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WRITTEN RESPONSES ON ALLEGATION

SUGGESTIONS TO IMPROVE THE NMNHS
BULLETIN



ON PARKER’S ACCUSATION OF “CLAIM JUMP”

A series of letters written by William Parker of the Petrified Forest National Park
in Arizona and other letters written by Jeffrey Martz, Matthew Wedel and Michael Taylor
(hereafter Martz et al.) accuse research staff at the New Mexico Museum of Natural
History and Science (hereafter NMMNH) of rushing to publish an article that named a
new kind of aetosaur in order to “claim jump” or “scoop” Parker, who had an article in
press proposing a new name for the same aetosaur. The individuals accused are Spencer
Lucas, Interim Executive Director; Adrian Hunt, former Executive Director; and Justin
Spielmann, Geosciences Collections Manager and Registrar (hereafter referred to as
Lucas, Hunt and Spielmann).

The article in question is: Lucas, S. G., Hunt, A. P. and Spielmann, J. A., 2006,
Rioarribasuchus, a new name for an aetosaur from the Upper Triassic of north-central
New Mexico: New Mexico Museum of Natural History and Science Bulletin 37, p. 581-
582. Hereafter this article will be referred to as Lucas et al. This article was based on
fossils collected by NMMNH personnel and prepared and reposited in the NMMNH
collection.

The chief claim of Parker and Martz et al. is that Lucas, Hunt and Spielmann
knew Parker had a paper in press that named a new genus of aetosaur and decided to beat
him to print by publishing their own name for the same aetosaur in the NMMNH
Bulletin, a publishing outlet that has a much quicker editorial and publishing process.
Both the Parker and Martz et al. letters have similar content, including a number of
assumptions and accusations against Lucas, Hunt and Spielmann.

The key accusations and assumptions are:

* That Lucas, Hunt and Spielmann knew that Parker intended to provide a new
name for Desmatosuchus chamaensis and that they had knowledge of Parker’s
forthcoming paper due to his published abstracts in which he demonstrated that
Desmatosuchus chamaensis was going to be given a new name in a future
publication.

* That the paper by Lucas et al. was not extensively peer reviewed, as if it had been,
then Parker’s intentions to name a new genus would have been made clear to

Lucas et al. by the reviewers.

* That with this knowledge, Lucas, Hunt and Spielmann fast-tracked a paper to beat
Parker to naming a new genus.

* That Lucas, Hunt and Spielmann’s renaming of the material was not based on
independent research.

« That Parker had full permission and rights to examine, photograph, describe and



publish on the actosaur material in the NMMNH collection.

However, to address every accusation made in Parker’s letter, we will answer
every allegation and all statements that we consider to be false or ambiguous in the order
in which he presents them.

RESPONSE

First, we should clarify the background of the Lucas et al. (2006) paper as well as
other relevant factors.

In late December of 2006, the Lucas et al. article titled “Rioarribasuchus, a new
name for an aetosaur from the Upper Triassic of North-Central New Mexico” was
published in NMMNH Bulletin #37. This article was written by NMMNH scientists
about fossils NMMNH collected, prepared and has reposited in its collections.

Previously, Rioarribasuchus was called Desmatosuchus chamaensis, a name
given by Zeigler, Heckert and Lucas (hereafter Zeigler et al.) in a paper published in a
NMMNH Bulletin in 2002. Please note that Parker erroneously references its publication
date as 2003.

Indged, the review process of NMMNH Bulletin 37 was the one also used by
other publications, such as the New Mexico Geological Society, American Museum of
Natural History and Indiana University Press. In other words, authors were asked to seek
two reviews of their paper, to revise in light of these reviews, and submit the revised
manuscript with the review.

In 2007, Parker published an article in The Journal of Systematic Paleontology
naming the same aetosaur Heliocanthus. Parker’s paper is almost entirely based on
NMMNH fossils collected at the Snyder Quarry, a site that NMMNH continues to -
excavate and study. We did not know that Parker had written this paper, submitted it to a
journal and that it was in press simply because neither he nor anybody else informed us
of his paper’s existence. Furthermore, we did not suspect he would write a paper on
fossils he knew us to be actively studying without contacting us first.

Parker (2007) appeared online in January 2007, but was not actually published
until March 2007. So, Parker’s statement that his paper was released one week after
Lucas et al. is technically correct, as the two papers were actually published about four
months apart.



As per Parker’s telling:

1. “Shortly after the New Mexico Bulletin was released I contacted Dr. Lucas and
asked him about his article: he replied that the Rioarribasuchus paper is based on
his independent discovery that the fossil belonged to a new genus rather than the
genus Desmatosuchus.”

In January 2007, shortly after NMMNH Bulletin 37 was released, Parker indeed
contacted Lucas by telephone. However, the conversation between Parker and Lucas was
not about what Parker claims. Rather, the conversation was about the actual publication
dates of Lucas et al. and of Parker’s soon to be published paper and our mutual surprise
about the existence of both papers.

After the January conversation between Lucas and Parker, Lucas heard nothing
more about this until April, when Darren Naish’s defamatory blog (see attached) was
brought to the attention of Hunt and Lucas.

2. “When I notified him of my impending paper he claimed that he had no
knowledge that I intended to provide a new name for this animal.”

This is not true. What was really said by Lucas was that he and his co-authors
(Hunt and Spielmann) were unaware that Parker had written an article proposing a new
genus name, much as Parker was unaware of our paper. In reality, the conversation ended
ona conciliatory note. Parker and Lucas were both surprised that the other had written an
article naming the aetosaur and that the two articles were published very close together in
time. Indeed, had Parker’s article appeared first, Lucas, Hunt and Spielmann would have
been disappointed, but would have conceded that Parker’s name had priority.

In his letter, Parker goes on to give the several reasons why he found Lucas’
comments disturbing based entirely on what he says was discussed during their
conversation, which again, is not accurate. Nonetheless, we will continue to discuss
Parker’s observations in detail:

3. “After the first Desmatosuchus chamaensis paper was published in the Spring of
2003 by Dr. Lucas and colleagues I visited the NMMNHS museum collections and
examined the material first hand.”

Parker claims that in the Spring of 2003 he visited the NMMNH collection.
However, the NMMNH collection visitor log indicates that Parker visited the collection
on 23 February 2001 and on 30 May 2002. At that time, he was working on his master’s
thesis on a large aetosaur skeleton from Arizona in the collection of the Museum of
Northern Arizona. Parker visited the collection again in 2006 and 2007, as recorded in the
visitor log. However, there is no record of Parker visiting the NMMNH collection in
Spring 2003.



4. [During his alleged NMMNH visit in the Spring of 2003] “I discussed with several
of the staff that I did not feel that the specimens belonged to Desmatosuchus but
instead were more like an animal called Paratypothorax.”

Who are the NMMNH staff members with whom he discussed this? Lucas, Hunt
and Spielmann were never informed of these supposed conversations. Also, if in fact true,
this also suggests that Parker may have considered Desmatosuchus chamaensis to belong
to Paratypothorax. But again, the real question is “who” exactly did he talk to? It
certainly was not Lucas, Hunt or Spielmann.

5. “A few months later, Dr. Andrew Heckert (then collections manager of the
NMMNH&S), Lucas, and colleagues released another paper in a NMMNH&S
Bulletin that repeated the claims that the specimens represented Desmatosuchus.”

As Parker indicates, a few months later after his putative visit, Heckert, Zeigler
and Lucas published another paper in a NMMNH Bulletin, and, at that time, Heckert et
al. still assigned the aetosaur material to Desmatosuchus chamaensis. This further
demonstrates that NMMNH staff continued to research and publish on Snyder Quarry
fossils.

6. “In my Master[s] Thesis completed in December 2003 I referred the specimens in
question to a new genus which I named Heliocanthus.”

That may be the case, but Lucas, Hunt and Spielmann do not have a copy of Parker’s
masters thesis and have never read it. See response 7 below for further discussion.

7. “Dr. Heckert and other staff at NMMNH&S were notified of the release of my
thesis and sent a copy for their library.”

While Parker may have had communication with Heckert and perhaps even sent a
copy of his thesis to Heckert, a thorough examination of the Collection library of the
NMMNH, as well as the extensive reprint library of Lucas, reveals that the NMMNH
does not have a copy of Parker’s thesis, either electronically or as a hard copy.

It is possible that Heckert took his copy of Parker’s thesis with him when he left
to take a teaching position at Appalachian State University in July of 2005. In which
case, Heckert was the only one to have had a copy of Parker’s thesis, a document that
was never circulated to the rest of the researchers in the NMMNH Geoscience
Department.

Based on the lack of any of the authors of Lucas et al. (2006) having a copy of
Parker’s thesis and no indication of a forthcoming name from Parker in any of his
subsequent articles (see below), there was no way for any of the NMMNH staff involved



to have known Parker’s intention to publish his name.

8. “I also published an abstract in the Journal of Vertebrate Paleontology (to which
Dr. Lucas subscribes) and gave a talk at the Annual Meeting of Society of
Vertebrate Paleontology in late 2003 where I noted that Desmatosuchus chamaensis
represented a new genus.”

Parker infers that because Lucas, Hunt and Spielmann subscribe to the Journal of
Vertebrate Paleontology they must have read his abstract (2003). Assuming that indeed
Lucas, Hunt and Spielmann read the abstract, Parker’s abstract simply “notes™ that
Desmatosuchus chamaensis represented a new genus. There is no indication in Parker’s
abstract that he planned to give it a new name.

Parker also infers that because he gave a talk at the Annual Meeting of the Society
of Vertebrate Paleontology, Lucas or any of his research associates were present and
therefore should have presumed that his observation that Desmatosuchus chamaensis
represented a new genus translated to his plan to give it a new name. Lucas, Hunt and
Spielmann did not attend Parker’s talk.

9. “This information was also published in a second abstract in 2004 by Stocker et
al. which is frequently cited by NMMNH&S staff in their publications.”

Parker’s assertion leads to his and Martz et al.’s assumption that Lucas, Hunt and
Spielmann had knowledge of Parker’s forthcoming paper and of his intent to name it a
new genus based on the publication of Parker’s second abstract (Stocker et al., 2004)
where once again he “notes” that Desmatosuchus chamaensis represented a new genus.
But, again he fails to indicate that he plans to give it a new name. Furthermore, Lucas,
Hunt and Spielmann have not frequently cited that abstract.

10. “In numerous papers from 2003 through 2005 Dr. Lucas and colleagues
continued to insist that the material belonged to Desmatosuchus.”

Parker maintains that Lucas, Hunt and Spielmann “continued to insist” that the
material in question belonged to Desmatosuchus. In reality these are articles where
Heckert is senior author. It should be noted that Heckert et al. “referred” to it as
Desmatosuchus, but “insisted” seems too strong a word.

Again, this indicates that, at that time, Heckert et al. still assigned the aetosaur
material to Desmatosuchus chamaensis.



11. “In 2005 I published an invited paper in a NMMNH&S Bulletin (edited by Dr.
Lucas) where I reiterated that this material belonged to a new genus. Dr. Lucas was
a reviewer of that paper and his written (dated and signed 4/2/05) comment to my
statement was that he did not agree with my assessment.”

In the above proclamation, nowhere does Parker make any specific mention of his
intentions to name Desmatosuchus chamaensis as a new genus. All Parker does,
repeatedly, is to “note” that the animal represents a new genus.

Additionally, the Parker and Martz et al. letters also claim that in various
publications Parker had indicated that he did not think the species chamaensis belongs to
the genus Desmatosuchus, in particular by listing it as “Desmatosuchus” chamaensis.

As for the suggestion that we were aware that Parker had published notification
that he was naming a new taxon, it simply is not the case.

In Parker and Irmis (2005), a publication by Parker in NMMNH Bulletin 29, a
publication series he would go on to refer to derogatorily as “grey literature,” he briefly
discusses Desmatosuchus chamensis and that it “represents a distinct genus” (p. 50), but
does not provide any further discussion or indication that he would be providing a new
name for the specimen in the future.

Indeed, Lucas et al. on page 581 referenced one such publication (Parker and
Irmis, 2005) to indicate agreement that it should be assigned to a different, new genus.
However, the publications of Parker available to Lucas, Hunt and Spielmann when Lucas
et al. was written did not indicate he was naming a new genus for Desmatosuchus
chamaensis, but simply that he questioned its assignment to Desmatosuchus. Moreover,
since NMMNH scientists were working on the Snyder Quarry aetosaurs, and Parker
knew it, we never thought he would publish on them without first contacting us.

As for disagreement with Parker’s assessment that Desmatosuchus belonged to a
new genus, at the time Lucas et al. continued to believe the material to represent
Desmatosuchus.

12. “My submitted manuscript also noted that I had a paper in preparation dealing
with this problem.”

This statement is indeed misleading. The “in press” aetosaur article mentioned in
the article deals with “a new species of Desmatosuchus” under the D. haplocerus
heading. No “in press” citations are under the Desmatosuchus chamaensis heading. The
“in press” refers to an article published later on Desmatosuchus smalli, and has no
relation to Desmatosuchus chamaensis.



13. “A paper published by Drs. Heckert, Lucas and Hunt in the same bulletin
acknowledged my differing opinion but still considered the material to represent
Desmatosuchus.”

The reason for the repeated assignment is that, at that time, Heckert et al. still
assigned the aetosaur material to Desmatosuchus chamaensis, based primarily on the
observations and conclusions of Heckert.

14. “My manuscript renaming this material Heliocanthus was accepted for
publication by the Journal of Systematic Paleontology on December 2, 2005 and was
in press until its release the first week of January in 2007.”

Parker’s above statement raises the question of why didn’t he simply tell Lucas et
al. about the in-press article on specimens in the NMMNH collection? Parker had
communicated with Lucas et al. at various times via telephone and email, so it could not
have been for lack of contact information.

Moreover, Parker attended the 7™ Federal Fossil Conference held in Albuquerque
on 22-23 May 2006, and gave a presentation on the second day (he also visited the
NMMNH collection). During this conference, Parker spoke to Lucas and Spielmann, and
even though it had been over a year since his paper was submitted, and it had had been in
press for about six months at that point, Parker still did not mention the upcoming article
to Lucas or anyone else on the NMMNH staff.

Furthermore, in the Fall of 2006, Hunt and Lucas visited the Petrified Forest
National Park to go in the field. Parker went with Lucas and Hunt and the three of them
talked extensively, but he never mentioned the existence of his in-press paper.

15. “During this time I made no secret of my intentions or the name I was providing
to NMMNHK&S staff.”

Actually, even the title of Parker (2007) (“A re-analysis of Desmatosuchus
chamaensis....””) does not explicitly indicate a renaming of Desmatosuchus chamensis.
The fact is that at least 6 people did not know of Parker’s paper: Lucas, Hunt, Spielmann,
the two reviewers of Lucas et al. (Sullivan and Rinehart) and the principal editor of
Bulletin 37 (Harris). All saw the Lucas et al. paper before it was published, and had any
known of Parker’s in press paper they would have stopped publication of Lucas et al. to
avoid the duplicative naming.

Parker has claimed that he told Heckert that his paper was in press, but Heckert
never shared this information with Lucas, Hunt or Spielmann (note that Heckert left
NMMNH for a new position in North Carolina in July 2005). We have since asked
Heckert about Parker’s claims, and he denies Parker ever telling him of the paper in
press. All the same, it would have been appropriate of Parker to inform the Collections






