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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






