
1899] LANlBE-STRO>tATOPOROfl FORMATION. 7

the fossils belong to the genus Labecia, inicrusting,, iii the first in-
stance, and massive iii the second.

Dr. Nicholson's description of Labec/ùz o/doensis is based
upon specimens obtained by irni at Waynesville, Ohio, and the
Cape Smyth specimiens of .S'/nopora Ilurôncensis, Bill., coilected
by Dr. R. Bell* iîî 1859. Dr. Nicholson stites that in the Cape
Smyth speciniens the structure is muchi better preserved tlian in
those froni Ohio. He also mentions (p. 14, Ann. and Mag. Nat.
Hist.) that Mr. Foord had drawn his attention to the f act that

some of the appearances which he describes as characterizing
Te/raduimz huronensc, Bill., sp. are really due to the ftà thiat the
specim-ens of this corat xvhich lie exanined \vere covered wvith a
crust of Lzbc/ua o/iioeii.çis."

The sanie specimens are thus seen to have been used for the
descri pti on of Sicuopora Zii-ozen.çiç, i3ihh., TeIi adimi Ifuroucuse,
Foord, and Labc/iaohiocnisi, Nichi., wvith. iii the case of o/doensiç
the addition of the Waynesville specimeins, so that these iiames
are svnonyrnous.

The writer is of the opinion withi Dr. Nicholson, that Professor
Uhrichi's L. nzon/i/cra (op. cit.) is svecifically the sanîie as L. o/do-
e7isis -tudging frorn the figuire preceding the description of tAie for-
mer and from the two figures of its structure wvhich are stated to
have been made from microscopicai drawiîgs of a specimen froni
Waynesville, Ohio.

Lt wvouId seem therefore that Nicholson's and Ulrich's species
are identicai wvith Billings's species. As the fossils described by
Billings are not referable to Uic genuis Siezopora, Lonsdale, but to
Labechia, Milne-Edwvards and Haime, they should be known by the
name Labecia Hurouensis, Bill.

"Ini Dr. Nicholsoti's d1escription of L. ohîog'nsis, (Ami. anid Mag. Nat.
Iiist. P. 14.5.) Mr. A. Il. Foord s icorrectIy st;,ted to lave becuî the coli-etor
of the cape Sînvyth Speejuliems.
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