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DURATION
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Lithofacies 2: weakly laminated, 
peloidal packstone-grainstone; 
tuffs of cyanobacteria in growth 
position; scarce pendant/meniscus 
cements ; up to 10's of cm thick. 
(Supra-tidal flat.)

Lithofacies 3: fine-grained peloidal
packstone-wackstone; low faunal 
content; oncoids; bioturbation with 
open  burrows; nearly meter scale. 
(Restricted lagoon.)

Lithofacies 4: peloidal-bioclastic pack-
stone-wackestone; diverse biota with
abundant dasycladacean algae; foramini-
fera; molluscs; bioturbation with open
burrows; primary sedimentary structures
absent. (High-energy, open lagoon.) 

Preto et al. (2001, 2004)
Lithofacies 1: yellow dolostones 
with vadose pisoids, multiple-phase 
growth;pendant/miniscus cements, 
dissolution cavities; 10's of cm thick. 
(Caliche soil; vadose diagenesis.)

Forkner et al. (2008)
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Zühlke et al. (2003) - estimated by digital scan!
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RECOVERY OF TRIASSIC PRECESSION INDEX AND ECCENTRICITY

THEORETICAL ECCENTRICITYOBSERVED ECCENTRICITY

120:1?

Paul Dunn
6'4"

LATERALLY
WIDESPEAD

Seeling et al. 2005

LATEMAR PLATFORM TEPEE ZONES AND BELTS 

TRIASSIC LATEMAR HOLOCENE L. MACLEOD

= TEPEE ZONE

Zuhlke et al. (2003)

CIMON DEL LATEMAR SECTION Many dozens of tepee zones and belts characterize the Latemar platform
buildup, as depicted in the measured section to the left.  As shown in the
photos (above), some of these tepees are up to 10 m in amplitude. The
tepees are replete with massive cements (below, left), with fabrics ana-
logous to slow-accreting (0.2 cm/kyr) Recent analogs from Lake Macleod. 

Cimon Del Latemar

Results suggest the presence 
of a Milankovitch signal, but 
this is inconsistent with single 
zircon dating by Mundil et al. 
(1996), as follows: 

[ANALYSIS OF
THIS HIGHER 
INTERVAL IS
SHOWN BELOW]
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Egenoff et al. marker beds
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NO. VALUES

ARM (Am 2/kg)

LatemarARM 
1.52e-07Minimum
1.03e-05Maximum

0.000132822Sum
193Points

6.8819689e-07Mean
4.22e-07Median

1.3346237e-06RMS
1.1464798e-06Std Deviation
1.3144159e-12Variance

8.252542e-08Std Error
6.4769458Skewness
46.069425Kurtosis
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Cupido at Garcia

ARM (Am 2/kg)

ARM-Garcia 
1.4e-07Minimum

3.1899999e-05Maximum
0.000551411Sum

198Points
2.784904e-06Mean

7.1849999e-07Median
5.8609042e-06RMS
5.1700585e-06Std Deviation
2.6729505e-11Variance
3.6742006e-07Std Error

3.1775489Skewness
10.724516Kurtosis

TRIASSIC CRETACEOUS

Similar dust concentration indicated by ARM values for the Triassic Latemar and Cretaceous Cupido
peritidal platform sections suggests comparable accumulation rates (Cupido cycles are precession scale).

40 M TRANSECT IN THE FORCELLONE SECTION

Rock magnetic-based measurements of Latemar cyclicity from 
a 40 m transect at Forcellone,compared with the facies rank 
series (0=exposure, 1=subtidal). Layers M through P refer to 
marker beds of Egenhoff et al. (1999). Numbers in the spectra 
identify the wavelengths of spectral peaks in centimeters. 

IRM acquisition data and IRM modeling of Forcellone sample 
FOR140 (2436 cm upsection) showing that the magnetization
is dominated by a magnetic mineral with a mean coercivity of 
50 mT (pink line), most likely magnetite. A small amount of a 
high coercivity mineral (blue line), probably hematite, is also
present, but its high coercivities would not affect the ARM 
acquired by the samples. (Vertical axes in Am^2/kg.)

Milankovitch model Zircon U/Pb model

MODEL INPUT PARAMETERS

Zircon U/Pb

[see upper right]

Latemar data

[see Panel 3]

Milankovitch

[see upper right]

THICKNESS SPECTRA

Comparison of Latemar cycle 

thickness patterns with those

of the Milankovitch (lower left) 

and Zircon U/Pb (lower right) 

model runs.  The Milankovitch

model run gives the closest

fit in terms of a match in both

bundling terms and relative 

strength of the bundling terms.

PRECESSION INDEX FORCED SEA LEVEL

first 50 modeled sea level oscillations

Zircon-U/Pb mode: 0 to 1.2 my Carb3d+ Cumulative Deviation from Mean Cycle Thickness 

MODEL RESULTS (see also lower left)


