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lyin«; tlio Levis at (^iiclicc ; ainl as we ii(>\v know. a( many otlnT ]»la('('M

on Uie south shoiv oI'iIh' Si. Lawivnc*-.

On tlio sanu! patjo (400) my nanu' lirsl appears, and I am rcjM'esonlod

aH boin;i^ tUxpoxfjl to rc';j;ard the altoriMl rocUs lyint,' to llu' soiilh-eiiHt of

the ti/pical (/iieliec sorios as heUnitjiML;- to two oMi'i- i^ronps. I wus not

disposed to i'e^ai'<l, which cxpivsx's uncoilaiiily ; imt after careful

personal examination I liavc distinctly statt'<| that they wer<' older,

not than th<' ////</(V// hill than ihc fossi/iffrnns (^uchcc i^ronp; the onl}'

nncertainty hein^ whether they should he considered as one or tin two

ijroups. And, apart from siipp(»s('d reversed di|»s, Sir William

Lo;j;an"s own descriptions, as I have elsewhere shewn, fully and eon-

elusively demonstrate these relations in ai^^e.

On ]»ai;e 410 my results are •' shortly " examiJie(l, and first in this

examination is a remarkahU' statement of an "inahilily " on my |)ai-t;

no reasojiH ai-e ;i;iven foi' the inahilily alliidetl to; this inahility,

however, did not onlv »'xtend as stated "eastward an<l westward

of Qnehec,'" hut over the whole extent of the Quehec ^roup. The

examination of my results is, liowevcr, undouhtedly as stated, shoi-t

;

as the whole of the i-emainini^ ))ai'ai!;raplis on this and on the followinii'

pa_i(e (411) ai-e devoted not to my results, hut to those of Sir William,

Dr. IFunt, Mr. Hillins^s and Mr. Itichardson, except an admission that

the author agi'ees with me in the very important lact,—indeed all

important in relation to the di.scussion,—nameh', that what has been

attempted to be done, and is in fact deseribe<l in the re]jorts, and depicted

on the maps, can not he done. Virtually an admission that Lauzon

and Silleiy have no definite or definable existence apai't from Levis,

and therefore that I am right, and Sir William and Mv. Kichardson are

wrong.

On the same page (411) the author sa^'s :
" N^oi- is it at all unlikely

they iiKty have been confoundetl with the Lauzon and Sillery;" no

indication is however given hoi-e that this also is one of my results,

and that the localities where it has occui-red have been pointed out by

nie. I must also take exce])t!on to the statement (Images 410 and 41J

)

as Well as to the infei-enees attem])ted to be drawn from them, respect-

ing the sandstones and shales, etc., near Metis and Matanne, and to the

observations, having a similar import, respecting the series at Point

Levis. In these statements the author has omitted two veiy import-

ant facts, namely: that a large and very characteristic graptolitic

fauna showing undoubted Levis tj'pes is associated with the beds

holding the obscure forms named, as Stropolithon, .icolithus, etc.,

and that the trilobites of primitive type are, as at Point Levis, in the

pebbles or slabs of the conglomerates. Further I may say that the


