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Problema/a et disputationes 

Critical remarks on the paper 
Mileva-Ilieva, T., Gacheva, R. 1993. Additional regular echinid 
from the Upper Cretaceous- representatives from genus Porosoma.
Annual of the University of Mining and Geology, 
vol. 39, part I, Geology, Sofia; 7-10. 

The authors of the paper refer to Ao.nKH'IeB ( 1982) for the 
stratigraphic subdivision of the Upper Cretaceous to the north 
of the village ofNovachene, Pleven District. However, they 
commit a number of inexactitudes of a litho-, chrono- and 
biostrat!graphic nature in their paper, that contradict the 
data oHlonKH'IeB ( 1982). The following remarks should be 
made. 

Lithostratigraphic remarks 

Mileva-IIieva, Gacheva ( 1993, p. 7) incorrectly consider that 
Ao.nKH'IeB ( 1982) introduced formal lithostratigraphic units 
for the region north ofNovachene village. On the contrary, 
I used informal lithostratigraphic units in my paper, and 
only afterwards (AonKH'ieB, 1986, 1987, 1988) formal 
lithostratigraphic units were used for the epicontinental 
type of the Upper Cretaceous in Bulgaria. 

As far as the section of the Upper Cretaceous to the 
north of the village of Novachene is concerned, I used 
(AonKH'IeB, 1982, 1987) the following lithostratigraphic 
units: formation of sandy limestones and psammo
aleurolites ( = Beloburdo Glauconite-Sandy-Limestone 
Formation, bed succession 1-3); formation of chalky 
limestones, the lower part of which is referred to the 
Novachene Marl-Limestone Formation (bed succession 
4-46) and the upper part is referred to the Nikopol 
Organogenic Limestone Formation (bed succession 47-
51) and siliceous - limestone formation (= Mezdra Sili
ceous-Limestone Formation, bed succession 52-55). 

Chrono- and biostratigraphic remarks 

I. The Early Campanian of the sediments of the Novachene 
Formation was proven by AonKH'IeB (1982) on the basis 
of the microfauna, of the echinid species Micraster cf. 
schroederi Stolley and of their stratigraphic position, and 
not on the basis of the brachiopod and Inoceramus taxa, 
cited by Mileva-IIieva, Gacheva (1993, p . 7 and Fig. 1). 
Up to now, I have not found brachiopods in any section 
of the Novachene Formation, and the cited Inoceramus 
species come from other sections. For example,lnoceramus 
azerbaydjanensis Aliev and / . balticus Bohm were found 
by AcnKH'Ie B ( 1982, p . 18, 20, Fig. 8) in the Lower 
Campanian sediments ( = Novachene Formation) in the 
section to the west of the village of Boukovets, Vratsa 

District, and the sole specimen found of I . regularis 
d'Orbigny- in the Lower Campanian sediments (=No
vachene Formation) in the section near the village Kounino 
(AMKH'IeB, 1982, p. 23, bed 3, Fig. 9). This species, together 
with/. balticus BOhm is often found and widespread in the 
Kounino Formation (AonKHt~eB, 1986), as well as in the 
Mezdra Formation in Northeastern Bulgaria (AonKHt~eB, 
1989, p. 57-59). 

2. All the echinid species, cited by Mileva-Ilieva, 
Gacheva (1993, Fig. 1), with the exception of Micraster 
minor (Schluter), M. schroederi Stolley and Echinocorys 
vulgaris Breinius, were found by Ao.nKJNeB (1982) in other 
sections but not in this section. Their stratigraphic positions 
are not correctly cited either. Most ofthem were found in 
other sections, for example: 

-Micraster belgicus Lambert andEchinocorys subglosus 
Goldfuss - in the Novachene Formation in the section 
near the village of Zhernov village (AonKHt~eB, 1982, p. 
47, bed 1, Fig. 19); 

- Micraster minor (Schluter) - in the upper part of the 
Beloburdo Formation, to the north of Novachene village. 
This species was descnbed by Ao.nKH'IeB (1970) and later 
cited by Ao.nKHt~eB (1982, p. 45, Fig. 17; 1987, p. 28). The 
boundary between the Santonian and the Campanian was 
drawn on this basis in the region studied(Ao.nKHt~eB 1970, 
p. 80-81; AonKHt~eB, 1982, p . 63); 

- Echinocorys vulgaris Breinius - in the upper part of 
the Nikopol Formation to the north ofNovachene village 
(Ao.nKHt~eB, 1982, p. 44, bed 49, Fig. 17); 

-Echinocorys humilis Lambert - in the Nikopol Formation 
to the north ofDebovo village and near Nikopol ~onKH'teB, 
1982, p. 46, bed 5, Fig. 18; p. 51, bed 5, Fig. 20); 

- Echinocorys conoideus Goldfuss - in the Nikopol 
Formation to the north ofDebovo village and near Nikopol 
(Ao.nKHt~eB, 1982, p. 46, bed 5, Fig 18, p. 51, bed 5, Fig. 
20); this species was found also in the Mezdra Formation, 
near the mouth of Osum river (Ao.nKH'IeB, 1982, p . 53, 
beds 5-7); 

- Echinocorys pyramidatus Portlock - in the Mezdra 
Formation near Nikopol and the mouth of Osum river 
(Ao.nKHt~eB, 1982, p. 51, bed 8, Fig. 20; p. 53, bed 7). 

3. The approach of Mileva-Ilieva and Gacheva to the 
presentation of the echinid contents of the Upper Creta
ceous section north of Novachene village is a selective 
one. Some of the known echinids (AonKHt~eB, 1982, p . 45, 
Fig. 17) are not shown in their paper, but as it has been 
still mentioned, some echinids from other sections are 
included there. 
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4. The echinid species and the representatives of the 
genus Conulus, descnbed by Mileva-Ilieva and Gacheva, 
occur in the upper part of the Nik:opol Formation (the 
Upper Campanian), but not in the Novachene Formation 
(the Lower Campanian). Nevertheless, we collected the 
cited representatives of the genus Conulus together with 
the authors during our joint expedition on September 1991 

5. The species Belemnitelia conica Ark:hangelsky was 
not found in the section north of Novachene village, but 
in the outcrops of the Nikopol Formation north ofDebovo 
village and near Nikopol (fiOJIKH'IeB, 1982, p. 46, bed 5, 
Fig. 18; p. 51, bed succession 3-6, Fig. 20). 

6. I shall not give my view on the correctness of the 
determination of the echinid species, made by Mileva-Ilieva 
and Gacheva, but would only notice that one cannot use 
a synonymy without an indication of appropriate pages, 
tables and figures from the cited papers. 

7. The known bibliographic list of the Cretaceous 
echinids in Bulgaria is not exhausted with the papers, cited 
by the authors. 

In conclusion, I have to note that the criticized article 
came to my knowledge only after its publication, and I 
have not given to the authors any "usefull advice" during 
the preparation of their publication. Therefore, the 
gratitude expressed to me is irrelevant. 
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