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Pe3tome: BauMaTerHaTa peBU3Ns Ha BCHYKM TPUACKH pa3kpuTus B I'paHuToBCckaTa uBHIA, ceBepHO OT benorpan-
4yuk 1mokasBa, 4e: 1. [loseButre maruutoctparurpadcku u 6uocTpaTurpadcku onpoOBaHuUs, ChOOIIEHU B CTATHATA, Ca
U3BBPIIEHU B MecTHOCTTa Benena npu c. I'panuroso, T.e. Ha okojo 500 m ceBepHO OT MecTHOCTTa EquBersp, moco-
YyeHa B TEKCTA HA CTATUSATA KaTO MSCTO Ha OMPOOBAHETO M HA OKOJO 2 km CeBEpHO OT MSICTOTO O3HAaueHO Ha ur. 1b.
2. OnpoOBaHUTE CKaJid He MPUHAIJIEKAT HA TUINOBUS pa3pe3 Ha EnuBeThpckaTa CBUTA W M300I0 HE MPUHAAJIEKAT HA
Ta3u cBUTA. Te ca 4acT oT crpaTturpad)cku mo-BUCOKO pasmoJioxkeHata babuncka cButa. 3. [yOnukyBaHHMAT CTpaTH-
rpadcku paspes (¢pur. 2) € KOMOWIMPAH OT 3 MBTH CYNEPNO3UIHNOHHO HACTABEH €IWH U ChI CTpaTUrpadcku uHTEp-
BaJI, HO HaOJIIOJaBaH HAa TepeHa B 3 CTBIAJIOBUAHO pa3ceqHATH pasKpuTus. B To3u paspe3 HsAMa HEPa3KPUTH YaCTH.

Bbpxy ocHOBaTa Ha KOpUTHMpaH JUTOCTpAaTUrpad)CKu pa3pe3 € U3BbpIIeHAa KPUTHUYHA OMO- U XpoHOcTpaTurpadcka
peuHTeprnpeTanus Ha OWOCTpaTUrpa)CKUTE AaHHU, CHOOIIEHUW B CTaTUATA. YCTaHOBsiBa ce ue: 1. OmpoOBaHuTe TpH-
aCKM IJIACTOBE MPEICTABISABAT CaMO MajKa 4acT OT MEJCOHCKHS MOJETaX Ha aHU3Kus eTax. 2. JlumcBaT oOEKTUBHU
JIaHHU 33 MPUCHCTBUETO KAKTO HA NMO-HUCKUS €reiCKM, Taka U Ha IO-BUCOKUS WJIUPCKHM MMOJETaX Ha aHU3KUS eTax. 3.
Te3n KOHCTAaTauMM MOCTABAT IOJ CbMHEHHE JOCTOBEPHOCTTa M HANEKAHOCTTA HA CTpAaTUrpadCKUTE KOpeIaluH,
U3BOJM M 3aKkjroueHus B crarusta. 4. Heybenurenanu ca pas3imuusTa B MarHUTOCTpAaTUrpad)CKUTe pe3yJTaTu, MOJY-
YEeHU 332 MIEHTUYHUS cTpaTturpadcku MHTEpBaj, M3CJIENBaH 3 NBIM B TPUTE Pa3KpUTHs HA KOMIMJIUPAHHUS CTPaTH-
rpadcku paspes.

HeocHoBaTeHO € TBBPIEHUETO, U3PA3EHO B CTATHUATA, Y€ B U3CJEIABaHUS paspes ,,ce HabiarogaBa JaTepajieH mpe-
xon mexay babunckata u EnmBeThpckaTa CBUTA”, aKO 32 TaKbB IPEXOJ HE C€ MpHEMe NOOpe pasKpHUTHs TEKTOHCKHU
KOHTaKT MEXIy JINTOJIOXKKM Pa3IMYHUTE IUIACTOBE IO pa3cequTe, MOKa3aHu Tyk Ha ur. 1.

Hecurypuata xponoctpaturpadus, KakTo U HeyOeAUTETHUTE MArHUTOCTPATUrPadCKu pPE3yITaTU M3JIOXKEHH B
CTaTHATA, NMOCTaBST HOJA CbMHEHHUE IOJOXHTEJHHUS NMPUHOC IO OTHOLIEHHE LEJUTe Ha CTaTHATa — IMONbJBaHE HA
BpeMeBaTa CKaja Ha CpegHOTpUackata MOpPCKa MarHuTocTpaturpadcka HOJSIPHOCT.

B nocnenuca e nutvpaH IBIHMS TEKCT HAa OTKa3a 3a MyONMKyBaHE HA TO3M KPUTHYEH MaTepHas B CIUCAHUETO
PALAEO—3. Ananu3upanu ca apryMeHTHUTE 3a TO3M OTka3. [locoueHO e, ue Te ca IUIOJA Ha XUIIOTETUYHU MPEIIo-
JIOXKEHUS M NE€NYKTUBHYU CHKIEHHS U Ca U3LSJIO HEOCHOBATEIHU. ABTOPBT Ha KPUTUYHUTE OEJIEXKU CXBallla TO3M OTKa3
KaTO HEe3aCJIyXeHO IUCKPUMUHALMOHEH.
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Introduction

The discussed paper “... presents magnetostratigraphic
and biostrartigraphic results from the Aegean to upper
Illyrian (Anisian) Edivetur section of northwestern
Bulgaria with the aim of contributing to the

completion of the Middle Triassic marine magnetic
polarity time scale tied to ammonoid, conodont, and
foraminifer biostratigraphy” (p. 223—224). A careful
examination of the paper reveals some inaccuracies
in the field work of the authors that resulted in
questionable stratigraphic solutions.
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The sampling location

The geographic position of the sampling area is not
accurately defined. The traces of magnetostrati-
graphic and micropaleontological sampling (71
boreholes and 25 field marks written in durable black
paint) are situated along the western slope of Venetsa
Ridge, several hundred meters to the north of the
authentic section of Edivetur Formation (described
earlier by Tronkov, 1973) and about 2 km north of
the sampling locations shown in Fig. 1b. In fact, the
sampling area is located not on Sheet Belogradchik,
as stated by the authors, but on the adjacent Sheet
Vidin of the 1:100 000 Geological Map of Bulgaria
(also cited in the paper).

The lithostratigraphy

The authors, instead of “... Edivetur Formation, which
is the object of this study ..” (p. 226), have sampled
and studied part of the overlying Babino Formation
(see Fig. 1 in this comment).

The compiled section, shown in Fig. 2 of the
paper, is not quite correct from stratigraphic point
of view. It is not conformed to the stratigraphy of the
Iskar Carbonate Group and the geological structure
of the area. The beds in the three outcrops of the
section have been placed in vertical superposition.
In fact they constitute an approximately identical
stratigraphic interval about 10 m thick. There are no
“covered” gaps as shown in Figs. 2 and 6 of the paper.

Revision of the bio- and chronostrati-
graphy of Venetsa section (= Edivetur
section sensu Muttoni et al.)

Finds of ammonoids are not mentioned in the paper.
The reported conodonts are not suitable for accurate
stratigraphic interpretations of the discussed section
due to unreliable taxonomic determinations and/or
uncertain stratigraphic position of the collected
samples. The chronostratigraphy of the section is
based solely on foraminifer biostratigraphy and
relatively abundant foraminifer taxa. There is no
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Fig. 1. Schematic longitudinal section of a part of Venetsa Ridge at Granitovo Village near the town of Belogradchik
(Northwestern Bulgaria)

Asterisks and numbers show some characteristic locations of field marks of micropaleontological samples according to Fig. 2
in the discussed paper. Sample number Gr 16 is incorrectly marked by number 15, i. e. field mark 15 = Gr 16; the location of
sample Gr 15 is not indicated in the field. The circled figures show the numbers of the three outcrops used to compile the section
shown in Fig. 2 of the paper.

Fig.1. CxemaTH4eH HaJUIb:KeH reoJI0KKA Mpodui1 Ha yacT ot puaa Benena npu ceno I'panurtoso, 61130 10 rpax benorpaguux
(CeBepo3ananna boparapus)

CbC 3BE3UUYKM U YUCIIa Ca O3HAYEHH HSKOM IO-XapaKTePHU MECTa Ha IOJIEBUTE MAapKH, CBbP3aHH C MUKPONAJIECOHTOJIOKKOTO
onpobBaHne, moka3ano Ha Fig. 2 B xomeHTHpaHaTta ctatus. Ha msctoto Ha npoba Gr 16 Ha TepeHa MOTPEUIHO € MOCTaBeHa
moJieBa Mapka 15, T.e. mosieBa mapka 15 = npoba Gr. 16; Ha msactoro Ha npob6a Gr. 15 Ha TepeHa HIMa MOCTaBeHA IMOJEBa
mapka. Hucnara B Kpbruerara moka3BaT HOMEpaTa Ha TPUTE Pa3sKpUTHUS, OT KOMTO € KOMIMJIMpPAH pa3pe3sT, MOKa3aH Ha
Fig. 2 B crartusra.
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doubt that the paleontological determinations are
quite correct and precise. Unfortunately, as a result
of the unsuccessful combination between the
identified biointerval zones and the incorrectly
compiled lithostratigraphic section, the authors have
arrived at some incorrect stratigraphic solutions (Figs.
2 and 6).

The present bio- and chronostratigraphic revision
of Venetsa section (= Edivetur section sensu Muttoni
et al.) is based on the new stratigraphic position of
the micropaleontological samples in the revised
lithostratigraphic section. This revision is conformed
to the biostratigraphic meaning of foraminifer taxa
and the chronostratigraphic range of their biostrati-
graphic zones (Trifonova, 1992, 1993, 1994; Tifonfova
in: Budurov, Trifonova, 1995; Tifonfova in: Budurov
et al., 1995). The main results are as follows:

i. The whole studied section includes only part
(probably the lower) of the wide Pilammina densa
Range Zone = ”Pelsonian Substage (without its
lowermost parts...) and Illyrian Substage (without its
uppermost parts) of the Anisian Stage” (Trifonova
in: Budurov et al., 1995, p. 55).

ii. There are no data on the presence of either
lower and higher foraminifer biostratigraphc zones
or earlier or later Triassic stages and substages in the
study area.

iii. There are neither direct nor indirect data that
allow fixing the boundary between the Pelsonian and
the Illyrian Substages (Anisian). Any attempt to place
this boundary both on the revised and unrevised (Fig.
2 and 6 in the discussed paper) stratigraphic section
seems to be rather arbitrary. The use of this boundary
for distant chronostratigraphic correlations in a
regional context (Fig. 6) is controversial and the
correlations themselves — doubtful.
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PS. The above text of my comment has been
submitted (30.10.2003) without any changes for
publication in PALAEO—3 where the discussed paper
was published. Following the reasonable suggestions
and prerogatives of the Editor-in-Chief Mr. Finn
Surlyk, this text is a revised, shorter and slightly
restructured version but without any changes in the
content of the earlier proposed (30.01.2003) text that
was submitted for print to the same journal.

The magnetostratigraphy

The magnetostratigraphic studies are evidently based
on modern techniques. However, it is difficult to
explain how magnetostratigraphic measurements,
repeated three times within the same stratigraphic
interval of the compiled section, can yield different
results (Figs. 2 and 6).

Other aspects of the paper

The statement that “.. in the locality at Edivetur a
lateral transition of the Babino and Edivetur
formations is observed” as well as the conclusion that
“.. the two units are partly coeval” (p. 228) are
incorrect. A lateral transition between the two
formations has not been observed and is not existing
either in the area of Edivetur or within the entire,
over 10 km long Granitovo strip. Also, there is no
lateral transition between the beds of Babino
Formation in the Venetsa section. Of course, such a
transition may be inferred, if we eliminate the well-
exposed tectonic contact between lithologically
different beds on both sides of the normal faults (see
Fig. 1, this comment).

Conclusions

The uncertain chronostratigraphy and the unconvin-
cing magnetostratigraphic results proposed by the
authors for Venetsa section (= Edivetur section sensu
Muttoni et al.) at Granitovo Village call in question
their contribution to “.. the completion of the Middle
Triassic marine magnetic polarity time scale” (p. 224).
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Later, in April 2004, I have been informed that
my comment will not be published in PALAEO-3.
Obviously, the Editorial board and its Editor-in-Chief
have the absolute right to take such a decision.
However, I would like to express my disagreement
with the arguments formulated by the Editor-in-Chief
Mr. Finn Surlyk: “This comment cannot be accepted
for publication. The criticism is founded on
postulated sample localities, which appear to be
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another locality sampled earlier by Mrs. Bergerat and
Mr. Mauritsch about two kilometers north of Edivetor.
The finding of some drill holes in a rock succession
and attribution of these holes to a certain study
requires proof. Most important rock successions in
Europe are full of such holes and it is mainly by
circumstantial evidence only that they can be referred
to certain (groups of) researcher(s). The scientific
English is poor and would require complete revision.”
All cited principal arguments of Mr. Finn Surlyk
are related to the geographic and geological
identification of the studied by Muttoni et al. object,
i. e. they are related to the authenticity of the field
data and the authenticity of the inferred from them
scientific conclusions in the paper. In fact, this is
the essence of my comment and of the entire
discussion. Unfortunately, the arguments of Mr. Finn
Surlyk are hypothetic assumptions and deductive
speculations. They reveal that he is not well
acquainted both with the geographic and the
geological data concerning the region of the studied
object. Furthermore, he has not taken into considera-
tion that the field localities of the magneto-
stratigraphic holes are quite different from those of
the paleomagnetic holes. These differences allow an
easy discrimination between the two types of holes.
No information is available in the literature about
paleomagnetic studies of Mrs. Bergerat and Mr.
Mauritsh on Triassic outcrops in this region. I do
not know as well whether Mr. Finn Surlyk has visited
the Triassic outcrops north of Belogradchik. Probably
he has used incorrect and erroneous information
from incompetent and/or incorrect informators.
During my field revision of all (all!) outcrops of
carbonate Triassic rocks in Granitovo Strip to the
north of Belogradchik, which preceded the writing
of my comment (30.01.2003), I discovered holes from
paleomagnetic studies in the carbonate Triassic rocks
only at two (!) localities within the whole () Granitovo
strip. The first, northernmost one is located on the
western slope of Venetsa Ridge (section Venetsa =
section Edivetur sensu Muttoni et al.). The holes in
this locality (more than 70) are arranged in
stratigraphic succession as shown in my Fig. 1 and
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Fig. 2 of Muttoni et al. This identification was
confirmed in 2001 by Mr. K. Budurov and Mrs. D.
Ivanova (personal communication).

The second locality is about 5—6 km south (not
north!) from the Edivetur section sensu Muttoni et
al. (the Granitovo strip terminates about 2 km to the
north of “Edivetur” and in fact there are no expo-
sures!). The holes (10 in number) in this locality were
drilled in one bed, i. e. practically in one stratigraphic
point only. I have not discussed these holes in my
comment. Later, after personal consultations with Mr.
D. Dimov and Mr. Z. Ivanov (co-authors of Mrs.
Bergerat), I was told that these holes were drilled in
only one station of their joint studies of the Triassic
paleomagnetism in this region but were not includ-
ed in any publication. For these and other personal
findings I have informed Mr. Muttoni in the initiat-
ed by him e-mail correspondence (20.02—14.03.2003).
Mr. Finn Surlyk has been also informed about this
correspondence (30.10.2003). The reference to Mr.
Mauritsh is inappropriate. He did not conduct any
studies on the Triassic in this region.

I am convinced that only those who are immedi-
ately acquainted with the problem, i. e. Mr. Muttoni
and his team on one hand and myself on the other,
can have the priority to give a competent and well-
founded opinion in this discussion. A genuine and
authoritative arbiter can be the competent geologi-
cal community only. It should be duly and fully in-
formed about this case. In this sense, but also per-
sonally, I am disappointed with the ungrounded de-
cision of Mr. Finn Surlyk, Editor-in-Chief of
PALAEO-—3. At the same time I express my satisfac-
tion in this particular case to the Editorial Board of
the Review of the Bulgarian Geological Society.

I hope that these notes will provoke a correct,
unbiased and fair replica both from Mr. G. Muttoni,
Corresponding author of the paper — concerning
my comment, and from the Editorial Board of
PALAEO—3 — concerning the undeserved discrim-
ination of my comment and myself.

Iocmenuaa na 30.11.2004 2.



