Results of First Round Voting on Quaternary-Neogene-Pleistocene-Pliocene Redefinition.  All ballots received and votes compiled on 22 April 2009 by S. Finney.
Quaternary proposal received a 72% majority of yes votes.  Status Quo and Neogene proposals failed to receive a majority of yes votes.  Therefore, the second-round of voting will include only the Quaternary proposal.

	Name – position
	Status Quo
	Quaternary
	Neogene

	Finney – ICS Chair
	Abstain
	Yes
	No

	Peng – ICS Vice Chair

              and Cambrian
	No
	Yes
	No

	Bown – ICS Sec.-Gen.
	Yes
	No
	No

	Gibbard – Quaternary
	No
	Yes
	No

	Hilgen – Neogene
	No
	No
	Yes

	Molina – Paleogene
	Abstain
	No
	Yes

	Primoli Silva - Cretaceous
	Abstain
	Yes
	No

	Palfy – Jurassic
	No
	Yes
	No

	Balini – Triassic
	No
	Yes
	No

	Henderson – Permian
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	Richards – Carboniferous
	No
	Yes
	No

	Becker – Devonian
	No
	Yes
	No

	Melchin - Silurian
	No
	Yes
	No

	Harper – Ordovician
	No
	Yes
	No

	Gehling – Neoproterozoic
	No
	No
	Yes

	Van Kranendonk - Precambrian
	No
	No
	Abstain

	Pratt – Strat Classif
	No
	Yes
	No

	Ogg – Strat Inf. Serv.
	No
	Yes
	No

	Total   Yes

             No

            Abstain
	2

13

3
	13

5

0
	3

14

1


Comments:

Peng: 
As previous votes, I support a full system/period status for Quaternary overlying on the Neogene. Actually this status has been accepted by the IUGS EC unanimously in 2005. 
The placement of the base of Quaternary at either the Virca GSSP (base of Calabrian Stage) or the Monte San Nicola GSSP (base of Gelasian Stage) has no any difference in stratigraphical significance as both are ratified GSSPs. I prefer to accept the latter choice as such a solution would avoid further conflict/argument with the huge community using Quaternary. Thus the base of Pleistocene should be automatically downward to the base of redefined Quaternary by the hierarchy principle. In short, I support the SQS’s proposal. 
Palfy:

It was enlightening and intellectually challenging to follow the N-Q debate. I felt that both “camps”, however opposing their views on the chronostratigraphic problem are, have made great advances for stratigraphy through high-quality research. I’m pleased to see an opportunity that ICS can now end a long-standing confusion and stabilize our chronostratigraphic scheme that we all use and thorugh which we communicate our science to peers, students and the public. To this end, I support the “Quaternary proposal” as the one that I believe is best suited to capture how we like our voted-on boundaries adapted to observed significant changes in Earth history. I think it’s well worth making the reqiured change (i.e. the transfer of one stage to a different series) and keeping to the most simple and logical hierarchy will best serve our science and the stratigraphic community. I reject the Neogene proposal as I think even the inclusive compromise creates unnecessary complexity. I also choose to vote No to the status quo proposal, as for the above reasons, I support the move to change the staus quo and I think ICS has proceeded legitimately and with all the required care to implement the change. Before casting my vote, I also consulted several Quaternary and Neogene workers who are likely more knowledgable and more immediately affected by the outcome than me and I sensed a majority community support for the Quaternary proposal.

Balini:

Quaternary specialists mostly work on land, while the Neogene specialists work on marine successions. The very recent continental successions have a great importance for the human being and Geological Time Scale has to show this. The Quaternary has to be considered with a rank equivalent to the Neogene.  I believe the base of the Quaternary defined at 2.588 (base of the Gelasian) has a better correlatability between marine and continental successions than the present solution (1.8 base of the Calabrian). This vote is also in agreement with the opinion of the majority of the Commissione Italiana di Stratigrafia (CIS) and of the AIQUA (Associazione Italiana per lo studio del Quaternario).
Henderson:

I am happy to see the Quaternary as a system/period in the time scale and prefer the base at 2.6 Ma, but the status quo at 1.8 Ma is also acceptable.
Becker:

After the careful study of all submitted proposals and opinions my decision follows the formal vote (early March 2009) of the German Stratigraphic Commission.
Harper:

All proposers have presented convincing, erudite and strong arguments based on the different cultures and historical perspectives of all three positions. In my own opinion proposal 2 offers the best prospect for wide-spread acceptance, stability and utility. 

Gehling:

Stratigraphy is the science of reading the history of the Earth system in rocks. As such it should be dedicated to defining boundaries reflecting major events in Earth history. The ‘Quaternary” and “Tertiary” represent an accountant’s view of Earth history and, like the “Primary” and “Secondary”, should be allowed to fade from the literature of the Earth sciences. 
Van Kranendonk:

I have to agree with the principles of stratigraphy outlined by Aubry et al. (2009, in press) that the Neogene covers the period from the end of the Miocene to the recent, based on biostratigraphy. The Quaternary is a holdover from a past and different system and can be suitably accommodated by one of the compromise positions of the formal Neogene proposal (Hilgren et al., 2009). However, I am abstaining on the Neogene proposal because I think that the compromise position option ii) in the Hilgren et al. scheme (Column A in Figure 5 of their proposal) is the most suitable, with Quaternary as a sub-Era and then Division of the Neogene into Early and Late sub-periods, all pinned at the base of the Gelasian.
Ogg:

The current base of the Calabrian is very difficult to correlate, and is essentially a non-event outside the Mediterranean.  Essentially, it was a historical mistake in correlation to the traditional onset of major glacials.  In contrast, the base of the current Gelasian closely coincides with a global shift in ocean circulation, response to orbital cycles, a major sea-level drawdown (ca. 100m) during the first major glacial advance, and other geologic, environmental and evolutionary features – a level which is much more appropriate to begin a geologic period/system.  Here in Indiana, the basal glacial till and major ice advance to the modern Ohio river (indeed the furthest ice advance of the Ice Ages) occurred at about 2.5 Ma.  These have always been considered “Quaternary”.  Rather than redefine the traditional Quaternary, I agree with INQUA that one must correct the past misconception that the Vrica GSSP is useful as its base.  It has usually been the policy of ICS/IUGS to allow active workers in a time-interval to decide on the appropriate nomenclature and boundaries.  It is quite obvious that nearly all Quaternary workers utilize a level at approximately 2.5 Ma as the onset of a rapid and dramatic permanent shift in global systems.  We should follow their expert advice.

