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Abstract

Chinchilla in the Western Downs Region of Queensland is home to the Chinchilla Rifle Range,
a palaeontological site that has produced a significant well-preserved Pliocene vertebrate
assemblage. Here, we describe and discuss the histology of a crocodile tooth recovered from the
ca 3.5-million-year-old Chinchilla Sand deposit in the Rifle Range. The tooth is from the posterior jaw and likely belongs to a species of Paludirex. We discuss the tooth micro-morphology
in relation to what is known about tooth histology in extant and extinct crocodylians with
brevirostine and platyrostral skull morphology. We hypothesised that there should be several
similarities in the tooth micro-structures between related extinct and extant taxa. We found
that the Chinchilla Sand fossil tooth is characterised by thin enamel that is likely prismless
but shows incremental striations (also seen in dentine), similar to other crocodylians. This
short study highlights the importance of microscopic techniques applied to fossil material.
With further fossil evidence emerging from Chinchilla, and application of three-dimensional
microscopy techniques to understand the nature of Paludirex enamel prisms, a better understanding of reptile palaeobiology can be developed for Queensland and Australia.
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Introduction

Chinchilla Sand (previously ‘Chinchilla Forma
tion’ Woods, 1956) is a collective of fluviatile
deposits that extend for approximately 65 km
between Nangram Lagoon and Warra, being predominately exposed along the Condamine River in
Queensland (Price, 2012). Most, if not all known
fossil deposits recovered from this region date to the

Pliocene (Bartholomai & Woods, 1976; Wilkinson
et al., 2021). Palaeontological surveys and collection from the Chinchilla Sand have recovered at
least 63 taxa of fauna spanning fish, reptiles, birds
and mammals (Louys & Price, 2015). The reptiles
include at least one (Crocodylidae) or possibly two
families (Gavialidae) of crocodylians represented
by cranial and/or dental material (Ristevski et al.,
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2020, 2021). No microstructural analyses have yet
been conducted on any crocodylian specimens
recovered from the Chinchilla Sand. The aim of
this study is to use histology to gain preliminary
insights into the fundamental structure of tooth
micro-morphology in a Pliocene crocodile at
Chinchilla, and test whether it might have been
similar to that reported for extant and extinct crocodile taxa that exhibit brevirostine and platyrostral
(Griff & Kirshner, 2015) skull morphologies. With
suitable microscopic preservation, similar analyses
could serve as a possible methodological future
avenue to shed light on ancient crocodile dietary
and predatory behaviours.
Today, Australia is home to two extant crocodile species, Crocodylus porosus (the saltwater
crocodile) and C. johnstoni (the freshwater crocodile) – both found along the north of the country
stretching from Western Australia to Queensland
(Johnson, 1973). Prior to the arrival of Crocodylus
in the Pliocene (Molnar, 1977), crocodylians of
Cenozoic Australia comprised species within
the Mekosuchinae (Crocodylidae), and possibly
the Tomistominae (a clade of uncertain familial
representation but possibly part of the Gavialidae;
Ristevski et al. 2020; 2021). Nuclear and mtDNA
suggest emergence of Crocodylus in the Miocene of
the Indo-Pacific, 9 to 16 million years ago, a point
from which the genus spread globally throughout the world, with most extant species occurring
within the tropics (Srikulnath et al., 2015). The
geologically oldest mekosuchine is Kambara from
the early Eocene (Willis et al., 1993).
Mekosuchines comprise several genera, with
species of Paludirex being the largest in body
mass and most widely distributed through the
Plio-Pleistocene. Based on proportions of their
massive, broad snout and dorsally positioned
eyes, species of Paludirex likely had a lifestyle
similar to the mugger crocodile, with a diverse
diet of fish, birds and mammals. Two species of
Paludirex are recognised: P. vincenti occurring
during the Plio-Pleistocene (with Chinchilla yielding the type specimen of the genus); and P. gracilis
known only from the Pleistocene (Ristevski et al.,
2020). An isolated posterior button tooth of the
lower jaw, likely belonging to Paludirex vincenti
and recovered from the Chinchilla Sand at the
Chinchilla Rifle Range, is the focus of our study.

Crocodylian dentition has been of key interest
in the study of reptilian biology because crocodiles
are equipped with a highly specialised continuous
tooth replacement (Poole, 1961; Finger et al., 2019;
Whitlock & Richman, 2013). This process has
resulted in large, empty pulp chambers comprising
most of the tooth’s internal structure, with a cap
of dentine filling most of the small crown, and a
relatively thin layer of enamel coating the entire
tooth, including the root. Mesenchymal stem cells
in the dental laminae of the root grow a tooth bud
adjacent to the functional tooth, growing through
the root and into the pulp chamber (Wu et al.,
2013). As the bud continues to mature, the crown
of the functional tooth, which is defined from the
root by a distinctive ‘hip’, is dislodged and replaced
by the bud as it finally erupts, reabsorbing the previous crown’s root (Figure 1; Fruchard, 2012). As a
result, crocodiles are notable polyphodotonts able
to replace their teeth up to 50 times in one lifetime
(Poole, 1961). Understanding their tooth structure
in the present and deep time is thus of great value
to furthering knowledge of crocodile biology and
tooth function.

FIGURE 1. Schematic stages of crocodile tooth replace
ment. ‘Functional’ teeth are replaced by ‘successor’ teeth.

Generally, the morphology of teeth along the
jaw of crocodylians does not vary as much as in
mammals (Enax et al., 2013). Extant crocodylian
teeth are thecodont, cone-shaped and unicuspid
(Dauphin & Williams, 2008). They vary in shape
and sharpness from the anterior to posterior in
both the upper and lower jaws (Sellers et al., 2019).
Tooth size and shape may also differ with sex
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and age. Mekosuchines have the fifth premaxil
lary tooth larger than first maxillary tooth, and
a high degree of disparity in tooth size (although
not expressed in species of Quinkana) (Willis,
1997). Species of Paludirex had mostly conicalshaped teeth, a feature seen in other brevirostrine
members of the family (e.g. Crocodylus) and
thought to be associated with a feeding behaviour
related to the suppression of struggling prey (Stein
et al., 2017).
Histology applied to palaeontological specimens
reveals the microstructure of enamel and dentine,
which can be used to understand tooth growth
and formation in relation to jaw and dietary bio
mechanics, evolution, and environmental factors in
deep time (e.g. Cabreira & Cisneros, 2009; Zanolli
et al., 2016; Heckeberg & Rauhut, 2020; Whitlock
& Richman, 2013). Both modern and fossil croco
dylian tooth structure and function have been
studied, including experimental biomechanics of
biting force, tooth replacement questions, and dentine incremental lines in alligatorids (e.g. Enax
et al., 2013; Poole, 1961; Finger et al., 2019; Dauphin
& Williams, 2008; Kieser et al., 1993; Szewczyk &
Stachewicz, 2020; Kundanati et al., 2019; Sato et
al., 1990; Mishima et al., 2003), but limited dental
histology data exist in other members of the order.
Crocodile dental enamel is particularly thin (relative to dentine in other reptiles), reportedly in the
order of 100–200 μm in C. porosus (Enax et al.,
2013). Using synchrotron X-ray microtomography
methods, Enax and colleagues (2013) also reported
that enamel in C. porosus does not show defined
prisms and enamel crystallites, and as such
their enamel is often referred to as ‘prismless’ or
‘aprismatic’. This is also one key feature that distinguishes reptile enamel from mammalian enamel
(see Sander, 2000 for review in non-mammalian
amniotes). The thin and aprismatic nature of
crocodile tooth enamel may link to dental functionality in prey acquisition (Enax et al., 2013).
Furthermore, the need for frequent tooth replacement could be justified by high frequencies of tooth
damage resulting from grabbing prey (Enax et al.,
2013). This study describes the histological features
of enamel and dentine of the Chinchilla Sand
tooth, and compares it to what is known for other
crocodiles.

Materials and Methods

Chinchilla Sand, including its exposures in the
Chinchilla Rifle Range, is located in the Western
Downs Region of Queensland (Figure 2). The formation consists of fluviatile deposits up to 30 m
thick and includes interbedded gravels, sand, silts
and clay (Louys & Price, 2015). The exposures in
the Chinchilla Rifle Range preserve multiple episodes of deposition and typical fluviatile structures
such as cross-bedded sands. The Chinchilla Sand is
thought to date to approximately 3.5 Ma based on
biochronological correlation with other Pliocene
vertebrate deposits in Australia (Bartholomai &
Woods, 1976; Louys & Price, 2015).

FIGURE 2. Schematic map of Australia showing (orange
mark) Chinchilla in Queensland.

Several recent fieldtrips to the Rifle Range have
yielded surface-collected fossils, including dental
specimens, from which we selected a crocodile tooth
for histology. The tooth likely belongs to Paludirex
vincenti. Its gross morphology (Figure 3) closely
resembles posterior or ‘button-shaped’ crocodile
teeth (thecodont, cone-shaped, unicuspid, Dauphin
& Williams, 2008; Sander, 1999). Further, species
of Paludirex are similar in size to extant C. porosus
and thus are relatively large-bodied crocodylids.
On the basis of tooth morphology, we estimated the
tooth to have come from the right side of the lower
jaw. We acknowledge, however, that tooth shape
may change throughout an individual crocodile’s
lifespan (Fruchard, 2012). The size also depends on
age and sex, which are unknown in the case of our
isolated specimen.
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FIGURE 3. The crocodile tooth examined in the present study shown
from different anatomical perspectives.

Poole (1961) termed crocodile teeth ‘functional’
and ‘successor’, with reference to their stage of
formation and eruption. Based on Poole’s (1961)
classification, our specimen appears to be a complete crown with a root cervix of a successor tooth.
A functional tooth would include a hollow root
extending from the crown. We are unable to provide an ontogenetic age estimate for this individual,
though the size of the crown (see measurements
below) implies it was an adult (Sellers et al., 2019).
Photographs of the tooth were taken from mul
tiple angles. Using standard digital calipers we also
took three repeated measurements of the specimen:
maximum length, crown height, mid-crown length,
mid-crown width, crown base (bordering with cervix)
length, and crown base (bordering with cervix) width.
We then followed standard methods for the preparation of fossil material for histological thin sectioning
(e.g. Mahoney et al., 2017; Miszkiewicz et al., 2019,
2020; Walker et al., 2020). The tooth was embedded
in an epoxy resin solution and left to set overnight
in 25 mm Buehler SamplKups® that had been coated
with a release agent. This was followed by a sectioncut made longitudinally (in a bucco-lingual plane)
using a MICRACUT® 151 precision cutter equipped
with a diamond cutting disc. The exposed surface
was then smoothed with sandpaper, dried, coated
with Araldite® glue, attached to glass microscope
slides (46 × 27 mm) and left to dry. The glued sample
was then trimmed on the Kemet MICRACUT® 151
precision cutter before being mechanically ground
with a Buehler EcoMet 300® grinder-polisher until

optical clarity and an approximate 100 μm thickness
were achieved. The sample was cleaned in an ultrasonic bath and immersed in a series of ethanol baths
to sequentially dehydrate the sample. This was followed by a coating of xylene to eliminate all remaining water. Finally, the sample was cover-slipped
with DPX glue. The sample was imaged using an
Olympus BX53 high-powered microscope equipped
with a DP74 camera. Regions of interest were photo
graphed at objective magnifications of 20×, 40×, 60×
and 100× where applicable. The reported microscopic measurements (e.g. the width of enamel band,
distance between enamel increments) were measured
using the ‘straight line’ tool of the open access
ImageJ® software. We also estimated average (AET)
and relative enamel thickness (RET) from a twodimensional (2D) image of the full crown following
Conroy and colleagues (1995) where AET = c (area of
enamel) / e (enamel–dentine junction, EDJ) and RET
= ((c/e)/√b (dentine area) × 100) (Figure 4). We note
the tip of the tooth crown is slightly worn, so RET
and AET are not complete. We also acknowledge
that defining prism morphology in reptilian enamel
is best achieved using SEM methods (Sander, 1999)
and, as such, ground histology has limited capabi
lities in clarifying whether enamel is aprismatic.
Therefore, we provide only preliminary insights
into enamel micro-morphology and focus more on a
fundamental description of tooth micro-morphology,
including enamel thickness, dentine–enamel proportions, and incremental nature of enamel and dentine
(Kinaston et al., 2019).
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FIGURE 4. Schematic illustration of how tooth longitudinal
section measurements used to calculate average enamel
thickness = c (area of enamel) / e (enamel–dentine junction,
EDJ), and relative enamel thickness = ((c/e)/√b (dentine area)
× 100), are derived. The measurements follow methods by
Conroy et al. (1995).

Results

The gross anatomical dimensions of the tooth were:
maximum length = 11.01 mm, mid-crown length =
9.60 mm, mid-crown with = 9.33 mm, crown base
length = 9.81 mm, and crown base width = 8.76 mm.
The preservation of histology was suitable for outlining its basic descriptions. The dentine proportion
of the tooth was ~99.87%, showing the enamel to
be relatively thin (~0.13%, area of cap = 6.91 mm2,
mid-crown average width taken from 15 measure
ments = 202.29 μm, min = 167.77 μm, max =
247.69 μm). The estimated AET was 0.35 mm,
whereas RET was 4.77 (unitless). Histologically,
dentine showed increments (von Ebner’s lines) and
typical tubule structures that measure an average
of 1.06 μm peripherally (close to EDJ) (Figure 5).
Enamel appeared possibly prismless, as is typical
of reptiles, with no clear cross-striations detected
in the 2D section and using light microscopy. Upon
higher magnification examination and multiple
re-focus attempts, small regions of cross-striationlike enamel were possibly seen (Figure 6), but it
is inappropriate to evaluate this sufficiently using
ground histology methods alone. Sander (1999)
notes that prior ground histology attempts have
found it difficult to examine enamel prisms in
reptilian teeth. However, longer incremental stria
tions running parallel to the EDJ were observed,
although they were irregular in appearance, showing frequent curving (Figure 6). It was not possible
to count the exact number of these striations per the
entirety of the enamel thickness, but they appeared
to occur every 3.4 μm (Figure 6).

FIGURE 5. A series of histology images captured at
the mid-crown of the crocodile tooth sample at an
increasing magnification from B to D. The images are
from an axial (longitudinal, A) cut of the tooth made
into a thin section and viewed through light microscopy.
d: dentine, e: enamel, EDJ: enamel–dentine junction.
Vertical arrows point to incremental striations in the
enamel, whereas the horizontal diagonal arrows point
to dentine tubules.
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FIGURE 6. A close-up on a selected region of interest in regional enamel (e) from the mid-crown of the
tooth. Enamel displays an irregular orientation of long incremental lines that run parallel to the enamel–
dentine junction (EDJ). A series of localised successive lines can be identified – see dashed lines.

Discussion

The crocodile tooth from the Pliocene Chinchilla
Sand shows microstructures that resemble features
reported for other extant and extinct crocodylians
– enamel is relatively thin, incremental and likely
aprismatic, with incremental dentine consisting of
numerous tubules (Enax et al., 2013; Sander, 2000;
Sellers et al., 2019). The average width of enamel
band in our specimen is in the range of measurements (100–200 μm) reported for C. porosus (Enax
et al., 2013) and Alligator mississippiensis (Sato et
al., 1990). Isolated posterior tooth specimens from
fossil Iharkutosuchus and Allognathosuchus show
AET (0.21 mm in Allognathosuchus) and RET (4.07
in Iharkutosuchus) measurements similar to that of
our specimen (Sellers et al., 2019: 175). However,
the Chinchilla Sand Paludirex vincenti RET value
appears more similar to Iharkutosuchus. Sellers
and colleagues (2019) reported AET and RET
for a range of ontogenetic series of A. mississip
piensis showing that enamel thickness increased
with skull and body size. The AET and RET
data for our specimen mirror closely those of the
adult A. mississippiensis. We note that Sellers and

colleagues (2019) used micro-computed tomography (micro-CT) measurements rather than 2D
histology methods. However, Olejniczak and colleagues (2008) had previously concluded that three-
dimensional (3D)- and 2D-based measurements
for AET/RET calculations remain highly agreeable. Because crocodylians possess the strongest
bite-force of any extant animals (up to 16,414 N in
C. porosus, Erickson et al., 2012), yet develop thin
enamel, the extreme mechanical stresses which
crocodylians place upon their teeth must be accommodated through their dental morphology. As such,
root-dentine is far softer than crown dentine, resulting in a greater capacity for withstanding high
impacts without deformation (Enax et al., 2013).
The large roots maximise the amount of surface
area in contact with the jawbone, dissipating the
high energy loads from the individual’s powerful
bite (Enax et al., 2013). The use of crocodile teeth
in grappling prey does also mean more frequent
damage to a tooth that is coated with thin enamel,
which can lead to higher rates of replacement.
Indeed, it has been proposed that the specialised
dental stem cell niche in crocodiles allows them to
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generate new teeth rapidly and when necessary (Wu
et al., 2013). We speculate that the Chinchilla crocodile would have exhibited similar prey-grappling
behaviours to those known for modern crocodiles.
The lack of well-defined enamel rods found in
the Chinchilla specimen agrees with the aprismatic
nature of enamel reported for fossil and extant
crocodiles, as well as other reptiles (e.g. A. mis
sissippiensis, Sato et al., 1990). As prior studies
using synchrotron X-ray microtomography or
SEM have shown, the crystallites in crocodylian
enamel are packed very tightly (Enax et al., 2013),
oriented perpendicular to the surface of the tooth,
forming a configuration known as parallel crystallite enamel (Sander, 2000). Enax and colleagues
(2013) and Sato and colleagues (1990) reported
findings very similar to ours, where longitudinal striations running parallel to the EDJ were
seen with no shorter-period cross-striating incre
mental lines in C. porosus and A. mississippiensis,
with Sato and colleagues (1990) naming those
“lamella-like” (p. 167). Dentine tubule diameter in
our specimen is also in the same range (1–2 μm) as a
Thai C. porosus reported by Dauphin and Williams
(2008). The existence of dentine incremental lines
in our specimen, likely von Ebner lines, is also
corroborated with those reported for A. mississip
piensis and Caiman crocodilus (Erickson, 1996).

These comparisons imply that the Chinchilla
crocodile showed tooth charac

teristics s
imilar
to those of extant crocodylians. However, we
emphasise that these prior studies have used SEM,
micro-CT and Synchrotron X-ray microtomo
graphy methods to examine enamel crystallites
at 3D resolution and orientation. As our study is
limited to histology, future analyses using complementary microscopy techniques will provide more
insights into the comparison between samples
from extinct and extant specimens, and will allow
for a better integration of new with published data
(Sander, 1999). This may be particularly useful
for noting evolutionary differences in hydroxy
apatite crystallite micro-morphology and texture.
For example, a recent study by Vallcorba and
colleagues (2021) noted postdepositional enamel
differences between an Upper Cretaceous fossil
crocodylomorph from Spain and C. niloticus, having applied Synchrotron X-ray microdiffraction
techniques.
We acknowledge that the small sample size in
our short study makes it difficult to make any more
concrete conclusions for reptile palaeobiology in
Queensland. Follow-up studies with larger sets of
teeth and utilising multiple microscopy techniques
will help build a more in-depth picture of Australian
crocodylian dental structure and function.

Acknowledgements

We would like to thank the Chinchilla branch of the Sporting Shooters Association of Australia for access
to the Chinchilla Rifle Range, in particular current President Peter Dougall. Ongoing work in Chinchilla
has benefited enormously from the contributions of many volunteers, staff and students. The histology
was conducted using laboratory facilities at the Australian National University funded by the Australian
Research Council (DE190100068). Comments from anonymous peer-reviewers have helped us improve
this article.

Literature Cited

Bartholomai, A. T., & Woods, J. T. (1976). Notes of the vertebrate fauna of the Chinchilla Sand. Bureau
of Mineral Resources, Geology and Geophysics Bulletin, 166, 151–152.
Cabreira, S. F., & Cisneros, J. C. (2009). Tooth histology of the parareptile Soturnia caliodon from
the Upper Triassic of Rio Grande do Sul, Brazil. Acta Palaeontologica Polonica, 54(4), 743–748.
https://doi.org/10.4202/app.2008.0047
Conroy, G. C., Lichtman, J. W., & Martin, L. B. (1995). Some observations on enamel thickness and
enamel prism packing in the Miocene hominoid Otavipithecus namibiensis. American Journal of
Physical Anthropology, 98(4), 595–600. https://doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.1330980414
Dauphin, Y., & Williams, C. T. (2008). Chemical composition of enamel and dentine in modern reptile
teeth. Mineralogical Magazine, 72(1), 247–250. https://doi.org/10.1180/minmag.2008.072.1.247

Bryce Campbell et al.

Enax, J., Fabritius, H. O., Rack, A., Prymak, O., Raabe, D., & Epple, M. (2013). Characterization of
crocodile teeth: correlation of composition, microstructure, and hardness. Journal of Structural
Biology, 184(2), 155–163. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsb.2013.09.018
Erickson, G. M., Gignac, P. M., Steppan, S. J., Lappin, A. K., Vliet, K. A., Brueggen, J. D., Inouye, B. D.,
Kledzik, D., & Webb, G. J. (2012). Insights into the ecology and evolutionary success of crocodilians
revealed through bite-force and tooth-pressure experimentation. PLoS One, 7(3), e31781. https://doi.
org/10.1371/journal.pone.0031781
Erickson, G. M. (1996). Daily deposition of dentine in juvenile Alligator and assessment of tooth
replacement rates using incremental line counts. Journal of Morphology, 228(2), 189–194. https://doi.
org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-4687(199605)228:2<189::AID-JMOR7>3.0.CO;2-0
Finger Jr, J. W., Thomson, P. C., & Isberg, S. R. (2019). A pilot study to understand tooth replacement in
near-harvest farmed saltwater crocodiles (Crocodylus porosus): implications for blemish induction.
Aquaculture, 504, 102–106. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquaculture.2019.01.060
Fruchard, C. (2012). The Nile crocodile, a new model for investigating heterodonty and dental continuous
renewal in vertebrates. BioSciences Master Reviews, Ecole Normale Supérieure de Lyon, 1–10.
Grigg, G., & Kirshner, D. (2015). Biology and Evolution of Crocodylians. CSIRO Publishing. https://doi.
org/10.1071/9781486300679
Heckeberg, N. S., & Rauhut, O. W. (2020). Histology of spinosaurid dinosaur teeth from the AlbianCenomanian of Morocco: Implications for tooth replacement and ecology. Palaeontologia Electronica,
23(3). https://doi.org/10.26879/1041
Johnson, C. R. (1973). Behaviour of the Australian crocodiles, Crocodylus johnstoni and C. porosus.
Zoological Journal of the Linnean Society, 52(4), 315–336. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1096-3642.1973.
tb01887.x
Kieser, J. A., Klapsidis, C., Law, L., & Marion, M. (1993). Heterodonty and patterns of tooth replacement in
Crocodylus niloticus. Journal of Morphology, 218(2), 195–201. https://doi.org/10.1002/jmor.1052180208
Kinaston, R., Willis, A., Miszkiewicz, J. J., Tromp, M., & Oxenham, M. F. (2019). The dentition:
Development, disturbances, disease, diet, and chemistry. In J. E. Buikstra (Ed.), Ortner’s Identification
of pathological conditions in human skeletal remains (pp. 749–797). Academic Press. https://doi.
org/10.1016/B978-0-12-809738-0.00021-1
Kundanati, L., D’Incau, M., Bernardi, M., Scardi, P., & Pugno, N. M. (2019). A comparative study of the
mechanical properties of a dinosaur and crocodile fossil teeth. Journal of The Mechanical Behavior
of Biomedical Materials, 97, 365–374. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmbbm.2019.05.025
Louys, J., & Price, G. J. (2015). The Chinchilla Local Fauna: An exceptionally rich and well-preserved
Pliocene vertebrate assemblage from fluviatile deposits of south-eastern Queensland, Australia. Acta
Palaeontologica Polonica, 60(3), 551–572. https://doi.org/10.4202/app.00042.2013
Mahoney, P., Miszkiewicz, J. J., Pitfield, R., Deter, C., & Guatelli-Steinberg, D. (2017). Enamel biorhythms
of humans and great apes: the Havers-Halberg Oscillation hypothesis reconsidered. Journal of
Anatomy, 230(2), 272–281. https://doi.org/10.1111/joa.12551
Mishima, H., Iwasa, Y., Yokota, R., Elsey, R. M., Tadokoro, O., & Kozawa, Y. (2003). The short-period
incremental lines in dentin of Alligatoridae teeth. In I. Kobayashi, & H. Ozawa (Eds.), Biomineralization
(BIOM2001): formation, diversity, evolution and application, Proceedings of the 8th International
Symposium on Biomineralization (pp. 317–320). Kanagawa: Tokai University Press.
Miszkiewicz, J. J., Louys, J., Beck, R. M., Mahoney, P., Aplin, K., & O’Connor, S. (2020). Island rule and
bone metabolism in fossil murines from Timor. Biological Journal of the Linnean Society, 129(3),
570–586. https://doi.org/10.1093/biolinnean/blz197
Miszkiewicz, J. J., Louys, J., & O’Connor, S. (2019). Microanatomical record of cortical bone remodeling
and high vascularity in a fossil giant rat midshaft femur. The Anatomical Record, 302(11), 1934–1940.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ar.24224

Crocodile Tooth Histology from a Pliocene Deposit in Chinchilla, Queensland

Molnar, R. E. (1977). Crocodile with laterally compressed snout: first find in Australia. Science, 197(4298),
62–64. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.197.4298.62
Olejniczak, A. J., Tafforeau, P., Feeney, R. N., & Martin, L. B. (2008). Three-dimensional primate
molar enamel thickness. Journal of Human Evolution, 54(2), 187–195. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jhevol.2007.09.014
Price, G. J. (2012). Plio-Pleistocene climate and faunal change in central eastern Australia. Episodes,
35(1), 160–165. https://doi.org/10.18814/epiiugs/2012/v35i1/015
Poole, D. F. G. (1961). Notes on tooth replacement in the Nile crocodile Crocodilus niloticus. Proceedings
of the Zoological Society of London, 136(1), 131–140). https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7998.1961.
tb06083.x
Ristevski, J., Price, G. J., Weisbecker, V., & Salisbury, S. W. (2021). First record of a tomistomine
crocodylian from Australia. Scientific Reports, 11(1), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-91717-y
Ristevski, J., Yates, A. M., Price, G. J., Molnar, R. E., Weisbecker, V., & Salisbury, S. W. (2020). Australia’s
prehistoric ‘swamp king’: revision of the Plio-Pleistocene crocodylian genus Pallimnarchus de Vis,
1886. PeerJ, 8, e10466. https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.10466
Sander, P. M. (1999). The microstructure of reptilian tooth enamel: terminology, function and phylogeny.
Münchner Geowissenschaftliche Abhandlungen, 38, 1–102.
Sander, P. M. (2000). Prismless enamel in amniotes: terminology, function, and evolution. In M. F.
Teaford, M. M. Smith, & Ferguson, M. W. (Eds.) (2007), Development, function and evolution of teeth
(pp. 92–106). Cambridge University Press.
Sato, I., Shimada, K., Yokoi, A., Handal, J. C., Asuwa, N., & Ishii, T. (1990). Morphology of the teeth
of the American alligator (Alligator mississippiensis): fine structure and chemistry of the enamel.
Journal of Morphology, 205(2), 165–172. https://doi.org/10.1002/jmor.1052050205
Sellers, K. C., Schmiegelow, A. B., & Holliday, C. M. (2019). The significance of enamel thickness in the
teeth of Alligator mississippiensis and its diversity among crocodyliforms. Journal of Zoology, 309(3),
172–181. https://doi.org/10.1111/jzo.12707
Srikulnath, K., Thapana, W., & Muangmai, N. (2015). Role of chromosome changes in Crocodylus
evolution and diversity. Genomics & Informatics, 13(4), 102. https://doi.org/10.5808/GI.2015.13.4.102
Stein, M. D., Yates, A., Hand, S. J., & Archer, M. (2017). Variation in the pelvic and pectoral girdles
of Australian Oligo–Miocene mekosuchine crocodiles with implications for locomotion and habitus.
PeerJ, 5, e3501. https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.3501
Szewczyk, P. K., & Stachewicz, U. (2020). Collagen fibers in crocodile skin and teeth: A morphological
comparison using light and scanning electron microscopy. Journal of Bionic Engineering, 17(4),
669–676. https://doi.org/10.1007/s42235-020-0059-7
Vallcorba, O., Canillas, M., Audije-Gil, J., Barroso-Barcenilla, F., González-Martín, A., Molera, J.,
Rodríguez, M.A., & Cambra-Moo, O. (2021). Synchrotron X-ray microdiffraction to study dental
structures in Cretaceous crocodylomorphs. Cretaceous Research, 128(2021), 104960. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cretres.2021.104960
Walker, M. M., Louys, J., Herries, A. I., Price, G. J., & Miszkiewicz, J. J. (2020). Humerus midshaft
histology in a modern and fossil wombat. Australian Mammalogy, 43(1), 30–39. https://doi.org/10.1071/
AM20005
Whitlock, J. A., & Richman, J. M. (2013). Biology of tooth replacement in amniotes. International
Journal of Oral Science, 5(2), 66–70. https://doi.org/10.1038/ijos.2013.36
Wilkinson, J. E., Spring, K. A., Dunn, T. L., Price G. J., & Louys, J. (2021). The vertebrate fossil collection
record from the Chinchilla Sand, South–East Queensland, 1844-2021. Memoirs of the Queensland
Museum – Nature, 63, 11–25. https://doi.org/10.17082/j.2204-1478.63.2021.2020-07
Willis, P. M. A. (1997). Review of fossil crocodilians from Australasia. Australian Zoologist, 30(3),
287–298. https://doi.org/10.7882/AZ.1997.004

Bryce Campbell et al.

Willis, P. M., Molnar, R. E., & Scanlon, J. D. (1993). An early Eocene crocodilian from Murgon,
southeastern Queensland. Kaupia: Darmstädter Beiträge zur Naturgeschichte, 3(1), 25–32.
Woods, J. T. (1956). The skull of Thylacoleo carnifex. Memoirs of the Queensland Museum, 13, 125–140.
Wu, P., Wu, X., Jiang, T. X., Elsey, R. M., Temple, B. L., Divers, S. J., Glenn, T. C., Yuan, K., Chen, M. H.,
Widelitz, R. B., & Chuong, C. M. (2013). Specialized stem cell niche enables repetitive renewal of
alligator teeth. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 110(22), E2009–E2018. https://doi.
org/10.1073/pnas.1213202110
Yates, A. M., & Pledge, N. S. (2017). A Pliocene mekosuchine (Eusuchia: Crocodilia) from the Lake
Eyre Basin of South Australia. Journal of Vertebrate Paleontology, 37(1), e1244540. https://doi.
org/10.1080/02724634.2017.1244540
Zanolli, C., Dean, C., Rook, L., Bondioli, L., Mazurier, A., & Macchiarelli, R. (2016). Enamel thickness
and enamel growth in Oreopithecus: Combining microtomographic and histological evidence.
Comptes Rendus Palevol, 15(1–2), 209–226. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crpv.2015.02.001

Author Profiles

Bryce Campbell is a Master of Archaeological and Evolutionary Science student at the Australian National
University, Canberra.
Gilbert Price is a palaeontologist specialising in late Cenozoic vertebrate evolution. He is presently
employed as a Senior Lecturer in Palaeobiology at The University of Queensland.

Julien Louys is a vertebrate palaeontologist and palaeoecologist. He is currently Deputy Director of the
Australian Research Centre for Human Evolution and Honorary Editor of the Proceedings of The Royal
Society of Queensland.
Justyna Miszkiewicz is a skeletal biologist who specialises in histology. She is currently an Australian
Research Council Discovery Early Career Researcher Award Fellow at the Australian National University,
Canberra; and Honorary Senior Lecturer at The University of Queensland.

