
Remarks to O. Dreher's report on the:"Permo-Triassic 
Saline Formations of the Mexican-Caribbean Gulf Area." 

From the report of Dreher we derive the following conclusions: 

The w.rying conditions of facies,thickness and trans-

gre sions in relation with the lack of type fossilslexisting in 

the Last Texas-Louisiana and the Tehuintepec regions,below the 

Glen Rose and th- Upper Jurassic lrespectively,induce to consider 

those salt promising formations younger than they may be.In the 

Texas-Louisiana area thej do no crop out but far away from the 

sAt domes and have not been proved by wells in the area itself, 
except at the Smackover field.The stratigraphic column of this 
field gives the' impression that the derner anhydrite and the 
deeper beds,including the salt,ought to be Permian,especially 
when compared with the Centr .1 M,tlone column(Upper 

unconformity,gypsum,linestone).BesidesIthe fact that the 

GargaOian-Lo,.er Albian levels of E Texas-Louisiana are not salt 
bear4ig in the dome regioni the lack og major saltformations in 

the pre-G-rg-,ian Eesozoicum nd the relation with the W Texas 
salt basin makes it probable that the salt is Permian.This proves 

th/t the general consideratlons about the age of the E Texas 
841t,based on the age of the main salt formations of 4 Texas, 

germny and Russia are correct,at least respecting the N zegioB  

fere. 
In the Tampico-'ehuantepec area,outcrops and lo& records 

seem to give a clearer infolmation about the age of the salt 

which is pre Upper Jurassic.Notwithstanding,the question wether 
the Oxford or wether the Perlian are here the main salt for-
mations remmáns still open.The development of the gypsiferous 
Oxford in the southern Andes(see:Steinmann,Geologie von Perú) 
may indicate more general conditions favourable to the deposition 
of salt. 



s  o theColombian salt layersysituated in the L Corailleray  
1; and NL of Bogotáywe disagree with the opinion of Dreher wLo 
believes them to be permo-Triassic.Yetyno definite opinion can 

be given abob.t the cretaceous age of those salt layers;the study 
oi Jreher obliges to take into consideration new viewspoints ynot 
discussed untíl now in Colonbia. 

The question about the age oí' the Giron of Hettner is not 

much important in the sAt area because within itself the salt 
intrsting formations are wiell exposed: 

VILLLTAy1500m 
Lowerm.Turon.yor 
Upperm.Cenoman. to 
Ser Hateriv. 

Upper lot.sect.yor Chipaque  
Liddle sst.sect.,or Une 
Lower lst.sect.yor FTE-e-que  

GIhuNy213000m 
Hautcriv.p.p. 

Uncor 

Upper sect.yor Cáguepaywith red weath.cl.sh. 
Top ssts.,& big cl.sh. series. 

Iiddle sect.yor Tablon.Top quarztitesyplaty 
sdy. cl.she&thin bedd.sst. 

Lower sect.,or Sáname.Altern.hard cl.sh,at 
base anthraciticy quartzites; 
little limestone;basal cgl. 

GACIIALA > 600m 

Upper C. 2"nif'Prob.Unconf. 
h. , lst. , sst.;partly metamorphic. 

PIPILAL>72000m 
?Jevonian iUmeonf.  

ned & yellow:phyllites & qtft.tzitee l some 
of them soft.Lighty?b-sal,mer.quartzegl. 

Quetame y3000 m 
??Calzbro-silur. 

,-‹,uartzitesycloriticyphyllitic & some graph. 
elweh. 

,,.nother formation which has not been observed in the salt 

region itself but not far away of its N portion(W and N of Soga-
mosol at the Páramo de Guantiva) is the SOAPAGAycomposed of very 
enduratedyheavy red:cl.sh.sdy cl.sh.yquartzitic sandstone and 
coarse con,51.1the pebbles of which are made up of red quartzitic 
sstynumJrous kinds of metarnorphics,including a yellowish crIstalline 

lst.This formation is similar to the Pipiralybut the size & the 
compo,,ition of the conglomentes is different and no metamorphism 
has been observed.For this reason,we supposeythat the Soapaga is 
younger th-n the Pipiral( ,nd sirlder than the Giron which covrs it 


	Page 1
	Page 2

