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NOTICE OF MEETING 

 

 

Due to the scheduled meeting for April falling on Easter Monday it was cancelled. 

 

The next meeting of the Branch will be held on the 19th May at the Melbourne Camera Club Building, cnr. 

Dorcas & Ferrars Sts South Melbourne at 8pm.  Our speaker will be Simon Wilson who will present –  

“ Diving Adventures in the Archipelago of the Recherche”.  
 

 

Supper and Raffles as usual. 

 

The Victorian Branch Bulletin No‟s 167 – 272 are now accessible on the MSA website and will be 

progressively added to.  Click on „About the Society‟ then „Victorian Branch‟. 

 

2015 New Zealand Shell Show  
 

I am delighted to tell you and your Club members that the Wellington Shell Club will be hosting the next New 

Zealand Shell Show at the Petone Club in Udy Street, Petone, Lower Hutt from Friday 16 to Sunday 18 

January 2015.  

 

We hope that some of your members will be able to attend our Show next year and support us with exhibits. 

We will have more detailed information about the Show available soon and will keep you updated. 

 

Meantime we hope you will include notification of the Show in your newsletters and website.  

 

Thanks and regards,  

Pat Lakeman  

  

PPRREESSIIDDEENNTT,,  WWEELLLLIINNGGTTOONN  SSHHEELLLL  CCLLUUBB 

 

 

 

 

Secretary / Treasurer Michael Lyons      Tel. No. 9894 1526 

  

  

Printed courtesy of Steve Herberts Office, Parliamentary Member for Eltham 
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                     VALE EDNA TENNER 

 
 

Edna Tenner passed away on 13th March 2014 at the age of 91. Edna had been the stalwart of our Victorian 

Branch for much of our early days and as the Secretary she took her job seriously. The Chairman was only 

there to “direct traffic”. 

 

She was secretary when we held our meetings in a room in the old Victoria Museum. When it was decided 

that there would be a new Museum and that the current one would be partly demolished and be added to the 

State Library, we had to change our meeting place, firstly, to the theatre foyer and then the theatre itself. It was 

there that we presented Edna with a plaque and a bouquet of flowers to celebrate her 20 years as our secretary. 

 

Eventually we were unable to use the Museum and found new premises at the Melbourne Camera Club. Edna 

had always printed our Branch Bulletin and it was now more difficult as she had to get a tram from Reservoir 

to the Museum to use their Photostat machine. Finally, it was made easier when she found that she could get 

copies done at her local MPs office. Edna held a special meeting at her house, at the start of the year, where 

office bearers would meet to set the agenda for the ensuing year – replete with scones and her delicious 

homemade jam, tea and coffee – what memories. 

 

Edna moved from Reservoir to a retirement village, where she had a 90th birthday party with a large turn-up of 

family and friends. Her mind was as sharp as it had ever been and she knew everyone there. 

It‟s an old cliché, but they really don‟t make them like Edna any more.                                       

   Fred Bunyard 

March meeting report 

 

Chris Bunyard: Last meeting‟s discussion on invasive species prompted Chris to bring in specimens of the 

introduced mussel, Musculista senhousia, collected from Sandridge Beach, Port Melbourne by Hazel Stirling 

in March 1994. Chris also displayed specimens of Scaeochlamys livida, a species believed to have been 

introduced to southern Western Australia from NSW/QLD. These specimens came from jetty piles on the 

Alcoa Jetty at Kwinana in Cockburn Sound, WA. 

 

Geoff Macaulay brought in copies of recent journals he has received including Spirula and Basteria from the 

Netherlands, Novapex from Belgium, the Journal of Malacology and Mollusc World from Great Britain. Geoff 

also displayed recent additions to his collection including Fusinus michaelrogersi from Hawaii, Amoria 

kawamurai, Livonia joerinkensi and others. Geoff showed a specimen of Typhis yatesi from Portsea and a nice 

fresh dead Notocypraea comptonii from Warrnambool. 

 

Lynton Stephens discussed his recent visit to the Australian Museum where he was given access to their 

collection to photograph specimens. He showed images of his camera set up and pictures of selected species. 

Lynton also showed images from his recent diving trip to Tasmania and pictures of the exhibits at the Sydney 

Shell Show including a tray of spectacular Zoila. From Coffs Harbour, Lynton showed various „grades‟ of 

shell grit from largest to smallest. Lynton also showed images of pictures taken for his proposed book 

including live animals of Astele subcarinatum, Astele armillatum and Turbo gruneri, and other selected 

images of trochids. 
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Platon Vafiadis presented images of the radula of the turrid Etrema denseplicata, which consisted of 

numerous fine „harpoons‟. Images were also shown of live animals taken on recent field trips including (from 

Aireys Inlet) undescribed Janolus and Polycera.  

Michael Lyons 

February meeting report 

 

Tonight‟s speaker was Dr Fred Wells, Research Associate of the Field Museum of Natural History, Chicago. 

The topic for tonight‟s presentation was „Stemming the Tide: Preventing Marine Pests from Arriving in 

Australia‟. Fred provided an illustrated account of invasive species, some of which have become pests whilst 

others appear to be more benign, and the mechanisms by which they have been introduced. 

 

Although many introduced species may cause no harm, some may have negative impacts on the marine 

environment.  Potential impacts include introducing diseases in humans or native species, damage to fisheries 

and aquaculture, disruption to ecosystems and creating industrial problems (fouling, clogging etc).  

 

How do we know a species is introduced? By undertaking surveys and relying on taxonomic knowledge. 

Unfortunately, once an invasive species has become established it is unlikely to be eradicated. Introductions 

can be deliberate or accidental. An example of a deliberate introduction is the Pacific Oyster. Accidental 

introductions can be pest species attached to deliberately introduced species, or via shipping through ballast 

water or hull fouling. Vessels can range from large ships to fishing and pleasure boats. 

 

For an introduced species to become established, environmental factors have to be suitable. Factors such as 

temperature, salinity, suitable habitat and other factors such as lack of predators all have a bearing on the 

success of the establishment of invasive species. Western Australia has a number of environments ranging 

from warm temperate to tropical zones and so is susceptible to invasive species that originate from a range of 

temperature zones.  

 

Introductions can be prevented by ensuring that vessels that enter Australian ports have hulls which are 

regularly cleaned and then coated with antifoulants. New methods of dealing with ballast water including 

discharge in the open sea or other methods can be employed. 

 

Due to the large number of vessels entering Australian waters, risk assessment is undertaken with medium and 

high risk vessels inspected and, if necessary, cleaned.  An example of a high risk ship was one which had 

visited a large range of ports: it had visited Siberia, northern Japan, spent 8 weeks in Singapore and 8 weeks in 

New Zealand before sailing straight to Fremantle.  

 

Strategies for ameliorating introductions include physical inspections of vessel hulls. Ships with fouled hulls 

can be ordered into dry dock for cleaning or made to leave coastal waters immediately, both of which are 

costly options for vessel owners  

 

A number of interceptions have occurred in Western Australian waters including Perna viridis (Asian green 

mussel), Mytilopsis sallei (black striped mussel), Balanus improvisus (ivory barnacle), Amphibalanus 

pulchellus (barnacle) and Fistulobalanus kondakovi (barnacle) 

 

The key to recognising and controlling introduced species is monitoring. Monitoring includes semi-annual 

intertidal and sub-tidal sampling across a range of habitats, both disturbed and undisturbed. Monitoring 

methods have improved over time as facilities increase (i.e. settlement plates at new jetties). Methods such as 

intertidal visual surveys, looking for dinoflagellate cysts, and settlement plates are all used to detect 

introduced species.  

 

We thank Fred for making the journey from Western Australia and taking the time to speak at our meeting. 

Considerable interest was generated, as evidenced by the numerous follow-up questions before the meeting‟s 

final expression of appreciation.  

Michael Lyons 
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Counting the whorls – apparently simple, but surprisingly complex. Part 1. 

 

The basic question, “How many whorls does this shell have?” seems simple and innocuous, but the more one 

looks at it, the more it becomes apparent that it is anything but straightforward. Even the depiction of the last 

whorl (or body whorl) is incorrect in many shell books. In the diagram below, L (not l) depicts the last whorl 

(provided that the outer lip is orthocline, as will become apparent below), and S (not s) depicts the spire. 

 

In the literature, methods for whorl counts have been given by Solem (1976), Robertson 

(1985) and Geiger & Jansen (2004). (Geiger (2012) also gives a method, but this will form 

the topic of Part 2 of these notes). Solem‟s method takes the form of a diagram (1976: 14, 

fig.5) and looks similar to Robertson‟s, but it completely lacks commentary and so is 

unable to discuss and clarify ambiguities. I therefore here compare the method of 

Robertson (1985) to the method of Geiger & Jansen (2004), and in the process I refine the 

method of Robertson (1985).  

 

 

Robertson (1985: 5) gives his method in the form of a figure 

and an accompanying caption, which is reproduced here 

(Figure 1). As seen, it draws a key line “as a continuation of 

the suture line at the apex”, and counts the whorls outwards, 

taking the termination of the whorl count at the point where 

this key line intersects the last whorl midway between the 

suture line and the outer periphery (my emphasis). 

 

Geiger & Jansen (2004: 5-6) state that “(p)rotoconch whorls 

are counted in apical view by extending the imaginary spiral 

starting in the middle of the apertural margin of the 

protoconch towards the tip of the embryonic cap. At the 

intersection between this imaginary spiral and the border of 

the embryonic cap, an imaginary line is placed at right 

angles to the imaginary spiral. One whorl is counted when 

half of the apertural margin crosses the above line towards 

the outside, ie. centripetally from intersection of spiral with 

embryonic cap”. This is depicted diagrammatically in 

Figure 2.  

 

In superimposing the method of Geiger & Jansen (2004) 

onto Robertson‟s (1985) diagram (see Figure 3 – and ignore 

the green line for the moment), it is seen that they give 

answers that differ by approximately 0.25 whorl (ie. 

Robertson‟s result is about 0.25 whorls greater than Geiger 

and Jansen‟s). In this diagram, red dots are placed at the 

whole whorl marks and blue dots at the half whorl marks 

according to the Geiger & Jansen method. 

 

In the end, however, as long as the method is defined and 

understood, it doesn‟t really matter if there are different 

answers between methods. To my mind, Robertson‟s 

method seems more intuitive, but can run into problems if 

there is an unusually shaped embryonic cap. It can, however, 

be modified to make it more rigorous. This begins by using 

the method of Geiger & Jansen (2004) to construct the 

tangent at the intersection of the embryonic cap and the 

imaginary central spiral (as detailed above).  
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At this point of intersection, I would draw a line 

perpendicular to the tangent line. This intersection point is the 

zero whorl-count point, and is not defined by Robertson, who 

only deals with whorls > 0. I would then count the whorls 

outwards in relation to this (this is the green line on the 

combined diagram in Figure 3, and the red line in Figure 4). 

This gives better (although not complete) control over dealing 

with an oddly-shaped protoconch cap that could make 

placement of Robertson‟s key line somewhat arbitrary. The 

result is a whorl count of exactly 0.25 whorls greater than the 

method of Geiger & Jansen (2004); whorl counts of the latter 

are depicted in black in Figure 4. Unless the protoconch is 

very broad in relation to the teleoconch, the results of this 

modified method would almost be identical to Robertson‟s 

method, provided his „key line‟ and my „green line‟ (or „red 

line‟ in the lower figure) are parallel.  

 

It is also apparent that whorl counts using all of the above 

methods still have a margin of error, as there remains some 

subjectivity in establishing the key lines from which the whorl 

counts are determined. Again, however, as long as these are 

understood, there is no problem.  

 

These notes have also established a platform for discussion of 

a further method of whorl counts given by Geiger (2012). 

This method approximates closely to Geiger & Jansen (2004) 

for the protoconch and early teleoconch whorls, but 

progressively deviates from it as the whorl count increases. 

This will form the topic of Part 2 of these notes. 

 

In the meantime, happy counting to all! 

 

 

Acknowledgement: 

I thank Daniel L. Geiger of the Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History, California for very helpful 

discussion on the topic of whorl counts and for clarifying the method outlined in Geiger (2012). 

 

References: 

Geiger, D.L. (2012). Monograph of the Little Slit shells. Volume 1: Introduction, Scissurellidae. Santa Barbara 

Museum of Natural History, Santa Barbara, California. 

 

Geiger, D.L. & Jansen, P. (2004). New species of Australian Scissurellidae (Mollusca: Gastropoda: 

Vetigastropoda) and remarks on Australian and Indo-Malayan species. Zootaxa 714: 1-72. 

 

Robertson, R. (1985). Archaeogastropod biology and the systematics of the genus Tricolia (Trochacea: 

Tricoliidae) in the Indo-West Pacific. Monographs of Marina Mollusca 3: 1-103. (Edited by R. Tucker 

Abbott). 

 

Solem, A. (1976). Endodontoid Land Snails from Pacific Islands (Mollusca: Pulmonata: Sigmurethra). Part 

1: Endodontidae. Field Museum of Natural History, Chicago, Illinios. 

 

Platon Vafiadis 
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FIELD TRIP TO HONEYSUCKLE POINT 

 

On the 23rd November 2013, a small group of Victoria Branch Malacology Society members organised a late 

morning shelling trip to Honeysuckle Point near Hastings Victoria. 

 

Jack Austin, who lives in Hastings, very kindly offered open house to everyone at his place afterwards for 

lunch. Although I wouldn't be going on the field trip, I decided to go to Jack's to meet up with the others to 

catch up and see what was collected. The people there were Jack Austin, myself, David Staples (from Victoria 

Museum) Don & Val Cram, Platon Vafiadis and Joan Hales from Inverloch. The weather was cold with a 

gusty wind and heavy showers. Nevertheless, Platon, Don, Val and Joan braved the elements. The tide didn't 

go out as much as hoped, so collecting was limited to what they could find in beachdrift. 

 

When they returned, I had a quick look and all was the usual common material except that in Platon's bag, 

there was also a small specimen of what was unmistakably a Strombus labiatum (Röding, 1798).  This is a 

tropical species definitely not occurring in Victorian waters. This isn't the first time that shells that 'don't 

belong' have been reported by MALSOC members. Lynton Stephens reported finding 2 Cassis erinacea 

(Linne, 1758) on the beach at Flinders, Victoria about 5 years ago and then a Cypraea clandestina (Linne, 

1767) in beachdrift on Shoreham beach, Victoria about 2 years ago. Also, some years ago Joan Hales 

contacted me from Inverloch after a visitor walked into The Inverloch Shell Museum (where Joan helps out) 

with a half valve of a Pecten pallium (Linne,1758), insisting that it must come from Victoria because she 

found it in beach drift there in Inverloch. She was most insistent - hence Joan emailing me with a picture for a 

second opinion (and moral support). 

 

A small clue as to how sometimes the 'wrong shells' may turn up came from Joan. She said that a group of 

schoolchildren were brought to the shell museum in Inverloch and one of the children told her that when they 

did a school trip to the beach, the teacher told them all to bring a shell from home to throw back on the beach 

'where they belong' ! 

Chris Bunyard. 

Morula marginalba 

 

Morula marginalba is the only species of the genus reported from Victorian waters.  Its distribution is limited 

to the far east of the State with records in latter years from Mallacoota to Cape Conran, just east of Orbost.  A 

recent paper based on morphological and molecular data revises the muricid subfamily Ergalataxinae 

(Claremont et al., 2012).  Therein, the authors restrict the definition of Morula, separating off certain of the 

species hitherto regarded as members of that genus, and reviving the genus Tenguella Arakawa, 1965 from 

synonymy with Morula.  They assign five species to Tenguella: the type species granulata Duclos, 1832; 

ceylonica  Dall, 1923; musiva Kiener, 1835;  marginalba Blainville, 1832; and an undescribed species 

(figured in Wilson, 1994, as Morula mutica).  Thus, our species should be listed as Tenguilla marginalba 

(Blainville, 1832). 

References: 

Claremont, M., Houart, R., Williams, S.T., & Reid, D.G., 2012.  A molecular phylogenetic framework for the 

Ergalataxinae (Neogastropoda: Muricidae).  Journal of Molluscan Studies 79: 19-29. 

Wilson, B.R., 1994.  Australian marine Shells. Prosobranch gastropods. Part 2  370 pp. 

Robert Burn 

Sepia braggi Verco, 1907 

 

When first describing this slender little cuttlebone from South Australia, Verco wrote: “The type was found at 

Glenelg by Master Bragg and we have pleasure in naming it after him and at the same time complimenting his 

father, Prof. Bragg, one of our most honoured Fellows, who has just been distinguished by the Royal Society 

of London.” 

As the species name honours two men, son and father, should it not be Sepia braggorum? 

Reference. 

Verco, J.C. 1907.  Notes on South Australian marine Mollusca with descriptions of new species. 6. 

Transactions of the Royal Society of South Australia 31: 213-230. 

Robert Burn 
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More on the origin of  Notocypraea comptonii (Gray, 1847). 

Further to my articles in VBB 230 and Australian Shell News No.129: 7-8, the following is some additional 

information that may be of interest. Briefly, Notocypraea trenberthae Trenberth, 1961 was described as a new 

species by Paul Trenberth on the assumption of Iredale that due to the type locality of N. comptonii being Port 

Essington as stated by Gray, it was probably a form of Cypraea walkeri.  The additional reasoning by 

Trenberth that H.M.S Fly (the voyage on which the specimen was collected) did not travel south was found to 

be wrong, as outlined in the two articles, and the following is a continuation of the story. 

 

The survey ship H.M.S. Fly, commanded by Captain Francis Blackwood, 

accompanied by the schooner Bramble, left Falmouth England on the 11th of April 

1842. On board were geologist Joseph Beetes Jukes and zoologist John MacGillivray, 

with instructions to make collections, with the understanding that one perfect 

specimen of every kind be considered public property.  Staying at Simons Bay, Cape 

of Good Hope from June 19th, to July 14th, it continued on to Van Diemen‟s Land 

arriving on August 6th.  A two month stay at Hobarton (Hobart), which included a 

short two day trip to Port Arthur, ended when on Oct 6th  it sailed on north to Sydney, 

then onto the Capricorn Group, Great Barrier Reef and then to the Torres Strait. 

 

On August 14th 1843, H.M.S. Fly left the Torres Strait and stayed a few days at Port Essington, the first port 

established on Australia‟s northern coast, about 100km east of Darwin,  before sailing on to Swan River where 

it remained for a month and then returned to Hobarton.  On January 4th it left for northern Australia to continue 

the extensive survey of the south east coast of New Guinea, the Torres Strait Islands and other Islands of the 

Eastern Archipelago, and later spent an extended period at Port Essington.  

 

After sailing down to Sydney, orders were received on 25th September 1845 to sail home, arriving at Port 

Phillip (Williamstown), on Dec 19th, where it remained until January 11th 1846. It then continued on to 

Holdfast Bay (Glenelg) SA from the 15th to the 22nd, finally sailing home around Cape Leeuwin to Swan River 

(Fremantle) and then via Cape of Good Hope, arriving back in England on the 19th of June 1846. This 

summary of dates of the voyage of H.M.S.Fly and its time spent in southern Australia has been taken from an 

abstract in the Narrative of the Surveying Voyage of H.M.S. Fly published by Jukes in 1847. 

 

As seen in this summary, Gray‟s specimen and subsequent description of N. comptonii in the appendix of 

Juke‟s Narrative, almost certainly came from one of three locations in southern Australia and possibly 

collected by MacGillivray. The lectotype of N. comptonii, labelled Port Essington, selected by R.J.Griffiths, 

seen by Schilder and photographed for me by Dr. Brian Smith, could not be located when I visited the British 

Museum (now NHMUK) in 1980 and is now presumed lost.  A restored old image, recently prepared for me 

by Phil Hurst of the NHMUK, has now been published for the first time (Cram, 2013). Although the specimen 

is old and the dorsum is worn, Gray, who stated he had seen two specimens, described the base as purplish 

brown and the dorsum when young grey brown having three darker bands. Although the lectotype does not 

show this purplish base, some, even dead and worn specimens from Western Port exhibit this feature, which 

disappears within a few months of collection once exposed to the light.   

 

Hubert and Lorenz, in their Guide to Worldwide Cowries, list and illustrate N. trenberthae as an “Important 

Form or Variation” of N. comptonii because of its brown base. The emphasis on this feature was never the 

intention of the author, whose partial description reads: “Dorsum light to dark brown and crossed by four 

narrow interrupted bands of darker brown”, “sides and base lighter in colour and conspicuously dotted on both 

margins with small dark spots”. N. trenberthae is a synonym of N. comptonii; it has no taxonomic status as a 

form or variation.  

 

References: 

Image of John MacGillivray from the State Library of NSW, taken from the internet. 

Cram, D.J. 2013. Early taxonomic history of Notocypraea Schilder, 1927 American Conchologist, 41(2): 4-11. 

(VBB 230 is accessible on the MSA website under „Victorian Branch‟ and a print-quality pdf of the listed 

reference can be obtained from the author on request.) 

Don Cram 
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Testacella haliotidea (Draparnaud , 1801) 

 

Garden slugs, of which south-eastern Australia has 10 species, are introduced slugs.  Nine species are 

vegetarians, either of living plants, in particular seedlings, or of decaying vegetable matter.  One species, 

Testacella haliotidea is carnivorous, burrowing in soil in search of earthworms and insect larvae to eat.  

Because of its burrowing habits, Testacella haliotidea is rarely seen but according to Smith & Kershaw 

(1979), there are records of it from cultivated soil in gardens in both Melbourne and Sydney, with a comment 

from Winston Ponder that it is not uncommon in the latter area.  Smith (1998) added Hobart to its Australian 

distribution. 

 

Not ever having seen Testacella haliotidea, I was very surprised and delighted to find a 25mm long live 

specimen on the brick doorstep of 29 Western Beach Road, Geelong on 4 November 2012. At first glance, I 

thought it was the tail of a small lizard.  The small external Haliotis – like shell at the rear of the body 

corrected these thoughts.  A quick look at the two references listed below confirmed the identification. 

 

A week later, the specimen was still alive in a large jar, and I hoped to have kept it alive for another week or 

so to get to the Museum for observation and lodgement.  
 
At right: Crawling animal showing reduced posteriorly-placed shell 

(from Fig.17.65 in Mollusca: The Southern Synthesis) 

 

 

In the meantime, this is a new record for the Geelong area, and the first outside a capital city. 

 

References: 

Smith, B.J. & Kershaw, R.C. 1979. Field Guide to the Non-Marine Mollusca of South-Eastern Australia.   

ANU Press: Canberra. 285pp. 

Smith, B.J. 1998. Family Testacellidae. pp. 1107-1108 in Beesley, P.L., Ross, G.J.B. & Wells, A. (eds) 

Mollusca: The Southern Synthesis. Fauna of Australia. Vol.5. CSIRO Publishing: Melbourne.  Part B, V111 

565-1234 pp. 

 

Post script:  Unfortunately, after 11 days in captivity, the specimen died, was preserved in alcohol, and will be 

lodged at the Museum. 
Robert Burn 

 


