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change in taxonomic judgement, which is not neces-
sarily  accepted  by  all  botanists.  An  example  of  the
latter is his adoption of the genus Toxicodendron and
his recognition of the different races of poison ivy as
distinct  species  even although Mulligan and Junkins
(1978,  Le  Naturaliste  canadian  105:  291-293)  have
provided evidence that specific rank is inappropriate.
This  leads  to  his  use  of  7.  radicans  and  T.  rydbergii
where others would use Rhus radicans subsp. (or var.)
radicans  and  R.  radicans  subsp.  (or  var.)  rydbergii.
Indeed Hyppio seems, in this case, to have confused
two  taxa  that  Muenscher  correctly  distinguished.
Muenscher has “R. microcarpa Steud.”, “R. radicans
L.”,  and  “R.  radicans  L.  var.  rydbergii  Small”.  Hyp-
pio treats  the first  two as  synonymous (T.  radicans)
and  the  last  as  7.  rydbergii.  It  is  evident,  however,
from  the  distributions  given  by  Muenscher  coupled
with the work of Gillis ( Rhodora 73: 72-159, 161-237,
370-443,  465-540,  1971)  which  included  typification
of the epithet radicans, that in current nomenclature
these are, respectively, R. radicans L. subsp. radicans,
R. radicans subsp. negundo (Greene) McNeill,  and R
radicans  subsp.  rydbergii  (Small  ex  Rydb.)  McNeill.

In some other cases Hyppio has been much more
conservative in  maintaining Muenscher’s  nomencla-
ture than one would expect, as, for example, when he
retains  white  cockle  or  white  campion  in  the  genus
Lychnis (as L. alba) rather than placing it, as is usual
to-day,  in  the  genus  Si/ene,  beside  its  oft-confused
look-alike,  night-flowering  catchfly  (S.  noctiflora).
(In  Silene,  it  has  to  be  called  S.  /atifolia  Poiret  (=  S.
pratensis  (Rafn)  Godron & Gren.)).  One evident  fail-
ure  to  correct  Muenscher’s  nomenclature  is  in  the
genus  Euphorbia,  where  E.  maculata  L.  applies  to
what Muenscher calls E. supina, whereas his E. macu-
lata is correctly known as E. nutans Lag.

In any revision, however, errors and omissions are
inevitable,  and are not  the final  arbiter  of  its  worth-
whileness. A wider issue is whether Muenscher’s tax-
onomic treatment is not so dated as to make a mere
nomenclatural appendix inadequate for present-day
needs.  In  part,  this  is  the  case.  For  example,

ENVIRONMENT

Nature  Conservation  Day

Compiled by I. J. Beechey and B. L. Raad. 1981. Proceed-
ings of asymposium, 26 March 1980. Ontario Ministry of
Natural Resources, Toronto. 86 pp. $2.

This seminar featured speakers from provincial and
other agencies concerned with protection of natural
areas.  Absence  of  participants  from  Parks  Canada
and  the  Canadian  Wildlife  Service  (National  Wildlife
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Muenscher  makes  no  reference  to  the  widespread
prairie  and  northern  plains  dock  Rumex  pseudona-
tronatus  Borbas.  He  includes  Polygonum  erectum,
which appears to bea sporadic plant of native habitats
to-day,  yet  omits the abundant,  weedy P.  achoreum
Blake. The two species are well distinguished by Mit-
chell  and  Dean  (1978,  N.Y.  State  Museum  Bulletin
431:  38-42)  and  Muenscher  clearly  illustrates  the
former, even though it seems certain that in describing
the habitat and distribution he is referring to the lat-
ter.  Likewise,  although  Muenscher  lists  only  one
dark-flowered  dog-strangling  vine  or  swallow-wort,
which  he  calls  Cynanchum  nigrum  (incidentally,
another incorrect name that is over-looked), two read-
ily confused species seem almost as widely distributed
in the northeastern U.S. and adjacent Canada; in the
segregate  genus  Vincetoxicum,  these  are  correctly
known  as  V.  nigrum  (L.)  Moench  and  V.  rossicum
(Kleopov)  Barbarich  (cf.  McNeill,  1981,  Le  Natura-
liste  canadien  108:  237-244.).  Further  examples  can
readily be found, particularly in long-confused genera
such as Atriplex and Chenopodium.

Yet, for all its defects, Muenscher’s work remains a
very usable classic. It is one of the few weed manuals
with identification keys; the coverage is good; the brief
descriptive  and  distributional  notes  are  helpful  and
the  historic  approach  to  weed  dissemination,  “ecol-
ogy’,  and control  still  has  a  relevance  to  our  under-
standing of weed biology. The book is not dead. This
reissue,  for  all  its  faults,  is  probably  worth  its  price,
even  in  U.S.  dollars.  What  would  be  even  better,
however,  would  be  a  third  edition,  or  a  new  book
unashamedly building on Muenscher, that would take
account  of  recent  advances  in  our  understanding of
the variation, taxonomy and distribution of the weeds
of  the Northern United States  and Canada.  Perhaps
Dr.  Hyppio will  one day provide us with it.

J.  MCNEILL

Department of Biology, University of Ottawa, Ottawa,
Ontario KIN 6NS5

Sanctuaries) is notable. These agencies play a role in
nature  protection  within  Ontario,  and  could  have
added a national perspective to the discussions.

The Minister’s message stated that the seminar was
a success, with the objectives of increasing awareness,
acquainting  different  agencies  with  mandates  and
programs, commemorating achievements, identifying
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needs  and  problems,  and  exploring  innovative
approaches. However, the true success of the seminar
should be best judged by problems solved and innova-
tions  adopted.  With  the  proceedings  published  one
year after the seminar, actions taken within that year
could have been summarized.

The  Director  of  the  Parks  and  Recreational  Areas
Branch  presented  a  short  historical  introduction  to
provincial  parks,  and related legislation and policies.
Unfortunately,  the significance and substance of  the
acts and policies were not adequately described. For
example,  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1971  was
mentioned, but its provisions for natural area protec-
tion were not explained.

The Manager of  the Planning Section of  the same
branch attempted to explain the inventory of natural
areas.  The  reader  was  thrown  into  a  sea  of  agency
jargon which is poorly defined. The reader encounters
terms such as “landscape representation”, “ecosystem
representation’,  “representation  principle”,  “life
science  framework”,  “earth  science  features”,  and
others.

The concepts of biological versus physical features
in this chapter were confusing. Besides biological fea-
tures, the “life science framework” included substrate,
moisture,  microclimate  and  landform  patterns.  The
relationships of various types of reserves, parks, zones
and classes was also confusing for those not imprinted
on the appropriate jargon.

By contrast,  the late Mr. Coffin, Executive Director
of  the  Niagara  Escarpment  Commission  clearly
defined  the  jargon  used  by  the  commission.  The
reader  must  not  assume that  similar  terms  used  by
different agencies have similar definitions. Mr. Coffin
tackled the problem of similarities to Ministry of Nat-
ural Resources jargon directly.

Mr. Coffin clearly defined the commission’s princi-
ples, objective, activities and mechanisms for natural
area protection. The General Manager of the Federa-
tion  of  Ontario  Naturalists,  Director  of  Conservation
Authorities, and Projects Director of the Nature Con-
servancy of Canada also presented clear, concise de-
scriptions  of  their  agencies’  principles,  objectives,
programs and organization. The water management
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mandate  of  the  Conservation  Authorities  was  logi-
cally  connected  with  their  activities  in  natural  area
preservation.  The discussion of  joint  projects  by  the
Authorities,  the  Conservancy  and  the  Federation
were especially pertinent to the seminar’s objectives.
Six  representatives  of  the  Nature  Conservancy  of
Canada (other than the Projects Director) also made
presentations. The information in these presentations
was  insufficient  and  fragmentary.  Ihe  viewpoints
were  largely  redundant  with  repeated  calls  for
improved inter-agency coordination and cooperation.

The  New  England  Field  Director  of  the  Nature
Conservancy  provided  a  concise,  factual  and  clear
explanation of the perceived need for nature protec-
tion inthe United States, government’s response, and
the  Nature  Conservancy’s  objectives,  organization
and programs. The appendix of background informa-
tion on the natural area inventory program was very
useful.  Other  chapters  would  have  benefitted  from
such appendices.

The summary of the panel discussion reiterates the
problems identified earlier,  and provides some solu-
tions.  The  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources  appeared
reliant on one provincial plan, blueprint or strategy to
solve the problems of inter-agency coordination and
cooperation.  However,  regional,  provincial  and  fed-
eral  governments,  Federation  of  Ontario  Naturalists
and  the  Nature  Conservancy  of  Canada  answer  to
different  constituencies.  Alignment  behind  one  pro-
vincial  strategy  may  be  difficult.  A  forum  for  open
discussion between agencies, as recommended by Dr.
Fowle of the Nature Conservancy of Canada, could be
critical to solve identified problems.

This compendium of viewpoints should be read by
naturalists, biologists, and system planners who want
a concise overview of natural area protection in Onta-
rio.  Students  will  find  it  a  good  starting  point  fora
more thorough study of this subject.

MICHAEL  A.  D.  FERGUSON

Department of Renewable Resources, Government of the
Northwest Territories, Frobisher Bay, Northwest Territories
X0A OHO

The  Mitigation  Symposium:  A  National  Workshop  on  Mitigating  Losses  of  Fish  and  Wildlife
Habitats

Co-ordinated by G. A. Swanson. 1980. General Technical
Report RM-65. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Fort
Collins, Colorado. 685 pp.

Mitigation  is  not  a  new  concept.  In  fact,  it  was
conceived in the U.S. Congress and developed under
the  auspices  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination

Act in 1934 (see L. M. Krulitz’s paper entitled Federal
Legal  Background  for  Mitigation).  However,  it  has
evolved as a legitimate science/ art only in the last two
decades. And although such rapid evolution should be
applauded,  it  has  not  emerged  without  problems,
which range from variability in biological techniques
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