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ALEXANDER D. MEBANE
138 West 92nd Street, New York 25, New York

J. Review or Previous Work

On the evening of Sunday, 1913 February 9, the inhabitants of an
extended portion of the United States and Canada witnessed a me-
tcoric display that, if not quite without parallel, is unquestionably
preéminent of its kind. From northwest to southeast, a procession of
majestically slow skyrocket-like fireballs passed over southern On-
fario, burning and crumbling as they went, into clusters of smaller

* Read in part as paper no. 25 at the 18th Mecting of the Society, Albu-
querque, New Mexico, 1955 Sep. 12-13. The abstract of this paper was pub-
hed in Mxres,, J, 360-1, 1955,
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