Comments on the proposal

Colleagues that voted for: Non of the options formulated above

Option I has no sense, because it postulates a doubled subdivision, with the Quaternary (subsystem/subperiod) to be an exact equivalent of the Late Neogene (system/period).

Option II would be a disaster in the stratigraphy, because it accepts that lower-rank units (series/periods Neogene and Paleogene) are not subjected to the higher-rank units (sub-eras Tertiary and Quaternary)

Option III is a non-hierarchical one, because it accepts that base of Quaternary is not a base of the Pleistocene.
Leszek Marks

Date: 30/11/2008

As working since 1970 both on Neogene and Quaternary and having exercised several responsibilities both within the Neogene scientists and Quaternary scientists, I know how much this matter is difficult. Anyway, the alone practical and scientifically justified solution is to separate the Neogene from Quaternary, to make the base of Quaternary coinciding with that of Pleistocene, to place the base of Quaternary (as Period or Subperiod) at 2.6 Ma. Accordingly, I formally reject the three proposed options by Hilgen et al. which, in addition they are impracticable, introduce more confusion.
Jean-Pierre SUC

Date: 3rd December 2008
I would favour option 4 because the unanimous decision of INQUA was that the Quaternary should remain a geological unit of period/system status. All of the other options have implications for that decision which are unacceptable to the Quaternary community.

Professor Mike Walker

Date:
   2nd December 2008
If I understand correctly, all three options propose a Late Pliocene Epoch corresponding to the Gelasian. I therefore vote for none of the options
BRAD PILLANS
Date: 29 November  2008

Apart from being excessively long-winded, I find these arguments put forward by certain ,members of the Neogene Subcommission contain some quite extraordinary views and statements.

a} They base much of their position on a quite unsubstantiated opinion that the original definition of Neogene extended right up to the deposits of the Holocene, whereas it is clear that Hörnes and his associates would not have included the type of deposits that in Britain would have been classed as ‘Drift’ under this heading, yet these are precisely the kinds of sediment sequences thar characterise the Quaternary in the continental environments where these geologists were actually working. This does not seem to be appreciated by who have a very marine-centred view.

b) They largely ignore the fact there has been a very long-held distinction, originally between the Tertiary and the Quaternary and subsequently between the Neogene and the Quaternary, irrespective of arguments about the appropriate boundary between these units,  This is reflected in usage by commercial geologists and governmental geological surveys as well as in more academic circles, but it is most obviously seen in the existence for many years of separate quaternary and Neogene Subcommissions. The comment in the Abstract of this discussion paper that an option that would continue to retain the Quaternary as a Period “renders the Neogene irrelevant”! Do these authors really think that they have been juggling with a Subcommission on an irrelevant stratigraphic unit in recent years (certainly before the present proposal was aired).

c) The authors of this document also show a lamentable ignorance of some of the fundamental points about the Quaternary. The use of the long-abandoned term Recent has been pointed out by various colleagues, but even more significant is the implication in the Abstract that “Quaternarists” (which I might take to be a term implying that only marine geologists are really qualified to understand stratigraphy?) justify the existence of the Quaternary as a stratigraphic unit on ‘the emergence of Homo’, whereas all the arguments for lowering the lower boundary of the Quaternary to incorporate the Gelasian, is essentially based on evidence of major global climate change. I would add that this lowering of the boundary actually fulfils the original spirit and purpose of the critical deliberations on the definition of the Plio-Pleistocene (and thus Neogene-Quaternary) boundary at the 1948 INQUA Congress in London. Much of the subsequent debate and disagreements on that issue were caused by misdiagnoses and insufficient techniques for  characterising critical reference sections. Now we know better, the boundary that best fits the original palaeoclimatic criteria, with good global palaeomagnetic control, should be adopted.

I reject all three of the options put forward in this discussion paper.

Dr Charles Turner

Date: 2nd Dec 2008

None of the three “alternatives” can be accepted. The proposal should be rejected because the classification is unworkable. In addition, the IUGS Executive Committee already unambiguously ruled in 2007 that the Quaternary must remain a full period/system-status unit. Very recently, the International Commission of Stratigraphy has approved the “Global boundary Stratotype Section and Point (GSSP) defining the base of the Holocene Series of the Quaternary System” and the IUGS EC has ratified this proposal as presented by the SQS/ICS. Therefore, the classification is clear: The Quaternary is a system and has the same hierarchical status as the Neogene System preceding the Quaternary.
Thomas Litt

November 27, 2008

I don’t find the options in this abridged proposal to be described in sufficient detail to know exactly what they entail, but I cannot vote for options I or II for reasons stated in Head et al. (2008a, b).  I’m not sure what option III involves (short of reading a 19-page additional “proposal”), but since “it renders the Neogene irrelevant”, I cannot vote for it either.  I view the Neogene (and Paleogene) as desirable and needed terms, which I propose to be subperiods of the Tertiary Period (following Head et al., 2008a, b).  This follows the popular rendition of Cenozoic stratigraphy, as supported by e.g., the USGS, with the exception that the base of the Quaternary and Pleistocene are lowered to 2.6 Ma for reasons made very clear in recent publications and supported by INQUA and the previous ICS.

Hence, with all due respect for the Hilgen et al. position, I cannot vote for options I through III.
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Martin Head 

November 24, 2008
This is because all the three options (I, II and III) listed are no good for the Quaternary community.

Jiaqi  Liu
27/11/2008
 

I reject all three options of the Neogene vote. The vote is very poorly designed and vague. As I know, even not all members of the Neogene subcommission share these views/options.

All “alternatives” of this vote contain undefined terms of unknown/disputable chronological volume. In addition, option (i) is unacceptable “inclusive” solution, option (ii) is inclusive and non-hierarchical. Option number three is not in Hilgen et al. additional document. Seemingly it is from Head et al., 2008 (Episodes paper). Though it is the most realistic of the three alternatives, it contains undefined Tertiary. 

Personally, I would favour the official return of the Tertiary as the very useful and widely used term. But this question cannot be handled prior to the fixation of the lower boundary of Quaternary/Pleistocene.

Dr. Alexey S. Tesakov
Date: 29 November, 2008
NONE of the options proposed in this vote are acceptable to me, nor are they or will they be acceptable to the Quaternary community in general.  

The requirements of the Quaternary community have been fully laid out in our recent proposal and in papers by Head et al. (2008) 31, 234-237. in Episodes.  In this article the Quaternary is a full period/system and the Pleistocene is an Epoch/ Series.  The base of these two units must coincide as confirmed by IUGS in 2007 and that base should be placed at the base of the Gelasian Stage (currently in the Pliocene), i.e. c 2.58 Ma.  These requirements were unanimously approved by the 2007 INQUA Congress in Cairns by a vote of over 700 members.  They are non-negotiable.
Philip GIBBARD

26.11.08
The only acceptable option is that Quaternary is period/system above the Neogene. This is not clearly expressed in the options formulated above.
Jan A. Piotrowski



24 November 2008
Colleagues that voted for: ABSTAIN

Comments: I like Dennis Kent’s solution – we still live in the Neogene (that is the usual New Zealand point of view, and has been for many years) but the Quaternary and Pleistocene both extend down to 2.6 Ma – preferably in a column separate from Paleogene/Neogene in time scale tables. It is the usual problem of different concepts and philosophies developed by terrestrial-based Quaternary workers and marine-based Neogene workers. In New Zealand we have great sequences in which all these run together, and I can see both points of view (and vote on both the INQUA stratigraphy commission and SNS). A mild compromise is required here.

So I want to vote “YES” for both these proposals – hoping that commonsense will prevail and a compromise will be worked out. However, as it seems sensible to me to continue the Pleistocene (= Quaternary, with Holocene added) down to 2.6 Ma, I vote “no” to the bullet point stating “The base of the Pleistocene Series and Pliocene/Pleistocene boundary be retained at Vrica …”, and therefore must abstain from voting on this Neogene proposal, and vote “yes” on the Quaternary one. 

Dr Alan Beu

24/11/2008

I've decided to abstain from voting on this motion. I haven't been able to keep a full overview of the debate and cannot therefore make an informed decision. I will continue to read the mailings in the hope of gaining a better understanding.
Valerie A. Hall

2/12/2008
