nicolas Puillandre, a postdoc in Bouchet’s lab.
 The first ‘lab step’ with the bulk material, after it is sorted 
for size, is to separate live from dead material.  This usually re-
quires the aid of a microscope, all the while continuing to look 
for photo-worthy specimens and sort out material to be barcoded.  
This is a bit complicated since (except in particular circumstances) 
we could not afford to sequence more than a few examples of the 
same species.  In consequence, we had to keep track of what had 
already been selected for barcoding (other than by the data base 
records).  The dead shells also have to be treated with care and 
here the lead person was Virginie Héros of the Paris Museum.  Any 
one of these dead shells could prove to be the only specimen col-
lected of a certain species, or could even represent a species new 
to science.  Bouchet oversees this whole operation and applies his 
judgment and experience.
 After separating the animal from its shell, a barcoding 
number is attached and the animal is preserved in 95% ethanol for 
sequencing.  

 Other live-collected material (not to be barcoded) and 
dead shells are bulk packed in 80% alcohol, separated by site and 
size, and simply labeled with the G * site label.  As this procedure 
is completed, material processed for barcoding and separately bulk 
dead and live-collected material is packed in special UN standard 
plastic-lined cylindrical steel drums (about 35 cm in diameter and 
58 cm high).  Thirty of these drums were brought from Paris for 
the Guadeloupe expedition.  We estimated that 100,000-200,000 
specimens were shipped back to the Paris Museum.  Bouchet also 
brought four plastic shipping containers (120 cm x 80 cm, 80 cm 
tall plus 14 cm legs) to carry supplies and equipment back and 
forth.
 Guadeloupe was a fairly simple exercise since it is part 
of France and hence a fair bit of regulatory ‘red tape’ could be 
made easy for the Paris Museum.  France has a law forbidding 
the collecting of marine life by scuba diving, and this required a 
special waiver to circumvent.  The Park Service and the University 
provided dive boats, and lab facilities and equipment.  For expedi-
tions such as the upcoming one to Papua New Guinea, Bouchet has 
two seagoing containers (one 20’ long and the other 40’), his own 
scuba tanks, and two air compressors to fill them, all of which he 
will take with him.

THE WRAP UP
 At this point the photographic images are complete and in 
a database, all collected material is labeled with full details of its 
collecting site, the bulk material is sorted by size, and material to 
be DNA sequenced (barcoded) is preserved and labeled.  The col-
lection of roughly 1200-1500 mollusk species is on its way back 
to the Paris Museum.  There is still much to be done and many 
additional personnel will take part.
 The next step, in Paris, is what Bouchet refers to as ‘sec-
ond tier sorting.’  In this step the material is rinsed and sorted to 
at least the family level.  Full labels are printed for each Guade-

Fig. 13 Micromollusk sampling.
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loupe collecting site.  All the bulk material from each sta-
tion is rinsed and dried.  Some 10-12 people (several from 
the expedition and some others) will now spend 2-3 weeks in 
the winter, with this material, at a hydrobiological station in 
central France (‘the monastery’).  This station is not otherwise 
used in the winter.  It has ground-floor lab space where the 
material can be sorted and rooms above where the personnel 
stay.  All the different size classes from each collecting sta-
tion are sorted to family (or lower) level and repackaged, by 
family, with the fully explicit pre-printed labels.  These sorted 
materials are then returned to Paris.
 Some groups Bouchet deals with ‘in house,’ often 
with the help of his students.  He also deals with the ‘orphan 
taxa,’ groups for which there is no acknowledged expert.  For 
other groups Bouchet has assembled a network of expert tax-
onomists.  Classical shell-based taxonomy proceeds in two 
steps.  First groups of similar specimens are assembled: so-
called ‘morpho-species.’  At this point these ‘species’ do not 
have names.  Probably any professional malacologist can 
take this first step and estimate the number of different spe-
cies.  This is just the sort of count needed for a biodiversity 
estimate.  The second step requires an expert who knows the 
names of these species, or if they are newly discovered and 
need to be described.  This second step, which usually does 
not change the species count, typically starts 1-1.5 years after an 
expedition and is an open-ended process with taxonomic papers 
still being generated 20, 50, or more years after an expedition.  
Most families of mollusks simply do not currently have an expert 
working on them.  This is also a role of museums to archive un-
studied material until better taxonomic times come.
 Material to be barcoded is usually treated separately, in 
Paris.  The material delivered in the drums is more or less in the 
order in which it was collected and processed, and should already 
be labeled to the family level.  This material is often farmed out to 
specialists working on the phylogeny of the various families.  The 
‘rules’ are that there is no ‘cherry picking’ – the specialist must 
sequence all the material prepared in a particular family.  When the 
results are published, an expedition member who did some of the 
preliminary processing work will be a coauthor of the paper.  This 
has worked pretty well, except that analysis of the micromollusks 
is lagging.
 The genetic information garnered from these materials 
permits re-evaluation of families and genera, the refinement of 
classification at the species level, and conclusions regarding glob-
al phylogeny.  Molecular science is changing the long-held views 
based solely on shell-based morphological taxonomy.

APPRAISAL
 Did we have fun?  Well…There is no doubt at all that 
these expeditions are hard work.  The collecting is physically dif-
ficult and the lab hours are long, however it is FUN.  What a great 
diverse group of interesting people Bouchet assembles for these 
expeditions.  How much there is to learn.
 For those who are interested in learning more about these 
expeditions and the science involved, there are a number of rel-
evant papers listed in the references.  Tune in a few years from 
now to see just what the Guadeloupe expedition accomplished.
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 Sometime in the 1980s the newly formed Gulf Coast 
Shell Club decided to publish a book (booklet) on local shells.  
We were new to shelling and publishing was a foreign language.  
Several members underwrote the costs of publishing to be repaid 
when the books were sold.  There was one exception.  A member 
who had a dive business underwrote 1000 copies that he planned 
to sell in his business.  This was a gift to the club as the more books 
you order, the lower the price; volume is your friend.
 The first order of business was to search out a printer and 
determine what had to be done to have the manuscript in print 
form.  Having this list, we set about gathering information.  Next 
on our agenda was to decide what shells to include.  With member-
ship input, we decided on 95 local specimens.  The next step was 
to have them photographed.  We hired a local photographer and, on 
a hot summer day, Jim and I worked with the photographer laying 
out each page of photographs.  We did this outside as the light was 
better on his patio than in his studio.  We stuck to a phylogenetic 
arrangement of the chosen specimens.  Then a number was added 
to each shell in the photograph.  Remember those rub-on letters 
and numbers?  Yep, that was our high tech system.  
 Now came the text and maps.  With the first section of 
the book being photos (black and white), the next part contained 
names (keyed to the numbered photographs), a brief description, 
and location data.  We then added maps of our favorite local shell-
ing areas. This letter sized (8.5 x 11 inches) book was entitled Sea-
shells of Bay County and the Gulf Coast.
 In order to keep costs as low as possible we then had a 
collating party.  We have a long somewhat narrow dining table.  
On the table we placed each stack of printed pages in the order 
in which they would be assembled.  Club members gathered one 
Friday evening and began circling the table collating books.  The 
printer let us borrow his electric stapler.  Once a book was as-
sembled, it was stapled.  We had a folding committee who folded 
and creased each book.  The next step was to return the machine 
and collated books to the printer.  He trimmed the books and we 
began the task of marketing.
 Fifteen years later we still had a few books.  Several fac-
tors were responsible for this.  First, we were shellers, not sellers.  
Second, though the book was well executed, the public wanted 
color.  Last, the book, although it was the best we could do at the 
time, was awkward to use as pictures and descriptions were not 
together.  Each shell was numbered and that number corresponded 
to a description in another section of the book. 
 Our club waxed and waned but was always enthusiastic 
about shells and shelling.  Along came new members, Ferrell and 
Gwen Lawrence.  We had discussed doing another book in color, 
but we would have to retake many slides and spend a lot of money 
we didn’t have to successfully publish a new book in color.  As a 
result, despite constant prodding by Ferrell we dug in our heels and 
did nothing.  Then, along came digital photography and affordable 
prices and the desire was rekindled.

Yes we can, twice
Linda Brunner

 We lost Ferrell during this “do nothing” period 
but Gwen was still there prodding at every opportunity.  So, in 
2009 we agreed to meet to discuss a book.  Several factors soon be-
came evident.  Those who came to the meeting were ready to”get 
’er done.”  They were so ready that three members agreed to put up 
the front money with the club chipping in $500.  The next hurdle 
was, again, which shells do we include in the book.  We decided 
to use the original  95 from the first book and add others as space 
permitted.  The final product has 203 different species.  Then there 
was arrangement.  It was decided to stay with a phylogenetic or-
der.  As this book was being designed with the tourist in mind we 
decided to place the common name first, but to include scientific 
name and author so other collectors might also find the book use-
ful.
 With the basics decided we began searching for a pub-
lisher/printer.  We had several samples.  Many were outlandish!  
I had a friend from work who did some printing on the side.  I 
contacted her and we agreed to her program.  I had the computer 
program the printer required so the greatest expense appeared to be 
the purchase of a digital camera to do the close photos of micros.  
As luck would have it my friend said, “I have a new camera and 
I’ll be glad to help with the pictures.”  Little did she know that our 
shell book would take over a sizeable bite of her retirement time.  
The bottom line was we both learned much additional information 
about photography and layout that we would not have learned on 
our own.  
 Over the years my friend and I had a thing about our com-
puters.  I would get a new computer and she would get one like it 
or, she would get a new program and I would get one too.  To use 
the layout program in a timely manner I purchased a new com-
puter.  She soon followed suit or was it vice versa?  In any event 
she discovered that she could connect her camera to the computer 
and do the photos that way.  It was much easier to get the focus 
and color correct on a large screen than on the view finder of a 
camera.  I would take her a box of shells and she would take the 
pictures and send them to me electronically.  I would accept them 



or ask for retakes.  If I had a glitch with the 
layout program I could put it in “Dropbox” 
(a free file sharing program), she would 
correct it and return it to me.  She had used 
the “InDesign” program longer than I and 
knew more of the ins and outs of successful 
operation.
 While she did shell photos, we 
went out and did scenes and live pho-
tography.  We also called on members to 
send photos they had taken while diving 
or shelling.  We made our selections and 
asked the owners of the photos we used to 
sign a disclaimer for use of their pictures.  
We made sure to give credit to each pho-
tographer.  
 We were finally ready to turn the 
book over to the printer and the day before 
the appointed time my server went down.  
The company came through and I was up 
and running before the appointed hour.  
When we asked about shipping charges we were astonished.  The 
printer wanted $600.  Then we asked where the printer was located.  
We were amazed to learn that the company was about 1 mile from 
our daughter’s home in Roswell, Georgia.  Great, we could drive 
up in the truck and get the books and, better still, we could store 
those we could not transport at this time at our daughter’s home.  
The only hitch in this was that the truck, having been neglected, 
needed major servicing.  So, $620 poorer, we headed to Atlanta 
to get the books.  Our grandson helped load and unload and we 
headed home with 1000 copies.   Our first stop was at my friend’s  
where we presented her with the first copy and much thanks for her 

help (the club also expressed their gratitude in a more substantial 
way).
 Any club can do this.  We had 3,800 copies printed and 
we have a healthy treasury as a result.  As stated earlier, we are 
shellers not sellers, but many of our club members are both and 
through their dedication and hard work we are thriving.

Linda Brunner
 jili@knology.net     

 For many years I have attempted to keep current a manu-
script catalog of the species of Muricidae.  Since my retirement 
in 1996 this has become more difficult, as I no longer have access 
to much of the current literature.  However, my dear friend and 
colleague Roland Houart has done his best to keep me apprised of 
new publications, for which I am truly grateful.  The most recent 
work he sent me is the impetus for this study.
 For years muricid workers have recognized that the sub-
family Trophoninae is undoubtedly polyphyletic, but none of us 
knew exactly what to do about it.  Now Houart has been a part of 
an attempt to address the problem using DNA, in a paper entitled: 
“Cenozoic evolution of Muricidae (Mollusca, Neogastropoda) in 
the Southern Ocean, with the description of a new subfamily” by 
Barco, Schiaparelli, Houart, and Oliverio.  In this work they divid-
ed up what used to be called ‘Trophoninae’ into two subfamilies: 
Trophoninae and a new subfamily Pagodulinae.  The bulk of the 
species have gone into the new Pagodulinae (179) leaving Tro-

Ratio of species to genus-group in the Muricidae
or, are we cutting things too fine?

Emily H. Vokes

phoninae with only 80 species, plus another 18 that they could not 
place, lacking enough information.
 It is not the purpose of my study to elaborate on Barco et 
al.  On the basis of what they have shown I am in complete agree-
ment with their taxonomy.  But the data they present caused me to 
have to revise my Muricidae catalog.  In doing so I was once again 
struck by the increasing numbers of  monotypic (or nearly so) ge-
nus-groups.  I use the term ‘genus-group’ in order not to have to 
make a value judgment of whether a particular taxon is a genus or 
a subgenus.  In the numbers below all are considered equal.
 For my own edification I made a count of the number of 
species in each group and, to my surprise, although there were in-
deed lots of small groups, there were a surprising number of large 
groups -- the largest of all being Triplex with 59 species.  Hav-
ing satisfied my own curiosity I thought no more about it until by 
chance I was re-reading Gavin de Beer’s “Charles Darwin - A Sci-
entific Biography.”  He discusses the many lines of investigation 
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that Darwin pursued over the years, gather-
ing facts to document his theory of natural 
selection.  One of these, he states, is the size 
of the population in which variation takes 
place most extensively.  From the informa-
tion Darwin assembled he concluded that 
variability was greater in species belonging 
to genera with many species.  It seems to be 
a case of ‘those who has, gets.’
 I will not go into Darwin’s conclu-
sions any further, except to say that it caused 
me to look more closely at the numbers I had 
derived.  Indeed, there are a fair number of 
genera with five or fewer species, but sur-
prisingly there is also a large number with 
more than ten species.  In fact, in the entire 
Family Muricidae there are a total of 1335 
species divided into 176 genus-groups, for 
an average of 7.6 species in each.  (My num-
bers differ somewhat from what one will 
find in WoRMS [World Register of Marine 
Species, http://www.marinespecies.org/], 
due to minor differences of opinion.)  

In terms of total number of species there are:
Muricinae - 381
Muricopsinae - 235
Pagodulinae - 179
Rapaninae - 142
Ocenebrinae -120
Ergalataxinae - 96
Trophoninae - 80
Typhinae (incl. Tripterotyphinae) - 70
‘Misc. undecided’ - 18
Haustrinae - 14

For genus-groups with more than ten species, the numbers are: 
Muricinae - 9
Muricopsinae - 8
Pagodulinae - 6
Rapaninae - 4
Trophoninae -  3
Ocenebrinae - 2
Ergalataxinae - 2
Typhinae (incl. Tripterotyphinae) - 1
Haustrinae - 0
‘Misc. undecided’ - 0

But for the subfamilies with the greatest number of nearly mono-
typic groups (five or fewer species) the breakdown is:
Rapaninae - 24
Ocenebrinae -18
Muricinae - 17
Ergalataxinae - 16
Typhinae (incl. Tripterotyphinae) - 9
Pagodulinae - 7
Muricopsinae - 7
Haustrinae - 3
Trophoninae - 2
‘Misc. undecided’ - 8

 This gives us 135 near-monotypic groups, as compared to 
35 groups with more than ten species.  (This does not add up to the 
total of 176 genus-groups cited above as there are a few intermedi-
ate groups with 6 to 10 species.)  To me this seems like a heavy tilt 
toward the small groups.  In splitting up species into so many wee 
genera we are losing sight of the original point of taxonomy, which 
was to rank similar forms together so that we could recognize rela-
tionships.  If every species is in a separate group, taxonomy is use-
less.  What is worse, it  makes communication almost impossible.  
Everyone knows what you mean when you call a shell a ‘Murex,’ 
but how many would recognize an Ingensia or a Xastilla?
 And the real problem is that as more and more DNA work 
is done the situation will only get worse.  We are going to discover 
that there are more and more differences between each species and 
more new genera and subfamilies, and eventually families, will be  
erected until truly each species is its own genus.

I am glad I am retired.
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Some representative species in the ‘Trophoninae’ split: a. Pagodula echinata (Kiener, 
1840) 8mm, b. Pagodula fraseri (Knudsen, 1956) 44mm, & c. Trophon geversianus 
(Pallas, 1774) 33mm.   The P. echinata is as illustrated on WoRMS (www.marinespe-
cies.org) and in Molluscos Marinos de Andalucia (2011), edited by Serge Gofas, Diego 
Moreno, and Carmen Salas Universidad de Málaga, Spain (used with permission). 
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The unionids (order Unionoida Stoliczka, 1871) comprise 
a highly specialized and diverse group among the Bivalvia, 
containing six families: Unionidae, Margaritiferidae, Hyriidae, 
Mycetopodidae, Iridinidae and Etheriidae.  Since the Permian/
Triassic Period (± 250 million years) they have become adapted 
exclusively to the freshwater environment.  Besides this aspect 
they are interesting for other characteristics, perhaps the most 
fascinating is the occurrence in the life cycle of a unique larval 
stage known as glochidium or lasidium that typically parasitizes 
aquatic vertebrates, usually fishes. 

They also break the biogeographic ‘law’ that states that 
the greatest diversity of a given group is in the tropics.  This rule 
may work well for birds and beetles, but not for Unionoida.  The 
greatest diversity of this group is in the temperate United States, 
with around 300 species.  Nevertheless, we also have a great 
number of species in the Neotropics, with approximately 172 
species.  Our area is great in number of species but they have been 
poorly studied in terms of morphology and taxonomy.  Species 
of Hyriidae, Mycetopodidae, and Etheriidae are found in South 
America.  Within Hyriidae is the genus Diplodon Spix in Wagner, 
1827 (Fig. 1).  This genus was created by Johann Baptiste von Spix, 
based on specimens collected by him in Brazil, to describe four 
species.  These were not, however, the first species of Unionoida 
described from South America.  The first species described was 
Diplodon granosus (Bruguière, 1792), formally described in the 
genus Unio Retzius, 1788, like most freshwater bivalve species 
described at that time.  In those days, only European (or sometime 
later, American) researchers studied the fauna of South America.  
This situation took a long time to change and in the succeeding 
years great numbers of unionid specimens were sent to Europe and 
United States and identified based upon external similarities with 
European freshwater mussels.  In 1880, Hermann von Ihering, 
a German, came to Brazil and did a marvelous job studying our 
mussels.  His can be considered the first formal studies done in 
Brazil about Brazilian freshwater mussels.  It was not until 1949 
that a Brazilian researcher (Frederico Lange de Morretes) started 
working on the mollusks of Brazil.  He presented a list of species 
of Mollusca found in our country, including freshwater mussels.  
In other words, the study of freshwater mussels done by native 
researches begins only in the middle of the Twentieth Century.  
Thereafter, studies done in Brazil by Brazilian researchers in 

Freshwater mussels in Brazil: past, present and 
future, at least, we hope they have one

Igor Christo Miyahira1,2,4, Sonia Barbosa dos Santos1, Maria Christina Dreher Mansur3 & 
Jéssica Beck Carneiro1,2

1 – Universidade do Estado do Rio de Janeiro, Departamento de Zoologia, Laboratório de Malacologia Límnica e Terrestre, Rua 
São Francisco Xavier, 524, sala 525/2, CEP 20550-900 Rio de Janeiro, RJ, Brazil.
2 – Universidade Federal do Estado do Rio de Janeiro, Departamento de Zoologia, Av. Pasteur, 458, sala 309, CEP 20290-240 
Rio de Janeiro, RJ, Brazil.
3 - Universidade Federal do Rio Grande do Sul, Centro de Ecologia, prédio 42411, Av. Bento Gonçalves 9500, CEP 91540-000 
Porto Alegre, RS, Brazil.
4 – Corresponding author: icmiyahira@yahoo.com.br

Malacology were the rule.  Nevertheless, few studies were 
conducted on the freshwater mussels of Brazil.  A lot of gaps still 
remain in the understanding of these bivalves.  To tell the truth, 
this is the situation for most of the continental molluscan species, 
except for those of known concern to medical and public health 
interests.
 Our team is based in the state of Rio de Janeiro, so 
naturally a great percentage of our studies are conducted in this 
state.  Besides, local studies are necessary to gather and collate 
information from earlier research on the freshwater mussels of Rio 
de Janeiro.  Until 1960, Rio de Janeiro was the capital of Brazil, 
thus an obligatory stop for foreign researchers in colonial and 
imperial times.   Examples of this are C.R. Darwin and J.B. Spix, 
who during their voyages through Brazil stayed for some time in 
Rio de Janeiro.  As already stated, the collected specimens were 
almost all sent to foreign museums and, through the Twentieth 
Century, little attention was paid to freshwater mussels of Rio 
de Janeiro.  Notes or records of distribution were pretty much 
the extent of ‘research’ into our freshwater mussels.  From the 
beginning of the 1970s to the early 1990s, two researchers, Luiz 
Carlos Alvarenga and Célia Neli Ricci at Museu Nacional do Rio 
de Janeiro, studied populations of Diplodon and put together an 
excellent collection of specimens, especially, from Rio de Janeiro 
state.  Unfortunately, these studies became discontinuous after their 
retirement.  In recent years there has been no formally established 
freshwater mussel senior researcher in state of Rio de Janeiro.
 The second half of the Twentieth Century was also a time 
of quick economic development in Brazil, when our country, which 
was mostly rural, started to change and become more urban and 
industrialized.  The population grew rapidly, roads and plants were 
built, and the cities expanded.  Why am I talking about this?  Aside 
from modern facilities and new technology, this development 
also led to some negative side-effects, as rivers and other bodies 
of water were strongly impacted.  Certainly several populations 
of freshwater mussels vanished without any notice.  This is 
important to understanding what we saw in recent freshwater 
mussel investigations in our area.  Recently, we also became more 
aware of another problem that threatens our freshwater mussels as 
well as many other native aquatic animals, the invasion of exotic 
species.  Four species of Asian bivalves have been introduced into 
Brazil, namely: Corbicula fluminea (Müller, 1774), C. largillierti 
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(Philippi, 1844), C. fluminalis (Müller, 
1774), and Limnoperna fortunei 
(Dunker, 1857).  These environmental 
impacts (especially when combined) 
are certainly major factors that explain 
a sad fact; most of the mollusks included 
in the Brazilian Red Book of Threatened 
Species are freshwater bivalves.  This 
also reinforces the urgency to study these 
incredible animals.  So today we are 
once more trying to study the mussels 
from the state of Rio de Janeiro. 
 The main goal of this work is 
a revision of the genus Diplodon (Fig. 
1).  To achieve this objective, studies on 
taxonomy, morphology, and distribution 
of the species in this genus are being 
conducted.  Some of these studies are 
possible only if we have animals with 
soft parts, a major complication because 
most museum samples are composed 
of only shells, without soft parts.  The 
former researchers of our fauna paid little 
attention to the soft parts.  This is clearly 
seen when recovering old descriptions of 
species based exclusively on shell morphology.  Thus, obtaining 
fresh specimens through field trips is a basic requirement.
 So, how did we conduct these field trips?  First, we had 
to select the areas to explore.  At this early stage, we concentrated 
our investigations on the type localities.  Unfortunately, former 
researchers in Rio de Janeiro often paid little or no attention to 
specific type localities.  The destruction of freshwater habitats 
has also affected the type localities of 
freshwater mussels.  In many cases only 
a part of the river is preserved, usually 
the headwaters.  Freshwater mussels are 
sensitive to high water-flow impact and 
generally prefer downstream stretches due 
to the higher amount of nutrients and the 
lower stream flow.  This situation makes 
our job more difficult because mussels and 
human beings prefer the same part of the 
river.  Downstream stretches of the rivers 
are usually in the plains, where humans 
prefer to build their houses.  So we decided 
to investigate not only the type localities, 
but also the nearby rivers, to improve our 
chances to find mussels.  
 When we find a suitable place 
to collect, two direct search methods are 
used.  First, we seek mussels directly 
on the substrate using hands and feet 
(Fig. 2).  In the second method we use 
a handled metallic scoop to search the 
substrate.  Using these two methodologies 
we were able to recover adult and juvenile 
specimens.  The specimens found were 
transported to the laboratory for further 

study.
 The municipality of Nova Friburgo in the state of Rio 
de Janeiro is the home of two nominal species of Diplodon: D. 
expansus (Küster, 1856) and D. rhuaconicus (Küster, 1856).  In 
the original description of D. expansus, Küster listed precisely 
where the type material was collected, namely: Cônego River, 
near Nova Friburgo.  For D. rhuaconicus this information is not 

Fig. 1.  Diplodon sp. from municipality of Itaguaí, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil.  Scale bar = 
1 cm.

Fig. 2.  Searching for mussels at the middle of Grande River (Rio de Janeiro, Brazil) 
using bare hands.  Credit: L.E.M. de Lacerda.
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given.  The Cônego River was near 
Nova Friburgo at that time; now 
this river is inside the city and the 
riparian environment is completely 
changed.  Cônego is the name of 
the river as well as the name of a 
populous neighborhood of Nova 
Friburgo.  The river receives 
part of the sewage from the city.  
Freshwater mussels are no longer 
found in this river.  Cônego River 
is part of the Dois Rios catchment, 
and this occupies an extensive 
area (3200 km2) in the state of Rio 
de Janeiro.  So it was possible to 
search for mussels in others parts 
of the drainage.  In a different river 
near the same municipality and 
catchment, we found specimens 
of Diplodon.  This material will 
certainly help elucidate the identity 
of these two nominal species.
   The problem 
becomes even more challenging 
after collection.  We have the 
specimens, but Unionoida is a 
plastic group of bivalves and can 
be morphologically influenced by 
the environment.  The same species 
at headwaters and downstream, 
and under influence of different 
environmental conditions, can 
show morphological differences.  
This problem has haunted 
freshwater bivalve research.  The 
identity of some species is not well 
resolved even today.  Putting all this 
information together, a question 
can be raised: were environmental conditions at the time these 
species were collected and described different from present day 
conditions?  Of course there are environmental modifications, but 
to know exactly what changed is impossible.  Nonetheless we may 
have a good guess by examining old paintings.   Johann Moritz 
Rugendas, in the beginning of the Nineteenth century, traveled 
around Brazil recording landscapes and fortunately he painted 
some natural landscapes in the state of Rio de Janeiro (Fig. 3A).  
Comparing these old paintings with recent photographs (Fig. 3B-
D), we see how much the environment has changed.  This kind of 
information is important when evaluating the data obtained about 
the freshwater mussels.  If the environment changed, it is quite 
possible that the mussels also changed, at least in some general 
aspect.  To deal with this we are conducting morphological studies 
to supplement the original descriptions.  Other kinds of studies are 
also being conducted.  All information is important in solving this 
puzzle.
 We hope to have new (good) results very soon.  Diplodon 
is an important group of threatened freshwater mussels and the 
development of knowledge concerning taxonomy of the genus 

Fig. 3.  Some views of Paraíba do Sul River.  (A) Painted around 1835 by Rugendas.  It is pos-
sible to see a luxurious forest around the river.  (B) São Sebastião do Paraíba, municipality of 
Cantagalo, a place with minimum environmental impacts, yet it is possible to see deforesta-
tion of the margins and hills.  (C) Stretch of Paraíba do Sul River inside the municipality of 
São Fidélis.  In view are: a bridge, some houses,  and a curious use of an island in the river as 
a bar.  Once again, deforestation of the hills and margins of the river is visible. (D) Munici-
pality of Campos dos Goytacazes.  A big city with 463,731 inhabitants.  It is not necessary to 
enumerate the damage caused by this huge population at the margins of the river.  Credits: 
A – J.M. Rugendas, from http://pt.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ficheiro:Rugendas_-_Rio_Panahyba.
jpg. B – L.E.M. de Lacerda. C – I.C. Miyahira. D – from  http://www.sea.proderj.rj.gov.br/
download_zee/fotos_voo_zee/Fotos_Voo_ZEE.htm.

will influence not only the systematics, but could also improve 
conservation strategies.  It is extremely difficult to attempt 
conservation of a species when you are uncertain of its identity.  
The grant received from Conchologists of America was of 
great importance in developing this ongoing work by providing 
essential financial support for field trips to some type localities 
and respective surroundings in state of Rio de Janeiro, southeast 
Brazil.
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 The 2012 annual COA convention (19-24 June), held in 
conjunction (three day overlap) with the annual AMS convention 
(16-21 June), was by any measure,  a rousing success.   Every 
aspect, whether it was the welcome party, the banquet, the field 
trips, the presentations, the auctions, or the bourse, seemed well-
orchestrated and expertly accomplished.  This obviously speaks 
volumes for the dedication and hard work of the many folks from 
the Philadelphia Shell Club and other volunteers who made it all 
happen.  Last minute problems with bus schedules, traffic, room 
changes, etc. were all handled swiftly and were mostly transparent 
to attendees.  Everyone involved should be justifiably proud of 
their efforts.  It was certainly a success.  
 If you didn’t attend this year’s convention, then you re-
ally missed a good one.  If you have never attended a COA con-
vention, then you might rethink things a bit.  Yes, I realize that a 
week’s worth of hotel room and meals, not to mention ever in-
creasing airfare rates, buys a lot of shells - or a family vacation.  
On the other hand, nowhere else will you have such an opportunity 

COA Convention 2012
Tom Eichhorst

to meet people with an interest in conchology similar to yours in a 
setting dedicated solely to this interest.  There is also the very real 
possibility of expanding your interest in shells or your knowledge 
of conchology by interacting with folks with a different concho-
logical interest or area of expertise.   From amateur to scientist, 
dedicated collector to craft person, all are welcome and pretty 
much guaranteed of finding someone at the convention who shares 
their interests.   This year’s convention had attendees from Argen-
tina, Taiwan, Great Britain, Philippines, Brazil, Japan, Germany, 
Indonesia, Greece, South Africa, Australia, and from around the 
USA.  Next year’s convention will be at the Hyatt in Sarasota, 
Florida (16-21 July 2013, with field trips July 14, 15, 16, 19, & 
21).  All of the details will be in a future issue, but now is really 
the time to start thinking of maybe giving yourself a shellers week 
in Florida.  See you there.
 Here are some images from the COA-AMS Philadelphia 
convention with images provided by: Anne Joffe (AJ), Carole 
Marshall (CM), and Ellen Bulger (EB).

(above): Kyo Daiko performers shook the halls of the Academy 
of Natural Sciences of Drexel University Philadelphia (AJ).
(below): The cake celebrating the 1812 founding of the oldest 
natural history museum in the world (AJ).  

(above): Tyrannosaurus rex loomed over guests at the welcome 
party (AJ). 
(below): David Woodman from Hawaii and a free-flying but-
terfly in the academy (CM).
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(above): New COA President, José H. Leal, director of the Bai-
ley-Matthews Shell Museum, Sanibel, Florida, and Past Presi-
dent of the AMS (AJ).

(above): 2012 COA Board of Directors, left to right: Tom Eich-
horst (Editor), Steven Coker (Treasurer), Phyllis Gray (Secre-
tary), Anne Joffe (Convention Coordinator), Harry Lee (2012 
Member at Large, 2013 Vice-President), José Leal (2012 Vice 
President, 2013 President), Doris Underwood (Membership), 
Fabio Moretzsohn (Trustee), Henry Chaney (Past President), 
Alice Monroe (2012 President), not shown is Jim Brunner 
(2013 Member at Large).  Photo by Matt Blaine.

Fish mobile at the entrance to the Philadelphia Aquarium, a 
field trip enjoyed by many COA members (EB).

(above): “Texans in peril!”  Patty Humbird and Wanda Coker 
in the jaws of a Cenozoic Era Megalodon (AJ).

(above):  The ever-popular Silent Auction.  A chance to find 
that specimen everyone has overlooked (right!) or that book or 
paper that was lent out and never returned (AJ).

(above):  Hank Chaney, Director of Collections & Research, 
Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History, California, and 
COA auctioneer, readies the crowd to dig deep and bid top 
dollar.  The annual auction (with donations from dealers and 
members) helps support the COA annual grant program (AJ). 
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(above):  Paul Callomon, Collections Manager, Department of 
Malacology, Academy of Natural Sciences of Drexel Univer-
sity, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and COA auctioneer, dons his 
Samurai garb in preparation for the auction battle (AJ). 

(above): Peter Dance “attended” the convention via Skype.  
The Internet hookup allowed him to comment on the presenta-
tion of the 50 rare shells of his book, Rare Shells (1969) (AJ).

(above): Ed Torre with his collection of Peter Dance’s 50 rare 
shells.  Although many of Dance’s shells are now fairly easy to 
obtain, some remain quite elusive and this feat has been ac-
complished by very few collectors (AJ).    

(above): A better view of Ed Torre’s collection.  The white bi-
valve at the back of the case (the thin and fragile deepwater 
Caribbean Pholadomya candida G.B. Sowerby I, 1823) is per-
haps the most difficult to obtain (AJ).        

(above): The Crown Plaza ‘River Side’ tent where the com-
bined COA-AMS banquet was held.  It was an impressive ven-
ue - quite untent-like (EB).      

Don Pisor unloads his shells in preparation for the bourse.  Yes, 
the California plates (long way to come) read, “CSHL VAN.”  
While I get that, I am not sure why the SR-71 is in the read 
window.  Whatever the reason, it was a great aircraft (EB).      
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(above): The convention ballroom transforms into the COA 
Bourse with 10,000 square feet of shells (EB).        

(above): A table of colorful and intricately sculptured Spondy-
lus.  These shells have been collected and traded since prehis-
toric times and their popularity is as great as ever (EB).
(below): Scallops anyone (EB)? 

Winners of the 2012 Neptunea Award, Martin Synder (left) 
and Gary Rosenberg (right), both of the Department of Mala-
cology, Academy of Natural Sciences of Drexel University.  Dr. 
Martin wrote the article on page 4 of this issue and Dr. Rosen-
berg was our host at the 2012 convention (AJ).

(above & below): Displays like these are what make the bourse 
so much fun, with some 40 dealers laying out their best shells 
from around the world (EB).  
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 The 2012 Jacksonville Shell Club Shell Show (20-22 July 
2012) had a total attendance of over 1,172 at the Morocco Shrine 
Auditorium.  This was the 46th show hosted by the club since 
it was founded in 1959.  The Jacksonville Shell Club has a bi-
monthly newsletter, the “Shell-O-Gram,” and monthly meetings.  
More information about the club and club activities can be found 
at: www.jaxshells.org
 This year’s show was a large event with over 380 feet of 
exhibits in the scientific category alone.  Harry Berryman won the 
DuPont Trophy for his display, “A Sampling of Philippine Cones.”  
Thus demonstrating, to those who know him, an interest beyond 
Strombidae for which he is so well known.  Charlotte Thorpe won 
the R. Tucker Abbott Award for “Worldwide Self-Collected” for 
her superb specimen of Astraea phoebia Röding, 1798.  This shell 
was also “Shell of Show - Self-Collected.”  Charlotte also won the 

Jacksonville Shell Club 
2012 Shell Show

overall “Shell of Show” with a large gem Fasciolaria tulipa (Lin-
naeus, 1758).   Judges were Bill Lyons and Anne Joffe.  The show 
chairman was Brian Marshall.  
 The COA Award at the Jacksonville show was won by 
Gene Everson.  The title of his exhibit was simply “Veneridae,” 
but it was certainly no simple exhibit.  Gene’s exhibit included 727 
specimens of 350 venerid species displayed in 16 cases spanning 
a total of 36 feet!  While Gene has won numerous awards over the 
years, this has to be one of his difficult endeavors.  Just getting the 
scientific names on the labels correct would have been quite a feat.  
Congratulations.  

(above): Gene Everson with his COA Award for “Veneridae.” 

Sixteen cases and 350 species of Venus clams.The succinct central display card for Gene’s “Veneridae.”



 The 2012 Gulf Coast Shell Club Shell Show, “Shell Show 
Celebration 2012,” was held at the Panama City Beach Senior 
Center, 13-15 July 2012.  There were over 550 attendees who were  
thrilled with 365 feet of scientific display cases of shells.  The Gulf 
Coast Shell Club meets the second Tuesday of each month (ex-
cept June and December) at the Lake Huntington Club House in 
Panama City, Florida.  Annual dues are $8.00, $10.00 for family 
membership.   More information can be found at: www.gulfcoast-
shellclub.weebly.com
 This year’s competition found the DuPont Trophy tak-
en home by Charlotte Thorpe for her Panopea bitruncata (Con-
rad, 1872) “Self-Collected Worldwide.”   This species, common 
name the Atlantic geoduck (pronounced “gooey duck” for those 
unfamiliar with this bizarre bivalve), is certainly no beauty.  So 

Gulf Coast Shell Club 2012 Shell 
Show

Charlotte’s specimen 
must have been quite 
spectacular.  The oth-
er “Shell of Show” 
was a Distorsionella 
lewisi  (Beu, 1978) 
displayed by Vicky 
Wall.  Another shell 
that did not make it 
on color and pattern.  
Shell show judges were Harry Lee and Robert Janowsky. 
 The COA Award was presented to Jim & Linda Brunner, 
of Panama City, for their display, “They Once Were Rare.”  Jim 
and Linda’s exhibit examined the 50 rare shells of Peter Dance’s 
Rare Shells (1969) to determine the present status of these shells.  
They had a total of seven display cases that spanned 19 feet.  De-
spite the fact that many of Dance’s 50 rare shells are now more 
accessible, it is still quite a feat to collect all 50 species.  In fact, 
only a handful of collectors have accomplished this goal.     

(above): Jim and Linda Brunner take the COA Award for 
“They Once Were Rare.” 
(below): Takes a tough man to travel with a red and orange 
snail on his truck. 
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 The Philly Show is a little later than usual 
this year, on October 20 and 21.  As many already 
know, 2012 marks the bicentennial of the found-
ing of the Academy of Natural Sciences in Phila-
delphia.  The formal study of mollusks in the USA 
started there with the work of Thomas Say, one of 
the institution’s founders, and the Academy has 
since been home to many famous names – George 
W. Tryon, Henry A. Pilsbry, and R. Tucker Abbott, 
among them.  In honor of this great heritage, this 
year’s theme is “Treasures Revealed: Shells of the 
Americas.”  A special award will be given for the 
exhibit that the judges feel best reflects the diversity 
and aesthetic appeal of “American” shells – from 
Cape Horn to Alaska!
 Of course, exhibits on other topics and on 
any other part of the world are also most welcome 
and there will be the usual array of major national 
trophies to compete for, including the Master’s, Du-
Pont, and COA awards.  Unique to the Philly Show 
are the Pilsbry, R. Tucker Abbott, John Dyas Parker, 
Robert B. Fish, and Leonard Hill Awards.  For the 
science catagory, our judges will be Harry Lee and 
Rich Goldberg; and for the artistic division the 
judges will be Anne Joffe and Hannah Milman. 
 The famous bourse will be open both days 
and show-goers will also get to see the impres-
sive bicentennial exhibit, “The Academy at 200: 
The Nature of Discovery,” as well as shell-themed 
programs and activities.  There will be behind-the-
scenes tours of the third largest shell collection in 
the world, squid dissections, Sailor’s Valentine 
workshops, and microshell sorting demonstrations.  
Philadelphia Shell Club staff will be on hand to 
identify visitors’ beach finds. 
 On Saturday evening we are planning our 
traditional Supper and Awards Ceremony in the 
Academy’s Dinosaur Hall.  Tickets for this popular 
event will go on sale soon via the Philadelphia Shell 
Club web site www.phillyshellclub.org and this will 
be announced on Conch-L.
 All the details, the entry forms, and the 
guide to judging are available at www.phillyshell-
club.org/show.html
 The club has reserved its usual block of 
rooms at the Windsor Suites, just two blocks from 
the Academy (www.windsorhotel.com).  Contact 
the hotel directly at 1-877-784-8379 and ask for the 
Philadelphia Shell Show rate.  The price is unfortu-
nately somewhat higher this year, as there is a large 
convention in town that weekend and this has af-
fected all hotel room rates.  It’s nevertheless about 
half the walk-in rate.  We advise everyone to book 
their accommodation in good time!

The 2012 Philadelphia Shell Show
Paul Callomon
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Aug. 17-19 JERSEY CAPE SHELL SHOW, Stone Harbor,
2012 New Jersey
 The Wetlands Institute, Stone Harbor
 Karen Lelli, e-mail: kjlelli@comcast.net   
 (856) 691-5831

Sept.  INTERNATIONAL SHELLS & FOSSIL
2012 BOURSE, Ottmarsheim, France
 Show for this year has been cancelled due to build-

ing structural repair
Sept. 22-23  ANNUAL GERMAN SHELL FAIR, Oehringen,
2012  Germany
 KULTURA Hall, Herrenwiesenstr. 12
 Kurt Kreipl, Hoehenweg
 D-74613 Oehringen-Cappel, Germany 
 61 (7941) 62-826
 e-mail:  meeresmuseum@t-online.de

Sept. 22-23 NORTH CAROLINA SHELL SHOW, Wilming-
2012  ton, NC
 Cape Fear Museum of History & Science
 814 Market Street, Wilmington, NC 28401
 John Timmerman, Show Chairman 
 (910) 798-4368
 e-mail: jtimmerman@nhcgov.com

Sept. 28-30 2nd INTERNATIONAL CONE MEETING, La
2012  Rochelle, France
 Natural History Museum, 28 rue Albert 1er
 17000 La Rochelle 
 Michael Rabiller: 
 michael.rabiller@ville-larochelle.fr 
 33-5-4641-1825
 Antonio Monteiro: a.j.a.monteiro@netcarbo.pt

Oct. 20-21 PHILADELPHIA SHELL SHOW, Philadelphia,
2012  PA
 Academy of Natural Sciences, Parkway & 19th  St.
 Paul Callomon, Academy of Natural Sciences
 Parkway & 19th St., Philadelphia, PA 19103 
 (215) 299-1159
 e-mail: callomon@ansp.org

Oct. 26-27 SEA SHELL SEARCHERS SHELL SHOW, Lake
2012  Jackson, TX
 The Center for the Arts & Sciences
 400 College Blvd., Clute, Texas  77531
 Patty Humbird -- (979) 265-1320
 Wanda Coker -- (979) 297-0852
 e-mail: shellclub@earthlink.net 

Oct.  27 SYDNEY SHELL SHOW, Sydney, Australia
2012 Steve Dean, 166 Narabeen Pk Pde
 Mona Vale, NSW 2103 -- 61 (2) 9979-5736
 e-mail: steve@easy.com.au -- cell:  61 (4) 1175 1185

      2012 SHELL SHOWS & RELATED EVENTS  
(August – December)

      Information is subject to change.  Please verify with individual organization.

Oct.  27 BRITISH SHELL COLLECTOR’S CLUB CON-
2012  VENTION, Essex, England
 Theydon Boys Community Centre, Theydon Boys, 

Epping, Essex
 Tom Walker, 38 Redlands Road
 Reading, Berkshire RG1 5HD, England -- 44 (118) 

987-4294
 e-mail: tom@tmwalker.co.uk

Oct. 27-28 XVII PRAGUE INTERNATIONAL SHELL
2012  SHOW, Prague, Czech Rep.
 KULTURNIDUM LADVI Buresova 1661, Prague 8
 Jaroslav Derka, Holeckova 51/370
 15000 Praha 5, Czech Republic -- 42 (2) 5731 6246
 email: jderka@volny.cz 
 web sites: http://cksl.webpark.cz   http://shells.webz.

cz  
DONALD DAN, COA Awards Chairman  •  6704 Overlook Drive  
•  Ft. Myers, FL 33919  •  U.S.A.
Tel. Voice & Fax (941) 481-6704  •  E-mail: donaldan@aol.com

In Memoriam:

  Martin Lerner
   Pinky Pinkerton
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Shells from Honduras - photographed in situ by Charles Rawlings
 As the great images on the front and rear covers of this 
issue make obvious, Charles Rawlings, doctor, lawyer, and nature 
photographer, has once again sent in some of his images of mol-
lusks in situ.  Earlier this year he spent some time diving off of 
Honduras, and here are some of the images he captured.  Many 
of these species have never before been photographed live and in 
color, and some of our readers may be particularly interested in 
the photo of Falsilyria polypleura hennequini (Petuch, 1998) and 
Falsilyria polypleura sunderlandi Petuch, 1987.  Both of these re-
cently named species are variously considered to be valid species, 
valid subspecies, or just forms of Voluta polypleura Crosse, 1876.  

The World Register of Marine Shells (WoRMS, http://www.ma-
rinespecies.org) lists both as forms (junior synonyms) of Voluta 
polypleura.  If geographic separation is considered as a required 
facet of subspecies rank, then these are obviously not subspecies 
as they seem separated by only a couple of millimeters.  So it ap-
pears the issue is between forms and species.  As the images show, 
the two shells differ in color and pattern, while the visible soft 
parts of the animals seem quite similar.  The protoconchs are cer-
tainly different.  So Charles leaves us with some fantastic photog-
raphy and an unsolved mystery. 
          

(above & right): Falsilyria polypleura sunderlandi (left) and Falsilyria polypleura hennequini (right), both considered variously 
species, subspecies, or forms of Voluta polypleura.  Whether valid species or just color forms, there is no denying the beauty of 
this Caribbean volute.   

(above): Natica tedbayeri Rehder, 1986.  Prunum amabile (Redfield, 1852). 
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(above): A beautifully colored Conus daucus Hwass, 1792, in 
the Utila Cays, Honduras.
(below): Latirus abbotti Snyder, 2003, with the colors and pat-
terns of the shell hidden by periostracum and incrustations.

(above): Cancellaria reticulata (Linnaeus, 1767), in the Utila 
Cays, Honduras.
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 Conchologists of America began in October of 1972 with 
eight enthusiastic shell collectors gathered at the Newport Inn, 
Rhode Island, at the behest and invitation of John Paduano.  This 
small group felt that the American Malacological Union (AMU, 
now American Malacological Society, AMS) had become too 
‘scientific’ and seemed to no longer really include amateur collec-
tors.  The original eight were:

Kirk Anders -- Florida (photo second from left)
Mrs. Robert Armstrong -- Massachusetts
Carl Erickson -- Massachusetts
Dorothy (photo far left) and Robert Janowsky (photo middle) -- 
New York
Mrs. Bette Rachlin (photo second from right) -- Massachusetts
Miss Mavis Walkup -- New Mexico
John Paduano (photo far right) -- Rhode Island

 Because this first ‘convention’ was in October, there has 
been some confusion over dates for the age of COA (calendar year 
versus dating from the first meeting).  For our purposes, the COA 
began in 1972, the date of the first convention.  They even had a 
banquet.  
 The folks gathered at this first convention set dues at $2, 
elected Bette Rachlin as first COA President, and opted for an 
image of Strombus gigas (the queen conch) as the COA logo.  Be-
cause the queen conch was also used by other clubs, it was quickly 
dropped and an image of a Neptunea, drawn by Richard Sedlack 
of Florida, was adopted as the new logo.  This new shell logo was 
purposely drawn to be generic and not represent any exact species 
of Neptunea.  
 By year two, 1973, COA membership totaled 141, and 
26 members attended the convention in Freeport, Bahamas.  The 
convention had been scheduled to leave Fort Lauderdale, Florida, 
on a cruise ship - but the ship blew up just before the conven-
tion, so plans had to be changed.  The treasury stood at a total of 
$162.61.  The members also decided to publish a quarterly Con-
chologists of America Bulletin, edited by Frank Nelson of New 
York City.  Bulletin number one was published in early 1974. 
 In year five, 1976, there were 213 members and Tom Rice 
took over as editor of the COA Bulletin.  At the convention held in 
Portland, Oregon, the members voted to begin building funds that 
could be used for scholarships.  This year was the first use of the 
COA logo in the bulletin and bulletin number seven was the first to 
have a photograph. 
 By year seven, 1978, Tom Rice was replaced by Richard 
Goldberg as editor and members adopted a “COA Trophy” to be 
awarded at shell shows.  The COA Award originally came with 
a gift certificate for shells, books, or magazine subscriptions, but 
this feature was later dropped.  Attending shell dealers had been 
selling shells from their rooms, but this year a few set up in the 
hotel lobby.  This proved quite popular and Marty Lerner proposed 
setting up a separate room for shell sales - the COA Bourse was 
born.  A new logo designed by Richard’s brother, Marc Goldberg, 
was instituted as well as lots of photos for the bulletin.

COA: Then and Now
Tom Eichhorst

 By year ten, 1982, dues were $7.50 for an individual and 
$10 for a family or overseas member.  The convention that year 
was held at Sanibel, Florida, and had over 200 attendees.  Also 
in 1982, the organization handed out 21 COA Awards and voted 
to establish a $500 scholarship fund.  The editor of the COA Bul-
letin was Gary Rosenberg, replaced that year by Charles Glass 
and Robert Foster.  They established procedures to accept the first 
advertisements in the COA Bulletin.   
 In 1985 the convention was held in Philadelphia, Penn-
sylvania, and the membership approved the first financial grants 

(above): Five of the original eight COA members (left to right): 
Dorothy Janowsky, Kirk Anders, Robert Janowsky, Bette Ra-
chlin (first COA President), and John Paduano.
(below): Some of the changes from Conchologists of America 
Bulletin to American Conchologist, left to right: no. 5, 1975; 
no. 20, 1980; and vol. 11, no. 3, 1983.  The illustrated shell on 
the 1983 cover is a pen & ink drawing of Favartia bojadoren-
sis (Locard, 1897) by Anthony D’Attilio in the Foster & Glass 
collection.
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for molluscan-related research (dependent upon available funds).  
Donald Dan volunteered to organize a list of shell shows for the 
COA Bulletin and to order, distribute, and track the COA Awards 
- daunting tasks he continues to perform today (thanks Donald!).  
This year also saw the first use of color for the COA Bulletin.  
 By year 16, 1987, membership was at almost 1,000 and 
the annual convention was held in St. Louis, Missouri,  with 165 
attendees.  This year Lynn Scheu became editor and, after a bit 
of heated discussion, changed the name of the COA Bulletin to 
American Conchologist. 
 In year 20, 1992, there were over 1,200 members of COA 
(the 1,000 member mark had been hit in 1989) and the convention 
was held at Long Island, New York.  This year the convention auc-
tion ran well past midnight and brought in close to $5,000, a new 
record.  Grant monies for 1992 totaled $5,010 for eight applicants.  
 In year 30, 2002, the convention was in Sarasota, Florida.  
There were approximately 1,000 members and the grant monies 
were now approaching $15,000 per year.  COA was now into the 
digital world thanks to the Lambis Group (Linda Brunner, John 
Caldera, Amy Edwards, Richard Goldberg, Gary Rosenberg, Lynn 
Scheu, and Debbie Wills).  These folks cranked up Conch-L and 
the COA web site in 1997.  This was accomplished despite some 
strong and stubborn opposition.  By the 2002 convention, both of 
these “computer nonsense” programs were established and grow-
ing aspects of COA.  Also this year Lynn Scheu resigned as edi-
tor.  Tom Eichhorst of New Mexico (a well-known shelling state) 
became the new editor.  
 And so we arrive at 2012, year 40 (or  the 39th anniversa-
ry of COA).  We have some 800 members, we have given research 
grants of $15,000 each year for the past decade, Conch-L and the 
COA web site are established and mature aspects of COA, and we 
face some real challenges for the future.  The annual conventions 
of AMS and COA served a number of functions through the years, 
but maybe the most important was social networking.  Our modern 
digital information age has made such networking possible from 
the palm of your hand and sitting at my cluttered desk in my shell 
room I have virtually real-time access around the globe.    As I 
was writing this I was interrupted and after a couple of clicks on 
the computer, spoke live via Skype to my daughter in Germany.  
Earlier I ‘spoke’ (via email) with a friend in Indonesia and one in 
Oregon.  Then not 30 minutes ago I ‘spoke’ (again via email) with 
a friend in France.  This later case is perhaps most amazing as nei-
ther of us speaks the other’s language.  We both rely on computer 
translation programs.  So do I really need to spend the airfare and 
hotel room cost to grip and grin in Sarasota this next summer?  For 
me the answer is a definite yes.  The convention offers far more 
than this machine on my desk or the tablet I sometimes carry could 
ever offer.  Still, the pressures on the organization remain.   
 COA has seen membership average age increase while 
member numbers decline.  Restrictions on collecting and habitat 
loss have made collecting trips more challenging.  Shells are now 
available through a myriad of online auction sites.  Yet today’s 
COA remains a vibrant organization dedicated to shell collecting, 
molluscan knowledge and research, and conservation; but if you 
think there were some changes in the last 40 years, just wait to see 
what happens in the next 40.  The COA convention in Sarasota, 
Florida, on 16-21 July 2013, will undoubtedly be a grand affair - 
our 40th anniversary.  We were there, in the same Hyatt Sarasota 

First color cover for American Conchologist, June 1985, an oil 
painting, “Cypraea guttata,” by Patty McGeeney in the collec-
tion of Marty Beals.

hotel, in 2002 and it was a great venue.  So despite my fingertip 
connectivity, I plan on attending.  An Internet auction does not 
really compare to the excitement of walking into the COA Bourse 
when it first opens and I very much enjoy seeing old friends and 
meeting new friends.  See you there.  
 Acknowledgements:  The history reported here came 
mostly from A Twenty Year History of the Conchologists of Ameri-
ca: 1972-1991, Special Publication 2, COA, by Lucy Clampit and 
edited by Lynn Scheu, Richard Goldberg, and Walter Sage.
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 The Sarasota Shell Club is pleased to host the COA Con-
vention, which will be held July 17-21, with field trips on the 14th, 
15th, 16th, and 21st.  The venue is the same as when we hosted in 
2002, the Hyatt House, right near downtown Sarasota.  Room rates 
start at only $109 (there are lots of other hotels nearby).
 We have some exciting things planned for you.  We’ll 
have at least two fossiling trips, maybe three.  We’ll also have a 
scuba trip and snorkeling trip, as well as a wading trip on Friday 
evening the 19th.
 Registration will start Tuesday the 16th at 1:00 PM and 
opening ceremonies will be at 10:00 AM on Wednesday the 17th.  
Those days we will have “cheap shells” - for 25¢ and 50¢ (and 
maybe even some free).
 We’ll have a registration form on the website soon.  We 
hope you will all seriously consider coming!
 P.S.  If you have anything to contribute to the Oral Auc-
tion, Silent Auction, Raffle, Door Prizes, or Cheap Shells, we’ll be 
glad to have them.  Send your contributions to Peggy Williams, 
PO Box 575, Tallevast, FL 34270 (US mail only) or Lynn Gaulin, 
4407 33rd Ct E, Bradenton, FL 34203 (Fed Ex, UPS, or after Nov 
1, 2012).  A letter of thanks will be emailed to you for tax purposes.

Ya’ll Come to COA 2013!
Peggy Williams

(above): [Ed. comments] Pool at the Sarasota Hyatt where in 
2002 they served a truly magnificent grouper sandwich.

(above): Meeting room.  (below): Chicoreus floridanus Vokes, 
1965, Cenozoic fossil found in the area.

Typical light and airy room.  (below): Chicoreus dilectus (A. 
Adams, 1855) Recent species found in the area.




