
Supporting documentation (some documents only contain relevant pages):

1) Original paper by Zeigler et al. (2002) describing D. chamaensis as a new species of 
Desmatosuchus (NMMNH Bulletin, edited by authors).

2) Follow-up paper after my 2003 visit and discussion with NMMNH staff by Heckert et 
al. (2003) reinforcing assignment of species to Desmatosuchus (NMMNH Bulletin, 
edited by authors).

3) Published abstract Parker (2003) claiming that material belongs to new genus.
4) Published abstract by Stocker et al. (2004) claiming that material belongs to new 

genus.  This abstract is cited in many subsequent papers by NMMNS staff.
5) Review of submitted manuscript from Parker and Irmis by Dr. Spencer Lucas dated 

April 2, 2005 where he comments on idea that material represents a new genus.
6) 2005 paper by Parker and Irmis in bulletin edited by Dr. Lucas, claiming that material 

belongs to a new genus.
7) 2005 paper in same volume by Drs. Heckert, Lucas, and Hunt acknowledging my 

hypothesis but rejecting it (NMMNH Bulletin, edited by authors).
8) Another 2005 paper by Heckert et al. assigning material to Desmatosuchus.
9) Another 2005 paper by Parker stating that material represents new genus.
10) December 28, 2006 paper by Lucas et al. providing new genus name for material 

(NMMNH Bulletin, edited by authors).
11) Paper by Parker (2007) published online on Jan. 2, 2007 providing new name for 

material.
12) 2004 reference by Dr. Heckert that I had discovered that Revueltosaurus was not a 

dinosaur (NMMNH Bulletin, edited by NMMNH staff).
13) March 2005 abstract stating that Revueltosaurus is not a dinosaur.  
14) Subsequent abstract (May, 2005) by Drs. Hunt and Lucas claiming independent 

discovery that Revueltosaurus was not a dinosaur.
15) May 2005 publication by Parker et al announcing that Revueltosaurus is not a 

dinosaur.
16) Subsequent paper by Hunt at al describing material of Revueltosaurus but referring to 

May 2005 abstract as primary authority (NMMNH Bulletin, edited by authors).  


