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Abstract

Centipedes (Myriapoda: Chilopoda) are among the earliest terrestrial arthropods to have colonized the continents, with their 
fossil records dating back to the late Paleozoic. In Mexico, the fossil record of centipedes is exclusively found in the amber deposits 
of Chiapas, located in the southern region of the country. These deposits are estimated to have originated from the late Oligocene 
to the Early Miocene boundary, corresponding to a period of approximately 24 to 20 million years ago. We present an updated 
compilation of centipedes identified in Mexican amber. This report encompasses 22 amber inclusions, including 13 newly docu-
mented records across four orders, six families, and one genus. The order Geophilomorpha is the most represented, followed by 
Scolopendromorpha, Scutigeromorpha, and Lithobiomorpha. The new records belong to the families Henicopidae (Lithobiomor-
pha), Scutigeridae (Scutigeromorpha), and Schendylidae (Geophilomorpha). This inventory underscores the critical role of amber 
deposits in enhancing our understanding and documentation of Chilopoda diversity throughout geological history.

Keywords: Biodiversity, Chiapas, Chilopoda, Simojovel Formation, Simojovelite.

Resumen

Los ciempiés (Myriapoda: Chilopoda) se encuentran entre los primeros artrópodos terrestres que colonizaron los continentes, y su registro 
fósil se remontan al Paleozoico tardío. En México, el registro fósil de ciempiés se encuentra exclusivamente en los depósitos de ámbar de Chia-
pas, localizados en la región sur del país. Se estima que estos depósitos se originaron desde finales del Oligoceno hasta el límite del Mioceno 
Temprano, lo que corresponde a un período de aproximadamente 24 a 20 millones de años. Presentamos una compilación actualizada de 
ciempiés identificados en ámbar mexicano. Este informe abarca 22 inclusiones de ámbar, incluyendo 13 nuevos registros documentados en 
cuatro órdenes, seis familias y un género. El orden Geophilomorpha es el más representado, seguido por Scolopendromorpha, Scutigeromor-
pha y Lithobiomorpha. Los nuevos registros pertenecen a las familias Henicopidae (Lithobiomorpha), Scutigeridae (Scutigeromorpha), y 
Schendylidae (Geophilomorpha). Este inventario resalta el papel fundamental de los depósitos de ámbar para mejorar nuestra comprensión 
y documentación de la diversidad de Chilopoda a lo largo de la historia geológica.

Palabras clave: Biodiversidad, Chiapas, Chilopoda,Formación Simojovel, Simojovelita.
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1. Introduction

Chilopoda represents one of the earliest 
animal taxa to inhabit terrestrial environ-
ments. Its evolutionary lineage can be traced 
back to the late Paleozoic (Edgecombe and Giri-
bet, 2007), emphasizing its enduring presence 
and significance within terrestrial ecosystems. 
The oldest known fossils belong to the genus 
†Crussolum Shear, Jeram and Selden, 1998, 
which is part of the order Scutigeromorpha. 
†Crussolum was found in the Upper Silurian 
Ludlow Bone Bed Formation, England, dating 
back approximately 418 Ma (Shear et al., 1998).

In addition to Scutigeromorpha, the class 
Chilopoda includes four other orders: Litho-
biomorpha, Scolopendromorpha, Geophilo-
morpha, and Craterostigmomorpha. Unlike 
Craterostigmomorpha, which is found only in 
Tasmania and New Zealand (Edgecombe, 2011), 
Scutigeromorpha, Lithobiomorpha, Scolopen-
dromorpha, and Geophilomorpha are distrib-
uted worldwide. The global diversity of Chilo-
poda consists of five orders, 24 families, 339 
genera, and 3110 extant species (Minelli, 2011a).

In Mexico, Chilopoda comprises four orders, 
17 families, 75 genera, and 186 extant spe-
cies (Cupul-Magaña, 2013; Cupul-Magaña and 
Flores-Guerrero, 2016; Bueno-Villegas and 
Cupul-Magaña, 2020). In contrast, the fossil 
record for Chilopoda includes three orders, 
three families, three genera, and one fossil spe-
cies, all of which have been exclusively found 
in Oligo-Miocene Mexican amber (Edgecombe 
et al., 2012; Riquelme and Hernández-Patricio, 
2018).

The present study provides an updated 
checklist of Chilopoda from amber sites in 
the Chiapas Highlands (Los Altos de Chiapas), 
southwestern Mexico (Figure 1). The fossil 
specimens listed in this inventory provide new 
material that supports prior records and intro-
duces recent findings. This work contributes to 
the understanding of centipede diversity and 
their geographic distribution as represented in 
the fossil record.

2. Geological setting

The amber inclusions studied come from 
Simojovel, Totolapa, and Estrella de Belén 
deposits in Los Altos de Chiapas, Mexico 
(Figure 1). These three sites feature coeval sed-
imentary deposits and are part of the so-called 
Chiapas Amber Lagerstätte, which is chrono-
logically positioned between the late Oligo-
cene and the Early Miocene boundary, span-
ning an interval of approximately 24 to 20 
Ma (Riquelme et al., 2025). Simojovel amber 
is derived from the uppermost section of the 
late Oligocene Simojovel Formation, whereas 
Totolapa amber originates from the Early 
Miocene Totolapa Sandstone, and Estrella de 
Belén amber is sourced from the uppermost 
section of the late Oligocene Mompuyil For-
mation. These amber strata mainly consist 
of limestones, siltstones, shales, fine-grained 
fossiliferous sandstones, lignite, iron oxides, 
and pyrite nodules (Riquelme et al., 2025).

The sedimentary record and paleobiota 
associated with the Simojovel Formation sug-
gest that they were deposited in shallow envi-
ronments and transitional coastal conditions, 
characterized by predominant estuary influ-
ences (Allison, 1967; Frost and Langenheim, 
1974; Graham, 1999; Perrilliat et al., 2010; 
Riquelme et al., 2025). Amber sediments from 
Totolapa have also been associated with a 
mangrove environment that is similar to that 
of Simojovel (Durán-Ruiz et al., 2013; Breton 
et al., 2014; Castañeda-Posadas and Tomas-
Mosso, 2024 ), as well as the Estrella de Belén 
(Riquelme et al., 2025).

The botanical origin of this amber is linked 
to an extinct leguminous tree from the genus 
Hymenaea Linné (sensu Langenheim, 1966). 
The amber displays chemical markers sim-
ilar to those found in the resins of the living 
species Hymenaea courbaril Linné, 1753 and 
Hymenaea verrucosa Gaertner, 1791, which are 
commonly found in tropical regions (Langen-
heim, 2003). The mineral name of this amber 
is Simojovelite (Riquelme et al., 2014; 2025).
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3. Material and methods

The fossil material studied is housed in 
the Colección Paleontológica, Universidad 
Autónoma del Estado de Morelos (CPAL-
UAEM), Morelos, México. Supplementary 
material is housed at the Museo del Ámbar de 
Chiapas (MACH) and Museo del Ámbar Lilia 
Mijangos (MALM), both of which are located 
in San Cristóbal de las Casas, Chiapas, México. 

The taxonomic analysis of each fossil spec-
imen was conducted using high-resolution 
microscopy with multiple image stacking (Z 
≥ 45) on a Carl Zeiss microscope paired with 

an AXIO ZOOM V16 Axiocam MRc5 camera (5 
megapixels). Photomicrographs were obtained 
at the Laboratorio de Microscopía y Fotografía 
de la Biodiversidad II del Laboratorio Nacio-
nal de la Biodiversidad (LaNaBio) del Instituto 
de Biología, UNAM, México City. Photomi-
crographs in the figures were processed and 
edited using Corel Draw® 2020 and Adobe Pho-
toshop® 2020. The map was created using the 
Esri's ArcGIS 10.8 desktop GIS software. The 
checklist database can be found on the web-
site www.riquelmelab.org.mx and is regularly 
updated. Anatomical terminology follows the 
standards established by Bonato et al. (2010). 

Figure 1. Geological map showing the locations of the Chiapas Amber-Lagerstätte, which includes the Totolapa, Simojovel, and 
Estrella de Belén sites in Los Altos de Chiapas, México. Data modified from Riquelme et al., 2025
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made up of numerous annulations. The 
body is fusiform in shape and dorsoventrally 
flattened.

Family Scutigeridae Leach, 1814

Scutigeridae indet. 

Referred material. CPAL.194 amber inclu-
sion (Table 1, Figure 2B, C).

Horizon and locality. Uppermost section of 
the Simojovel Formation, late Oligocene and 
Early Miocene boundary (ca. 24 Ma). Mexico, 
Chiapas, Simojovel, Los Pocitos mine.

Description. The head has a large, convex 
shape. Presence of a transverse suture on the 
anterior part of the dorsal side of the head 
capsule. Antennal articles wider than long 
and eyes facetted. The body is composed of 15 
leg-bearing segments. The legs are long.

Subclass Pleurostigmophora Verhoeff, 1901
Order Lithobiomorpha Pocock, 1895

Family Henicopidae Pocock, 1901

Henicopidae indet. 

Referred material. CPAL.197 amber inclu-
sion (Table 1, Figure 3).

Horizon and locality. Uppermost section of 
the Simojovel Formation, late Oligocene and 
Early Miocene boundary (ca. 24 Ma). Mexico, 
Chiapas, Simojovel, Monte Cristo mine.

Description. The head capsule is approxi-
mately heart-shaped. A transverse suture 
crosses the anterior third of the head. The 
forcipular tergite is small. Marked heteron-
omy, tergites 2, 4, 6, 9, 11, and 13 being very 
much shorter than the others. The legs consist 
of a coxa, a telopodite with six segments, and 
an apical claw. Legs with no spines, but with 
setae.

Order Scolopendromorpha Pocock, 1895
Family Cryptopidae Kohlrausch, 1881

Cryptopidae indet.

Nomenclature and taxonomic treatment are 
mainly based on Saussure and Humbert (1872), 
Cook (1896), Pocock (1898), Chamberlin (1912, 
1943, 1960), Brolemann (1930), Eason (1964), 
Hoffman (1969, 1982), Lewis (1981), Mundel 
(1990), Adis (2002), Edgecombe and Giribet 
(2006), Bonato and Minelli (2010), and Minelli 
(2011b).

Repository abbreviations are as follows: 
•	 AMNH—American Museum of Natural 

History, New York, USA.
•	 CPAL-UAEM—Colección de Paleon-

tología, Universidad Autónoma del 
Estado de Morelos, Morelos, Mexico.

•	 MACH—Museo del Ámbar de Chiapas, 
San Cristóbal de las Casas, Chiapas, 
Mexico. 

•	 MALM—Museo del Ámbar Lilia Mijan-
gos, San Cristóbal de las Casas, Chiapas, 
Mexico.

•	 NMS—National Museum of Scotland, 
Edinburgh, Scotland.

4. Results

4.1. Systematic Paleontology

Phylum Arthropoda Gravenhorst, 1843
Clade Mandibulata sensu Snodgrass, 1938

Subphylum Myriapoda Latreille, 1802
Class Chilopoda Latreille, 1817

Subclass Notostigmophora Verhoeff, 1901
Order Scutigeromorpha Pocock, 1895

Scutigeromorpha indet.

Referred material. CPAL.192 amber inclu-
sion (Table 1, Figure 2A).

Horizon and locality. Uppermost section of 
the Simojovel Formation, late Oligocene and 
Early Miocene boundary (ca. 24 Ma). México, 
Chiapas, Simojovel, Chapayal mine. 

Description. The head capsule is approxi-
mately hemispherical. The origin of the 
antenna is lateral rather than frontal; the rest 
of the antenna consists of the long flagellum 
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Table 1. Chilopoda in Mexican amber, Chiapas, Mexico.

Fossil Order Family Genus or species Locality/ 
Mine Repository Source

CPAL. 192 Scutigeromorpha Simojovel, 
Chapayal CPAL-UAEM Cadenas-Amaya et al., 

2025

G.2014.50.2 Scutigeromorpha Simojovel? NMS Ross et al., 2016

CPAL. 194 Scutigeromorpha Scutigeridae Simojovel, Los 
Pocitos CPAL-UAEM Cadenas-Amaya et al., 

2025

CPAL.197 Lithobiomorpha Henicopidae Simojovel, 
Monte Cristo CPAL-UAEM Cadenas-Amaya et al., 

2025

CPAL.160 Scolopendromorpha Cryptopidae Estrella de 
Belén CPAL-UAEM Cadenas-Amaya et al., 

2025

CPAL. 191 Scolopendromorpha Cryptopidae Simojovel, 
Monte Cristo CPAL-UAEM Cadenas-Amaya et al., 

2025

CPAL. 204 Scolopendromorpha Cryptopidae Simojovel, 
Monte Cristo CPAL-UAEM Cadenas-Amaya et al., 

2025

CPAL.115 Scolopendromorpha Cryptopidae Cryptops sp. Simojovel, La 
Pimienta CPAL-UAEM Riquelme and Hernán-

dez-Patricio, 2018

CPAL.116 Scolopendromorpha Cryptopidae Cryptops sp. Simojovel, El 
Porvenir CPAL-UAEM Riquelme and Hernán-

dez-Patricio, 2018

CPAL. 202 Scolopendromorpha Scolopocryptopidae Simojovel, 
Monte Cristo CPAL-UAEM Cadenas-Amaya et al., 

2025

AMNH 
Ch.SH7 Scolopendromorpha Scolopocryptopidae Scolopocryptops 

simojovelensis Simojovel AMNH Edgecombe et al., 2012

CPAL. 198 Geophilomorpha Simojovel, 
Monte Cristo CPAL-UAEM Cadenas-Amaya et al., 

2025

MACH.20 Geophilomorpha Simojovel, La 
Pimienta CPAL-UAEM Riquelme and Hernán-

dez-Patricio, 2018

G.2005.147.1.1 Geophilomorpha Simojovel? NMS Ross et al., 2016

G.2007.67.10.1 Geophilomorpha Simojovel? NMS Ross and Sheridan, 2013

CPAL. 196 Geophilomorpha Geophilidae Polycricus sp. Simojovel, Los 
Pocitos CPAL-UAEM Cadenas-Amaya et al., 

2025

CPAL. 201 Geophilomorpha Geophilidae Polycricus sp. Simojovel, 
Monte Cristo CPAL-UAEM Cadenas-Amaya et al., 

2025

MALM.314 Geophilomorpha Geophilidae Polycricus sp. Simojovel, La 
Pimienta MALM Riquelme and Hernán-

dez-Patricio, 2018

MACH.04 Geophilomorpha Geophilidae Polycricus sp. Huitiupán MACH Riquelme and Hernán-
dez-Patricio, 2018

CPAL.148 Geophilomorpha Schendylidae Simojovel, Los 
Pocitos CPAL-UAEM Cadenas-Amaya et al., 

2025

CPAL.147 Geophilomorpha Schendylidae Totolapa, Río 
Salado CPAL-UAEM Cadenas-Amaya et al., 

2025

CPAL. 203 Geophilomorpha Schendylidae Simojovel, 
Monte Cristo CPAL-UAEM Cadenas-Amaya et al., 

2025

Referred material. CPAL.160, CPAL.191, 
CPAL.204 amber inclusions (Table 1, Figure 4 
A, B).

Horizon and locality. (CPAL.160) Upper-
most section of the Mompuyil Formation, 
late Oligocene and Early Miocene boundary. 
Mexico, Chiapas, Estrella de Belén. (CPAL.191 

and CPAL.204) uppermost section of the Simo-
jovel Formation, late Oligocene and Early Mio-
cene boundary (ca. 24 Ma). Mexico, Chiapas, 
Simojovel, Monte Cristo mine.

Description. Body flattened, moderately 
elongated. Antenna mostly attenuated grad-
ually, with 17 articles. Eyes absent. The 
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Figure 2. Order Scutigeromorpha, amber inclusions, Chiapas, Mexico. A) CPAL.192: order Scutigeromorpha, dorsal view, scale 
bar 2 mm. B) CPAL.194: family Scutigeridae, cephalic capsule in dorsal view, scale bar 0.2 mm. C) CPAL. 194: family Scutigeridae, 
complete specimen, dorsal view, scale bar 1 mm.
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Figure 3. CPAL.197: family Henicopidae (order Lithobiomorpha), amber inclusion, Chiapas, Mexico. A) The overall appearance 
of the amber, the arrow indicates the location of CPAL.197, scale bar 1 cm. B) A dorsal view of the trunk segments, scale bar 0.2 
mm. C) Complete specimen in ventral view; scale bar 1 mm.



Cadenas-Amaya et al.

114Paleontología Mexicana Vol. 14 No. 2 Paleozoología

https://doi.org/10.22201/igl.05437652e.2025.14.2.405

forcipular tergite is fused with the first trunk 
segment. Longitudinal paramedian sutures 
are present in the tergite. The number of pairs 
of legs is 21. The telopodite of the last pair of 
legs consists of five segments, the trochanter 
being absent.

Family Scolopocryptopidae Pocock, 1896 

Scolopocryptopidae indet. 

Referred material. CPAL.202 amber inclu-
sion (Table 1, Figure 4C).

Horizon and locality. Uppermost section of 
the Simojovel Formation, late Oligocene and 
Early Miocene boundary (ca. 24 Ma). Mexico, 
Chiapas, Simojovel, Monte Cristo mine.

Description. Body flattened, moderately 
elongated. Antenna is mostly attenuated. 
Eyes absent. Forcipular tergite fused with 
the first trunk segment. Dorsoventrally com-
pressed body composed of 23 segments and 
23 pairs of legs including the terminals.

Order Geophilomorpha Pocock, 1895

Geophilomorpha indet. 

Referred material. CPAL.198 amber inclu-
sion (Table 1, Figure 5A).

Horizon and locality. Uppermost section of 
the Simojovel Formation, late Oligocene and 
Early Miocene boundary (ca. 24 Ma). Mexico, 
Chiapas, Simojovel, Monte Cristo mine.

Description. Head capsule is elongated. 
Antennae long and filiform, with 14 seg-
ments. Eyes absent. Body slightly depressed, 
uniformly wide or gradually narrowing for-
wards, variously tapering backwards.

Family Geophilidae Leach, 1815
Genus Polycricus Saussure and Humbert, 

1872

Polycricus sp.

Referred material. CPAL.196, CPAL.201 
amber inclusions (Table 1, Figure 5B, C).

Horizon and locality. Uppermost section 
of the Simojovel Formation, late Oligocene 
and Early Miocene boundary (ca. 24 Ma). 
Mexico, Chiapas, Simojovel, Los Pocitos mine 
(CPAL.196); Monte Cristo mine (CPAL.201). 

Description. Body slightly depressed. Elon-
gate cephalic plate, quadrate and elongate with 
rounded corners and lacks ocelli. Antennae 
long and filiform, divided by 14 articles. Anten-
nae two or three times longer than the head 
and very close to the base. Forcipular segment 
elongate and broad, forcipules formed by four 
segments, with the presence of a basal denticle 
on the tarsungulum. Sternal pores present.

Family Shendylidae Cook, 1896

Schendylidae indet.

Referred material. CPAL.147, CPAL.148, 
CPAL.203 amber inclusions (Table 1, Figure 5D, 
E). 

Horizon and locality. (CPAL.147) Totolapa 
Sandstone (Early Miocene); Mexico, Chiapas, 
Totolapa, Río Salado. Uppermost section of the 
Simojovel Formation, late Oligocene and Mio-
cene boundary (ca. 24 Ma); Mexico, Chiapas, 
Simojovel, Los Pocitos mine (CPAL.148), Monte 
Cristo mine (CPAL.203).

Description. Body slender, gradually taper-
ing towards the posterior tip. Head somewhat 
elongate, antennae long and filiform. Anten-
nae divided by 14 antennal articles. Cephalic 
lamina not concealing the prehensors, forcip-
ular pretergite evident or concealed. Forcipules 
formed by four segments, forcipular segment 
broad, tergite subtrapezoid and narrower than 
the subsequent tergite, forcipules relatively 
large and close to each other. The number of 
legs bearing segments varies within each mor-
photype, ranging from 45 (CPAL, 147 and 148) 
to 43 (CPAL.203). The ultimate leg is composed 
of five (CPAL.147) or six segments (CPAL.148 
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Figure 4. Order Scolopendromorpha, amber inclusions, Chiapas, Mexico. A) CPAL.160: family Cryptopidae, lateral view, scale 
bar 1 mm. B) CPAL. 191: family Cryptopidae, ventral view, scale bar 1 mm.  C) CPAL.202: family Scolopocryptopidae, dorsal view, 
scale bar 2 mm.

and CPAL.203) and has an apical spine. Sternal 
porefields present.

5. Discussion

The depositional environment of Mexican 
amber indicates that it is representative of an 
estuarine ecosystem (Frost and Langenheim, 
1974; Perrilliat et al., 2010; Riquelme et al., 

2025). Palaeobotanical data suggest a tropical 
forest habitat (Graham, 1999; Langenheim, 
2003; Hernández-Hernández et al., 2020), 
Castañeda-Posadas and Tomas-Mosso, 2024). 
Accordingly, the centipedes studied align with 
the biota of a tropical forest close to the coastal 
plain. 

In the studied fossil assemblage examined, 
we observe a greater number of geophilo-
morph centipedes, taking into account the 
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sample bias (Table 1). We also noted this trend 
in fieldwork, encountering additional geophi-
lomorph specimens that were not included in 
our assemblage because they were in private 
collections. The higher number of geophilo-
morph centipedes observed does not directly 
indicate greater species richness compared 
to other groups. Rather, it is likely a result of 
taphonomic processes (Martínez-Delclòs et 
al., 2004). Geophilomorph centipedes con-
sist of soil-dwelling species that exhibit adap-
tations for burrowing. As a result, they were 
more likely to become trapped in resin as it 
was deposited on the soil and flowed down 
the trunks and branches of Hymenaea trees. 

Therefore, resin encapsulation is expected to 
occur more often in soil.

The fossil record for Geophilomorpha, 
Scolopendromorpha, and Scutigeromorpha, 
is documented in Paleozoic and Mesozoic 
deposits (Shear and Edgecombe, 2010 ; Edge-
combe, 2011), while Lithobiomorpha is pri-
marily found in Cenozoic strata (Table 2), par-
ticularly within Eocene amber from the Baltic 
region (Koch and Berendt, 1854; Edgecombe, 
2011). We are documenting a new record for 
Lithobiomorpha in Mexican amber. Previ-
ously, Hurd et al. (1962) noted the presence 
of the family Henicopidae (Lithobiomorpha) 
in Mexican amber. However, this observation 

Figure 5.  Order Geophilomorpha, amber inclusions, Chiapas, Mexico.  A) CPAL.198: order Geophilomorpha, dorsal view, scale 
bar 1mm. B) CPAL.196: genus Polycricus (family Geophilidae), ventral view, scale bar 0.5 mm. C) CPAL.201: genus Polycricus (family 
Geophilidae), ventral view, scale bar 1mm. D) CPAL.147: family Schendylidae, dorsal view, scale bar 1 mm. E) CPAL.148: family 
Schendylidae, dorsal view, scale bar 1mm.
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Table 2. The fossil record of Chilopoda in the Cenozoic.

Order Family Genus or species Source

•	 Baltic (late Eocene)
Scutigeromorpha Scutigeridae Weitschat and Wichard, 1998 p. 82–83

Scutigeromorpha Scutigeridae †Scutigera illegeri Koch and Berendt, 1854 p. 15–16; Dunlop et al., 
2017 p. 129

Scutigeromorpha Scutigeridae †Scutigera leachi Koch and Berendt, 1854 p. 14–15

Lithobiomorpha Lithobiidae Weitschat and Wichard, 1998 p. 82–83; Bachofen-
Echt, 1942 Tafel. 4; Haug et al., 2013 p. 426–428

Lithobiomorpha Lithobiidae Lithobius sp. Bachofen-Echt, 1942 Tafel. 4
Lithobiomorpha Lithobiidae †Lithobius longicornis Koch and Berednt, 1854 p. 18
Lithobiomorpha Lithobiidae †Lithobius maxillosus Koch and Berednt, 1854 p. 16–17
Lithobiomorpha Lithobiidae †Lithobius planatus Koch and Berednt, 1854 p. 17–18
Lithobiomorpha Lithobiidae †Lithobius spinulosus Menge en Koch and Berednt, 1854 p. 18
Lithobiomorpha Lithobiidae †Lithobius brevicornis Menge en Koch and Berednt, 1854 p. 18
Lithobiomorpha Lithobiidae †Lithobius scaber Menge en Koch and Berednt, 1854 p. 18
Lithobiomorpha Lithobiidae †Lithobius striatus Menge en Koch and Berednt, 1854 p. 18
Lithobiomorpha Lithobiidae †Lithobius octops Menge en Koch and Berednt, 1854 p. 18
Lithobiomorpha Lithobiidae †Lithobius pleonops Menge en Koch and Berednt, 1854 p. 18
Lithobiomorpha Lithobiidae †Lithobius oxylopus Menge en Koch and Berednt, 1854 p. 18
Scolopendromorpha Scolopendridae †Scolopendra sp. Bachofen-Echt, 1942 Tafel. 3
Scolopendromorpha Scolopendridae †Scolopendra proavita Menge en Koch and Berendt, 1854 p. 18
Scolopendromorpha Cryptopidae Bachofen-Echt, 1942 p. 400

Geophilomorpha Geophilidae Weitschat and Wichard, 1998 p. 82–83; Bachofen- 
Echt, 1942 Tafel. 4

Geophilomorpha Geophilidae Geophilus sp. Bachofen- Echt, 1942 Tafel. 3
Geophilomorpha Geophilidae †Geophilus crassicornis  Menge en Koch and Berendt, 1854 p. 19
Geophilomorpha Geophilidae †Geophilus filiformis Menge en Koch and Berendt, 1854 p. 19
Geophilomorpha Geophilidae †Geophilus brevicaudatus Menge en Koch and Berendt, 1854 p. 19
•	 Dominican Republic (Early Miocene)
Scolopendromorpha Cryptopidae Cryptops sp. Shear, 1987 p. 43
Scolopendromorpha Scolopocryptopidae Newportia sp. Wu, 1997 p. 126
Scolopendromorpha Scolopocryptopidae Scolopocryptops sp. Poinar and Poinar, 1999 p. 82
Scutigeromorpha Scutigeridae †Scutigera coleoptrata Poinar, 1992 p. 92; Wu, 1997 p. 129
•	 Spain (Early Miocene)
Lithobiomorpha Lithobiidae Lithobius sp. Peñalver et al.,1997 p. 153–154
•	 Mexico (late Oligocene-Early Miocene)
Scolopendromorpha Cryptopidae Cryptops sp. Riquelme and Hernández-Patricio, 2018 p. 644

Scolopendromorpha Scolopocryptopidae †Scolopocryptops 
simojovelensis  Edgecombe et al., 2012 p. 773–776

Geophilomorpha Ross and Sheridan, 2013 p. 55; Riquelme and 
Hernández-Patricio, 2018 p. 644–645

Geophilomorpha Geophilidae Polycricus sp. Riquelme and Hernández-Patricio, 2018 p. 644
Scutigeromorpha Ross et al., 2016 p. 46
Lithobiomorpha Henicopidae Hurd et al., 1962 p. 109
•	 USA (Early Pliocene)
Geophilomorpha Geophilidae †Calciphilus abboti Chamberlin, 1949 p. 118–119
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lacks comprehensive specimen data. It does 
not include descriptions, provenance infor-
mation (mine or locality), repository details, 
or accompanying specimen images. The fossil 
specimen is likely to have been lost. Conse-
quently, this tentative report is considered 
questionable.

The case above underscores the inconsis-
tency found in reports and collections of fossil 
material, particularly regarding amber inclu-
sions from Mexico. The trade of Mexican fossil 
material has significantly hindered research 
opportunities, adversely affecting our com-
prehension of ancient biodiversity. To address 
this challenge, we have a conservation ini-
tiative that utilizes taxonomic inventories as 
the first step toward preserving amber inclu-
sions within curated material and repositories 
located in Mexico, as proposed in Riquelme 
and Hernández-Patricio (2018).

6. Conclusions

Prior to this study, the knowledge of the cen-
tipede fossil record in Mexico was limited to 
nine amber inclusions. In comparison, more 
extensive collections have been identified in 
other Cenozoic geological deposits, such as the 
late Eocene Baltic amber and Early Miocene 
Dominican amber (Table 2). We have reported 
13 new records for Mexican amber, comprising 
four orders: Geophilomorpha, Scolopendro-
morpha, Scutigeromorpha, and Lithobiomor-
pha, six families: Scutigeridae, Henicopidae, 
Cryptopidae, Scolopocryptopidae, Geophili-
dae, and Schendylidae, and the genus Polycri-
cus. For the first time, we have documented the 
family Scutigeridae within Scutigeromorpha, 
the family Schendylidae within Geophilomor-
pha, and the family Henicopidae within Litho-
biomorpha (Table 1). Terrestrial arthropods, 
including centipedes, found in Oligo-Miocene 
Mexican amber generally correlate with the 
living species distributed in the modern Neo-
tropical and Nearctic regions, which share 
taxonomic affinities. Thus, this inventory 
enhances our understanding of centipede 

diversity in the southernmost region of North 
America.
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