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Sea Turtles in Spanish Mediterranean Waters: Surprises in 2001
J. Tomás, M. Fernández & J.A. Raga
Cavanilles Research Institute of Biodiversity and Evolutionary Biology, University of Valencia. Aptdo. 22085, E-46071
Valencia, Spain (Email: jesus.tomas@uv.es)

The Western Mediterranean is an important feeding
and development area for large stocks of juvenile
loggerhead sea turtles (Caretta caretta) that originate
from Atlantic and Eastern Mediterranean rookeries
(Laurent et al. 1998; Tomás et al. 2001). It was
previously thought that loggerheads are abundant in this
area in the summer and that few individuals remain in
these waters in winter, particularly around the Balearic
Islands and Columbretes Archipelago (Camiñas & de
la Serna 1995). However, recent aerial surveys have
demonstrated that high numbers of loggerheads are
present in the Spanish Mediterranean throughout the
year (Tomás et al. in press, a).
Various human activities seriously affect sea turtles
in the Western Mediterranean. The most serious threat
is incidental captures by fisheries, particularly the offshore long line fishery (reviewed in Laurent et al. 1998).

The activities derived from tourism also represent a
significant threat for sea turtles in Spanish
Mediterranean coastal waters. These activities result
in the injuries or death of a large number of loggerheads
each year. Consequently, these animals are often found
as live or dead strandings and may serve as indicators
of seasonal turtle density and abundance. Here we
present stranding data for loggerheads found in the
Valencian Community (East Spain) from 1995 to 2002.
We discuss an unusually high number of turtles found
stranded in this region, and in others of the Spanish
Mediterranean, in 2001 and report other notable
accounts concerning sea turtle activity in these coasts
during the same year.
The Valencian Community is a region to the east of
Spain, composed by three provinces Castellón, Valencia
and Alicante, running from north to south (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Map of the study area, including the three provinces of the Valencian Community: C, Castellón; V, Valencia; A,
Alicante.
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Figure 2. Annual number of loggerheads stranded on the
coasts and captured in coastal waters of the Valencian
Community (east Spain).

The coastline of this region extends for 419 km, from
40º31’N-0º31’E to 37º51’N-0º45’W. There is a
stranding network in the Valencian Community
composed of several public and private institutions,
funded by the local government (Conselleria de Medio
Ambiente de la Generalitat Valenciana) and coordinated
by the University of Valencia. This network records all
the turtles stranded on beaches or captured in coastal
waters by artisanal or recreational fisheries. Between
1995 and 2000, this network recorded an average of 31
(range: 14-52) loggerheads per year. However, 2001
was a year of surprises regarding sea turtles in the
Spanish Mediterranean coast, because the number of
loggerheads observed as stranded was much greater
than in previous years. In 2001, 127 dead or injured
turtles were found stranded or were captured in coastal
waters of the Valencian Community (Figure 2). In
Andalucia (south Spain), three times as many turtles
were recorded in 2001 by the regional strandings
network, coordinated by the NGO Aula del Mar, as
compared to 2000 (J. L. Mons, pers. com.). This
increased stranding rate was not sustained in 2002, with
only 54 turtles having been recorded in the Valencian
Community.
Two hypotheses could explain the progressive
increase of strandings in the Valencian Community since
1997: the increase of anthropogenic impacts on the
turtles or, more likely, the improvement and increased
effort of the stranding network. However, the high
number of strandings in 2001 is more difficult to explain,
since there was no significant improvement in the
network between 2000 and 2001, and there was no

J

F

M

A

M

J

J

A

S

O

N

D

Figure 3. Monthly variation of loggerhead turtles stranded
and captured in the Valencian Community for the period 19952001. The figure represents the median (transverse lines),
the quartiles (boxes) and the extreme values (error bars) for
each month 1995-2000. Note the outliers (dots) corresponding to 2001.

obvious increase of any anthropogenic activity
normally attributed to sea turtle strandings. The high
numbers of 2001 might have been the result of an
unusually large migration of turtles into the Western
Mediterranean during this year, particularly during the
summer. In the Valencian Community, strandings and
captures in coastal waters normally occur throughout
the year, but are more frequent from June to September
(Figure 3). During these months in 2001, strandings
were significantly higher than normal, while for the
other months the rate was within the normal range
(Figure 3).
In the Valencian Community at the end of May and
early June 2001, most of the turtles were recorded in
Alicante (Figure 4). In July and early August the number
of strandings and captures decreased in this province,
but increased in Valencia and Castellón. In late August
and September, strandings were again prevalent in
Alicante, in the south (Figure 4). These findings suggest
that most turtles probably came from the south in spring
and early summer. This is supported by the high number
of loggerheads observed off the Murcia region during
an aerial survey in May 2001 (Tomás et al. in press, a).
Interestingly, Camiñas & de la Serna (1995) also
suggested that in the western Mediterranean, turtles
move from south to north in spring, returning south in
early autumn.
It is possible that some of the loggerhead turtles that
entered the waters of the Valencian Community in 2001
came from the Atlantic. Strandings in the southern
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origin, spatial and temporal distribution, biology and
population dynamics of sea turtles in the western
Mediterranean. It is possible that the importance of this
region to sea turtles, particularly to loggerhead turtles,
has been underestimated in the past.
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Figure 4. Bimonthly distribution of strandings in the
Valencian Community by provinces in 2001.

regions of Spain during spring 2001, particularly in the
provinces around the Gibraltar Strait where the Atlantic
and Mediterranean meet, also increased substantially
from previous years just prior to the high incidence of
strandings observed in the Valencian Community (J.L.
Mons, pers. com.). Additionally, we recorded the second
occurrence of a Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys
kempii) entering the Mediterranean in the coastal waters
of the Alicante province (Tomás et al., in press b). This
observation also supports the hypothesis of a potentially
significant recruitment of turtles from the Atlantic into
the Mediterranean during 2001. However, genetic
analyses would be necessary to determine the
geographical origin of the stranded loggerheads we
observed. Nevertheless, this contention should be further
examined in the light of information on fishing effort of
different fisheries and other human activities in the
Spanish Mediterranean waters throughout the year.
Other unusual events contributed to the surprising
nature of the 2001 season in this region. First, a
loggerhead turtle nested on a beach in Almería,
southeast Spain (Tomás et al. 2002). This is the first
confirmed nesting event in the area. Second, we
recorded the stranding of an adult leatherback turtle
(Dermochelys coriacea) in Cullera (39º10’N 0º14’W),
Valencia Province, in November 2001. The stranding
event was the first of a leatherback in the Valencian
Community in the last 10 years.
The information herein clearly demonstrates the
paucity of information concerning sea turtles in the
Spanish Mediterranean waters. More research is
needed (particularly in ecology, morphology and
genetics) to completely understand the geographical
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Confirmed Leatherback Turtle (Dermochelys coriacea) Nests from North
Carolina, with a Summary of Leatherback Nesting Activities North of Florida
David R. Rabon, Jr.1, Steve A. Johnson2a, Ruth Boettcher2b, Mark Dodd3, Marcia Lyons4, Sally
Murphy5, Shanna Ramsey6, Steve Roff7 & Kelly Stewart4c
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Leatherback turtles (Dermochelys coriacea) nest
circumglobally, primarily on beaches in the tropics, many
of which have experienced severe population declines
in recent decades (NMFS & USFWS 1992, 1998;
Spotila et al. 1996). However, extremes in nesting
distribution occur in temperate regions in the Western
Atlantic. In South America, leatherback nests have been
reported as far south as Torres, State of Rio Grande do
Sul, Brazil (Soto et al. 1997). In North America, the
northeast coast of Florida was considered the northern
limit for leatherback nesting until the early 1980s (Allen
& Neill 1957; Caldwell 1959; Caldwell et al. 1956;
Nichols & Du Toit 1983; Seyle 1985). In 1981, two
confirmed leatherback nests were documented in
Georgia on Cumberland (Camden County) and
Blackbeard (McIntosh County) Islands (Ruckdeschel
et al. 1982). Recently, Frick et al. (2002) reported a
single leatherback nest on the northern end of Wassaw
Island (Chatham County), Georgia, as the northernmost
verified leatherback nest on the East Coast of the United
States. Herein we report confirmed leatherback nests
in North Carolina, thus extending the northernmost
nesting range for the species in eastern North America.
We also report previously unpublished records of
leatherback nesting activity in Georgia, South Carolina
and Maryland.
Although adult leatherbacks are common in the
Atlantic Ocean off the coast of North Carolina at certain
times of the year (Epperly et al. 1995; Grant et al.
1996; Lee & Palmer 1981), nesting in the state is
infrequent. The first potential evidence of leatherback
nesting in North Carolina was in 1966 in the form of an
unconfirmed report of hatchlings found on South Core
Banks, near Cape Lookout (Carteret County)

(Schwartz 1976, 1977). Since then, no credible reports
of leatherback nesting activity were reported in the State
until the summer of 1998. Confirmed nests also were
reported during the 2000 and 2002 nesting seasons.
During the 1998 nesting season two confirmed nests
(i.e., eggs or hatchlings observed), one on 3 June and
the other on 26 July, and two potential nests (i.e., an
unconfirmed nest reported as a “false crawl”) on 6 July
and 16 July, were observed at Cape Hatteras National
Seashore (Dare and Hyde Counties), North Carolina.
The 6 July and 16 July events may have actually been
nests. In both instances the turtle disturbed a very large
area of sand, but despite an exhaustive search for the
clutch and regular monitoring of the area, no eggs or
evidence of hatchlings were found. The 26 July nest
was lost to erosion as a result of the landfall of Hurricane
Bonnie on 26 August 1998, near Wilmington, North
Carolina. The 3 June nest produced hatchlings, but
because of the condition of the remains of the nest when
it was excavated (i.e., many small eggshell fragments),
clutch size and hatching success were not estimated.
One full-term embryo was salvaged from the remains
of the clutch (n=26 yolked eggs) and deposited in the
North Carolina State Museum of Natural Sciences
(specimen no. NCSM 62550).
During the 2000 nesting season four leatherback
nests were confirmed in North Carolina. Three nests
(16 April, 20 and 29 June) were documented at Cape
Hatteras National Seashore and one (11 June) at Cape
Lookout National Seashore (Carteret County). On 10
July 2000, the 16 April nest was excavated – no eggs
hatched and clutch size was estimated as 70 yolked
and 15 yolkless eggs. The 11 June nest was excavated
on 29 August 2000 – eggs appeared to have hatched
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Figure 1. Leatherback turtle (Dermochelys coriacea) nesting activity along the East Coast of the United States of America,
north of Florida. Individual locations were plotted using ESRI, Inc., ArcMap 8.2 software and the “State Boundaries of the
United States” data layer from the U.S. Geological Survey.
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and clutch size was estimated as 101 yolked and 31
yolkless eggs. Hatchlings from the 20 June nest
emerged on 7 September 2000 – clutch size was
estimated as 99 eggs (86 hatched and 13 unhatched),
and hatching success was estimated as 87% when
excavated on 13 September 2000. The 29 June nest
was excavated on 22 September 2000, but because eggs
could not be found during the final nest examination,
clutch size and hatching success were not determined.
One leatherback nest was confirmed in North
Carolina in 2002. The date of egg deposition is unknown
and the nest was not discovered until 12 August when
hatchling tracks were noted near the Town of Frisco
(Dare County) within the Cape Hatteras National
Seashore. The nest was excavated 72 hours later and
leatherback hatchlings were found. The nest had an
estimated clutch size of 96 yolked and 29 yolkless eggs,
and the hatching success was estimated as 26% (n=25)
of yolked eggs (emergenge success was 24% because
two dead hatchlings were found in the nest). Because
park biologists had no record of a sea turtle nesting
emergence in the area, the turtle likely nested before
crawl surveys were initiated in June.
Twelve leatherback emergences have been
documented on Georgia beaches; the earliest of these
were reported by Ruckdeschel et al. (1982), the most
recent by Frick et al. (2002). Pete and Winn (1998)
reported three leatherback nests from Sea and Sapelo
Islands (Glynn County) and two non-nesting
emergences from St. Simons (Glynn County) and
Blackbeard (McIntosh County) Islands in 1996.
Previously unpublished records include four additional
leatherback nesting events. A probable nest was
reported on 3 July 1999 on Cumberland Island (Camden
County), but the potential nest site was lost to erosion
caused by Hurricane Floyd, which made landfall near
Wilmington, North Carolina on 16 September 1999. In
2001, two nests from Cumberland Island (Camden
County) were documented on 27 April and 8 May. On
18 May 2001, an additional probable nest on Blackbeard
Island (McIntosh County) was evidenced by a single
yolkless egg found at the site. Unfortunately, additional
information on these nesting events is not available.
Along the coast of South Carolina, two non-nesting
emergences were observed during aerial beach surveys
in June of 1981 on Hilton Head Island (Beaufort
County) and Edisto Beach State Park (Colleton County).
On 14 June 1996, the first State record of a leatherback
nest was documented on St. Phillips Island (Beaufort
County) during an aerial survey of the beach. Clutch
size was estimated at 117 eggs, and they hatched
successfully; although 30 hatchlings were found dead

on the surface of the sand near the nest site. One fullterm embryo was salvaged from the remains of the
clutch and is on permanent loan to the University of
South Carolina Beaufort at Pritchards Island (specimen
no. PI-0196-USCB). On 30 May 2000, a leatherback
turtle was discovered at Huntington Beach State Park
(Georgetown County) at about 0600 hours in the process
of laying eggs. Biologists relocated the nest (under
appropriate State and Federal permits) because it was
laid in an area prone to overwash. The nest contained
50 yolked and 53 yolkless eggs; an additional 4 yolked
eggs were crushed by the turtle during nesting. Signs
of hatchling emergence were noted on 29 August and
the nest was excavated on 5 September 2000. Hatching
success was estimated at 18% (n=9) of yolked eggs.
The remaining eggs perished in early development
(n=32), late development (n=1), or were depredated
(n=8) by ghost crabs (Ocypode quadrata). The turtle
was not tagged and the left rear flipper was missing;
no other abnormalities were noted. Curved-carapace
length was 135 cm and curved-carapace width was
113 cm. These measurements fall within the size range
of adult leatherbacks recorded from the southeastern
United States (NMFS & USFWS 1992). A leatherback
emergence was reported on Cape Island (Cape Romain
National Wildlife Refuge, Charleston County) by refuge
biologists on 26 June 2001, but no additional information
is available.
One leatherback emergence has been documented
from Maryland. On 24 May 1996, a park biologist
observed daytime nesting of a leatherback on
Assateague Island National Seashore (Worcester
County), Maryland. The turtle was observed for
approximately one hour as she crawled in three tight
circles that were connected by curving loops. This
occurred within 0.5 meters above the high tide line and
the turtle returned to the water around 1000 hours. A
potential egg chamber was found at the site; however,
no eggs were found despite a thorough search of this
area. The turtle was measured before she returned to
the water and had a curved-carapace length of 139.7
cm and curved-carapace width of 106.7 cm. The
flippers were checked for tags or tag scars, but none
were evident; although a portion of the right rear flipper
was missing.
Leatherback nesting activity has not been reported
from the beaches of Virginia; however, most of the
Commonwealth’s beaches are not regularly monitored
for sea turtle nesting activity. Virginia’s southern
beaches within Back Bay National Wildlife Refuge and
the City of Virginia Beach have been monitored since
1980 and 1993, respectively, but leatherback nesting
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activity has not been reported (Williams & Gallegos,
2000; Cliche & Gallegos 2001). Additionally, leatherback
nesting activity has not been reported on Virginia’s
portion of Assateague Island, where biologists have
monitored piping plover (Charadrius melodus) nesting
activity since the mid-1980s.
In summary, seven Dermochelys nests have been
confirmed in North Carolina, eight nests confirmed in
Georgia, and two nests confirmed in South Carolina
(Figure 1). Numerous non-nesting emergences, some
of which were probably nests, have been observed in
these states. A single nesting attempt, which may have
resulted in the deposition of eggs, was recorded in
Maryland. The number of turtles responsible for these
events and the factors associated with the apparent
increase of nesting activities outside of the historical
range of this species are unknown. Florida, however,
hosts a small nesting colony of leatherbacks that has
been significantly increasing (Witherington & Koeppel
2000) and may be the source population of the nesting
females reported here.
The North Carolina records constitute the
northernmost, confirmed reports of leatherback nests
along the East Coast of the United States. Almost all
Dermochelys nesting activity in North Carolina has
been concentrated along beaches between Cape
Lookout and Cape Hatteras, and confirmed nests have
only been documented in 1998, 2000, and 2002.
Leatherback sea turtles nest every two to three years
and their average intraseasonal nesting interval is
approximately nine to ten days (NMFS & USFWS
1992). Thus, the nesting emergences we report here
for North Carolina could represent the activities of a
single female.
Because leatherbacks on the East Coast of the
United States may nest as early as late February
(Meylan et al. 1995), current data for North Carolina
are probably an underestimate of actual leatherback
nesting activity. Beach patrols usually commence in May
or June to maximize observations of nesting loggerhead
turtles (Caretta caretta); therefore, leatherback nests
may have been missed. Management considerations
for the leatherback turtle nesting along the beaches north
of Florida should include adjusting the commencement
of beach patrols to account for its early initiation of
nesting activities. This is of particular importance in
areas that might be affected by beach management
activities (e.g., beach driving, beach nourishment, beach
bulldozing, etc.), which are primarily conducted during
the winter and early spring.
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Monitoring Nesting Loggerhead Turtles (Caretta caretta) in the
Central Caribbean Coast of Colombia
Diego Amorocho
School of Biological Sciences, Monash University, Victoria 3800, Australia
(Email: diego.amorocho@sci.monash.edu.au)

Four of the world’s seven sea turtle species nest on
the central Caribbean coast of Colombia. These are
the loggerhead (Caretta caretta), leatherback
(Dermochelys coriacea), hawksbill (Eretmochelys
imbricata) and green turtles (Chelonia mydas).
Although the loggerhead turtle is still the most common
species, it has widely felt that it has declined in nesting
abundance over the last 30 years at the Guachaca,
Mendihuaca, Buritaca, Don Diego and Quintana nesting
beaches in the Magdalena Department (Amorocho et
al. 1999; Marrugo & Vasquez 2002; Muñoz et al. 1989;
Pinzón et al. 1996; Ramirez 1975; Figure 1). The
reduction of this nesting population mandates a recovery
plan for its conservation in the Colombian Caribbean.
Herein I describe the nesting activity of loggerhead
females and the hatching success obtained from nests
transferred into protected hatcheries during the 2001
breeding season in a study area defined along the coast
of the Magdalena Department between 11° 16' N - 73°

51' W and 11° 15' N - 73° 39' W, which includes the
Mendihuaca, Guachaca, Buritaca, Don Diego and
Quintana beaches, historically known as the main nesting
ground for loggerheads in Colombia (Medem 1962,
Kaufman 1968, Kaufmann 1971, Tufts 1972). The
Buritaca nesting reserve is located between the mouths
of the rivers Buritaca and Don Diego and it is locally
referred as Don Diego beach (see Figure 1).
Eighteen of the 21 km of nesting beaches between
the mouths of the Mendihuaca and Palomino rivers were
monitored four nights each week from May 17 to
September 2 of 2001. After this date, nighttime surveys
were suspended due to security conditions in the area.
Data gathered after September 2 during occasional
daytime surveys have not been considered for the
analysis of the results.
The nests collected by the research team within the
study area were transferred into two protected
hatcheries managed by a local NGO, which conducts
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Figure 1. Map of study site.

sea turtle surveys in the beaches of Don Diego and
Buritaca. The clutches were transplanted in the majority
of cases more than six hours after deposition. Other
nests purchased by local NGO from local villagers were
relocated without knowing whether they included all
the eggs from the clutch of origin. Since 1997, local
conservationists managing the Don Diego hatchery have
divide each nest into two equal parts and buried the
eggs 30 cm below the surface following Ramirez (1975),
who suggested that, for these beaches, lower clutch
sizes resulted in higher hatching success rates.
Conversely, in the Buritaca hatchery all the eggs of a
single nest were relocated. Hatching success from the
relocated nests was estimated by counting the number
of hatchlings that emerged from each nest. Curved
carapace length (CCL) and width (CCW)

Beaches
Quintana
Don Diego
Buritaca

Total Number of
Nesting Activities
9
11
4

Guach aca
Mendihuaca
Total

3
19
46

Number of Nesting
clutches
success
8
89%
1
9%
1
25%
1
6
17

33%
35%
37%

Table 1. Number of loggerhead nesting activities, clutches
and resultant nesting success in the study area (2001 nesting
season). Source: Marrugo & Vasquez (2002).

measurements were obtained from nesting females and
inconel tags from the Archie Carr Sea Turtle Research
Centre (University of Florida) were applied on the right
front flipper of each individual that was intercepted
during nesting.
Forty-six nesting activities were counted within the
study area in 2001 (Mendihuaca, Guachaca, Buritaca,
Don Diego and Quintana beaches); of these only 17
resulted in egg-laying. A breakdown of nesting by study
site is given in Table 1. Only two females were tagged:
P4736 (CCL = 89 cm; CCW = 72 cm) and P4734 (CCL
= 100 cm; CCW = 90 cm) during the 2001 season, and
71% (n=12) of the nests were transferred into protected
hatcheries. Local villagers within the study area
poached the other five nests. Seven nests (totalling 681
eggs) from Don Diego (n=1) and Quintana (n=6)
beaches were relocated to the Don Diego hatchery.
Here, the average incubation time was 47 (SD=2.19)
days and the mean hatching success was 31.7% (SD=
26.49), producing 242 hatchlings of which 238 were
released (Table 2). Five nests (561 eggs) collected from
the beaches of Buritaca (n=1), Guachaca (n=0) and
Mendihuaca (n=4) were relocated to the Buritaca –
Guachaca hatchery. After an average incubation time
of 48 (SD=1.58) days, the mean hatching success in
this hatchery was 52% (SD=12.70), producing 258
hatchlings of which 239 reached the sea (Table 3). No
data on hatch success of in situ nests were available
during this survey due to local poaching.
The annual number of nesting females was
approximated based on the number of nests laid, and
dividing by an average clutch frequency of three nests
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Caretta caretta
Number of eggs relocated
Live hatchlings
Hatchlings released
Hatching success
Incubation period

1
110
34
34
31%
48

2
140
95
92
68%
47

3
100
68
68
68%
48

Nests
4
80
18
18
23%
48

5
80
12
12
15%
46

6
83
0
0
0%
50

7
88
15
14
17%
43

Table 2. Incubation and hatching success of sea turtle nests relocated in Don Diego beach hatchery (Magdalena Department) during the 2001 nesting season. Source: Marrugo & Vasquez (2002).

per female per season (NMFS-USFWS 1998). Six (17/
3 = 5.6) females in the five combined surveyed beaches
were estimated. This is substantially reduced in
comparison with records from the last 30 years in the
Magdalena Department along the Central Caribbean
coast of Colombia. We attempt to review all available
literature (Table 4).
Kaufmann (1971) defined a frequency of two nests
per night over 135 nights on the 7.5 km long beach of
the “Buritaca Marine Turtle Nesting Reserve” between
the Buritaca and Don Diego rivers – locally known as
Don Diego beach – estimating a total of 270 nests or
90 females for the annual nesting season. Tufts (1972)
questioned this estimate and arrived at a total of 116
nests, or 39 females for the same area in the early
1970’s. At the end of the decade, Ramirez (1975)
reported 12 individuals nesting in the Buritaca Reserve.
Later, Muñoz et al. (1989) counted a total of 11 nesting

Nests
Caretta caretta
Number of eggs per nest
Live hatchlings
Released hatchlings
Hatching success (%)
Incubation (days)

1
80
56
54
70%
46

2
97
34
30
35%
49

3
109
52
45
48%
47

4
105
49
49
51%
48

5
110
62
61
56%
50

Table 3. Incubation and hatching success of sea turtles nests
relocated in the Buritaca – Guachaca beaches hatchery
(Magdalena Department) during the 2001 nesting season.
Source: Marrugo & Vasquez (2002). *140 eggs relocated in
the hatchery of which local villagers stole 60.

females killed between the Buritaca and Don Diego
rivers in 1987.
More recently, estimates over the last six years
suggested that the loggerhead rookeries have been
reduced to as few as between six and nine females in
the 21 km area encompassing the five beaches that
were considered for the 2001 nesting assessment
(Pinzón & Saldaña 1999, Amorocho & Pinzón 2000,
WIDECAST-Colombia Association 2001, Marrugo &
Vasquez 2002).
Although the data suggest that the population has
greatly decreased, care must be taken when
extrapolating from nest numbers to population size (Ross
1997), particularly when information has not been
gathered through a standardized and systematic method.
However, the observed trends coupled with the intense
ongoing consumption of nesting loggerheads and their
eggs in the region indicate that the prospect for the
species to recover to its historical abundance is low
without profound changes being enacted.
Conservation status, under IUCN’s Red List Criteria
(IUCN 2001), is assessed from trends evaluated over
a time period of 10 years or 3-generations, whichever
is the longest (Abreu–Grobois 2001). In the case of
loggerheads, the maximum lifespan for females in the
wild is estimated at 62 years, including 30 years to
mature with a maximum of 32 years of reproductive
lifespan (Frazer 1995). Thus, the estimated generation
length (maturity age + reproductive lifespan) would
be 46 years. Although the data presented in this
assessment fall short of the 3 generation requirement,
the time span and magnitude of change in abundance
are sufficient to detect a decline between 96.1% and
97.4 %, from the initial number of 700 nests, or
approximately 233 females reported by Medem (1962)
over the 21 km nesting area that includes the beaches
monitored in 2001. This is more than adequate to justify
Critically Endangered status (decline of >80% over 3
generations) for this nesting population. When data
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Nesting
Season
1962

1970

Kaufmann (1975)

Buritaca Nesting Reserve

Length Km
(∑)
4
5
7.5
5
(21.5)
7.5

1971

Buritaca Nesting Reserve

7.5

270

90

1971

Kaufmann. In
Tufts (1972)
Kaufmann (1975)

Buritaca Nesting Reserve

7.5

N/A

4*

1972

Kaufmann (1975)

Buritaca Nesting Reserve

7.5

56

44*

1972

Tufts (1972)

Buritaca Nesting Reserve

7.5

116

39

1974/5

Ramírez (1975)

Guachaca – Buritaca
Buritaca Nesting Reserve

1987

Muñoz et al.
Buritaca Nesting Reserve
(1989)
Pinzón & Saldaña Guachaca- Buritaca(1999)
Buritaca Nesting Reserve

5
7.5
(12.5)
6.5

36
2

12
11† + 1*

1995

Source

Beaches

Medem, F. In
Ramirez (1975)

Mendihuaca–Guachaca
Guachaca-Buritaca
Buritaca Nesting ReserveQuintana

1996

Pinzón et al.
(1996)

Guachaca – Buritaca
Buritaca Nesting Reserve

1997

Amorocho et al
(1999)

Guachaca-Buritaca
Buritaca Nesting Reserve

1998

Pinzón & Saldaña Guachaca – Buritaca
(1999)
Buritaca Nesting Reserve
Quintana

1999

Amorocho &
Pinzón (2000)

Guachaca – Buritaca
Buritaca Nesting Reserve

2000

WIDECAST –
Colombia
Association
(2001)
Marrugo &
Vásquez (2002)

Guachaca – Buritaca
Buritaca Nesting Reserve

2001

Mendihuaca - Guachaca
Guachaca – Buritaca
Buritaca Nesting Reserve
Quintana

Estimated no.
nests (∑)

Estimated
no. females

91

233
32*

5
6.5
(11.5)
5
6.7
(11.7)
5
6.7
(11.7)
5
6.7
5
(16.7)
5
6.7
(11.7)
5
6.7
(11.7)

4
2
(6)
2
7
(9)
8
8
(16)
5
12
4
(21)

7 {1*}

9

3

14

5

4
5
7
2
(18)

7
1
1
8
(17)

6 {2*}

2

3

5

* Tagged turtles
† Slaughtered turtles
{} Includes tagged turtles
NB The length of the Buritaca Nesting Reserve has varied through the years according to the different
authors (6.5-7.5km).
Table 4. Summary of the loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta) nesting assessments in the Magdalena Department, central
Caribbean coast of Colombia (1962-2001).
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Hatcheries
Don Diego
Buritaca
Guachaca

1996
53.3 % (n=7)
56.1 % (n=2)
No nests

1997
71.6 % (n=8)
62.6 % (n=8)
No nests

1998
65.3 % (n=12)
82.6 % (n=1)
61.2 % (n=4)

2000
42.8 % (n=14)
No nests
No nests

2001
31.7 % (n=7)
No nests
52 % (n=5)

Table 5. Hatching success per year in protected beach hatcheries of the Magdalena Department, Colombia. Source: Pinzón
et al. (1996), Amorocho et al. (1999), Pinzón & Saldaña (1999), Amorocho & Pinzón (2000), Marrugo & Vásquez (2002)

gathered during this nesting assessment were compared
to those of previous studies from the same area the
conservation status of this species in the Magdalena
region by the Colombian National Institute of Science
and the Ministry of the Environment was reclassified
from Endangered to Critically Endangered in the
Colombian Red Book for Reptiles (Castaño-Mora
2002).
Although some attempts have been made at
increasing hatching success in hatcheries, the success
is not high. This is of particular concern in the case of
the Don Diego hatchery (Table 5). At this site, the
practice of splitting clutches appears not to have
increased success, contrasting to the increased hatching
success observed by Mortimer et al. (1994) after
dividing nests of hawksbills (Eretmochelys imbricata)
and leatherbacks (Dermochelys coriacea) into groups
of 40 - 60 eggs in Malaysia. Other factors influencing
low hatching success in the Don Diego hatchery were
infestation of eggs by larvae, ants, and the relocation of
eggs after periods of more than six hours following
deposition.
An additional point of concern is that the nesting
habitat is rapidly becoming unsuitable for loggerheads
on the beaches of Don Diego and Buritaca due to
natural erosion, driftwood accumulation, pollution and
land development.
Despite sea turtle conservation efforts carried out
by local, regional and national institutions and groups,
the historical and current threats to loggerheads along
the nesting shores of the study area have not been
reduced. We reach the following conclusions:
1. Social and economic conditions faced by the growing
numbers of local people are promoting an
unsustainable use of sea turtles and their eggs.
2. New sources of income for fishermen and turtle
hunters must be identified and encouraged by
governmental and non-governmental agencies
conducting sea turtle projects.
3. Community-based conservation approaches must be
encouraged to allow institutional regulations, as well
as social controls to be enforced at the local level.

4. Commitment is needed from regional environmental
authorities, the Ministry of the Environment, and
the National Marine Research Institute towards
developing a long term monitoring program for the
assessment of sea turtle nesting and feeding
grounds of the Colombian Caribbean coast.
5. Current hatchery techniques should be evaluated in
order to identify the causes of low success and
determine the optimal conditions under which maximal
hatchling production can be guaranteed. Relocating
clutches to safer areas on the nesting beach (rather
than to an enclosed hatchery site) has resulted in
higher emergence rates and more hatchlings in other
countries (e.g. Brazil: Santos et al. 2000).
6. The stock from which Colombian loggerheads are
derived and its geographic scope within the region
should be identified with genetic techniques and a
more thorough tagging program. Do the individuals
belong to a larger population or do they represent a
unique local population? This information is valuable
to conservation managers, who must recognize that
adequate protection of marine turtles should
encompass not only the nesting sites, but also the
oceanic habitats.
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Incidental Capture of Loggerhead Turtles (Caretta caretta) on
Boa Vista (Cape Verde Islands)
L.F. López-Jurado, N. Varo-Cruz & P. López-Suárez
Biology Department. University of Las Palmas. 35017 Las Palmas. Canary Islands, Spain
(Email: llopez@dbio.ulpgc.es)

The sea is one of the major natural resources of
the Cape Verde Islands, a small archipelago located
500 kilometers off the coast of Senegal (West Africa).
This country consists of ten main islands and several
islets, and possesses an Exclusive Economical Zone
(EEZ) of about 734 square kilometers and a coastal
perimeter of nearly 2000 kilometers. The marine shelf,
whose limit is the 200 m isobath, is particularly extensive
on the island of Boa Vista (Figure 1). It is likely that
most of the loggerhead turtles (Caretta caretta) that
breed in this archipelago are concentrated on this island
(López-Jurado et al., 1999).
All commercial trawling is strictly forbidden by the
legislation of the Cape Verde Islands. Experimental
trawling is permitted only with the authorization of the
governmental organizations (Decree law No. 17/18 and
97/87) such as the National Institute of Fishery
Development and the General Direction of Fisheries
(Ministry of Agriculture and Environment). However,
Cape Verde is a developing country where effective
control in natural resource extraction is difficult to

enforce. Frequently, foreign trawlers intrude upon the
EEZ in the insular shelf, particularly in Boa Vista, to
catch demersal fish species (General Marine and
Harbor Director, pers. comm.).
Incidental capture in trawls is a well-known cause
of mortality for sea turtles and have been reported all
over the world (Eckert 1995; Hillestad et al. 1995;
Lutcavage et al. 1997; Márquez 2000; Oravetz 1999;
Pascual 1985; Seidal et al. 1995). Nevertheless, there
are few illustrated examples, especially when massive
incidental capture occurs. Here, we graphically report
on the significant ecological damage caused by a trawl
net in proximity of a turtle nesting colony at the beginning
of the breeding season (see front cover of this issue).
On the 15th of June 2001 (at the beginning of the
breeding season), a piece of a trawl net 20 m in length
and 3 m in width was found on the shore of the island
of Boa Vista (As Gatas Bay: 16º 12’ N – 22º 42’ W).
Ten loggerhead turtles were found entangled in this net.
The animals were measured (Curved Carapace Length
CCL, Curved Carapace Width CCW) and sexed using

Figure 1. Map of Cape Verde Islands.
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Turtle number
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Sex
Male
Male
?Female
Female
Female
?Female
?Female
Female
?Female
Female

CCL (cm)
89.0
82.0
62.0
71.0
71.0
69.0
70.0
75.0
68.0
71.0

CCW (cm)
83.0
74.0
60.0
70.0
62.5
66.0
69.5
72.0
66.5
70.0

PIT

131215652A
131115551A
131123451A
131122672A
131164667A
131144521A
Dead
Dead

Table 1. ID number, Sex (F: female, M: male), Curved Carapace Length (CCL), Curved Carapace Width (CCW) and PIT
number of the entangled loggerhead turtles.

tail length as an index (Table 1). Two nurse sharks,
Ginglymostoma cirratum and one tope shark,
Galeorhinus galeus, were also present in the net. Two
female turtles and the tope shark were dead. The live
turtles showed abrasions in different areas of their
carapaces, skin and cephalic scales, apparently due to
the friction from the net. We cannot be certain if the
animals were victims of ghost fishing or whether some
or all of the animals were captured and then discarded
with the net.
Six live turtles (except both males) were PIT-tagged
(Avid©) and all live turtles and sharks were subsequently
released together. Four of the individuals had CCL
measuring less than the smallest turtle (71.0 CCL)
observed nesting on Boa Vista in the preceding 4 nesting
seasons (Table 2). Thus we were not able to definitively
assign sex, although we suspect all were female due to

CCW

CCL

Mean (cm)
SD
Range
N
Mean (cm)
SD
Range
N

1998
81.8
4.81
74.5-103.0
74
76.8
4.57
67.0-96.0
73

short tail length. Specimens 9 and 10 were autopsied
but no developed eggs were found. The stomach was
empty in one specimen and in the other several
unidentified fish remains were found.
We have no information on the origin of the net, but
because most animals were still alive when it was
found, we suspect that their entanglement was relatively
recent. It is important to note that males were
encountered and that their CCL were greater than those
of the females entangled. There is a popular belief in
the Cape Verde Islands that the consumption of sea
turtle meat, and especially the penis of the male, gives
people sexual vigor. Because of this belief, males are
selectively hunted by free diving in most of the islands
(Cabrera et al., 1999). However, there are currently
insufficient data to assess the influence of sex-specific
turtle captures on the sex ratio of the breeding
population.

1999
81.9
4.87
74.0-107.0
280
77.4
4.19
63.0-97.0
278

2000
80.9
3.66
71.0-104.0
593
76.3
4.60
54.2-96.0
593

2001
81.5
4.36
73.0-106.0
522
76.9
4.48
58.0-98.0
523

Table 2. Mean curved carapace length (CCL) and curved carapace width (CCW) of
nesting females from Boa Vista Island over a 4-year study period (1998–2001).
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Observations on Sea Turtles in the State of Paraíba, Brazil
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Five species of marine turtle commonly occur on
feeding and breeding grounds in Brazil, and the majority
of regular nest monitoring efforts on the continental
coast is concentrated on beaches stretching from the
state of Sergipe south to the state of Rio de Janeiro
(Marcovaldi & Marcovaldi 1999). Although organized
monitoring has historically targeted the areas where
turtles seem to be more numerous in Brazil, there is the
possibility that turtles nest in lesser numbers elsewhere.
Here we report sea turtle occurrences in the state of
Paraíba, in northeastern Brazil.
We focused our monitoring on a narrow belt of
seashore 1,800 m in length, named Mar do Macaco (in
the municipality of Intermares) (7°S 34°W). This area
bounded by the Jaguaribe river in the south and Ponta
de Campina in the north, is in between the cities of
João Pessoa and Cabedelo. The northern and southern
extremes of this beach are also bounded by two coral

reefs, clearly delimiting the sandy zone available for
nesting turtles. The beach is backed by many residential
and commercial buildings, and Intermares has a
population of about 7,000 people. The local population
and a variable number of tourists use the beach for
many purposes, including surfing, jogging, fishing, and
swimming, among others. Both cars and horses are
regularly found on the beach, and at night artificial
lighting from buildings and streets illuminates much of
the beach.
We monitored this beach from December 2001
through August 2002 with the aid of volunteers. The
protocols for fieldwork were modified from a Projeto
TAMAR manual (unpublished). To organize the
monitoring staff and to make their work easier, the
nesting beach was divided in two halves: to the left of
the “Bar do Surfista”(LSBS) and to the right of the
“Bar do Surfista” (RSBS). The monitoring consisted
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of daily early morning surveys to count all tracks before
the tide and beach users effaced them. Nests were
confirmed by verifying the presence of eggs. Each nest
was marked with a unique number and 4 wooden stakes
enclosed by a plastic mesh net (about 50cm high) that
encompassed about 5m2 area around the nest. The idea
was to keep animals, people and cars from trampling
on the nest, and also to hold the hatchlings after
emergence so they could be safely released closer to
the sea. This was necessary because of the photo
pollution (artificial lighting) along the seashore.
We recorded 64 hawksbill (Eretmochelys
imbricata) nesting crawls, of which 58 were actual
nests and 6 were “false crawls” (Table 1). Eleven nests
were disturbed and their eggs stolen, while the 47
remaining nests hatched successfully. Of these 47 nests,
6 were not found until after emergence, when some of
their hatchlings (a total of 220) were found the following
morning concentrated under a streetlight.
A total of 5,492 eggs were laid within the 41 nests
that were followed from laying to emergence, giving
an average of 133.9 eggs/nest. Of these, a total of 4,395
live hatchlings were produced (80% overall hatching
success rate, range for individual nests = 11.5% 98.6%), while 172 dead hatchlings and 925 unhatched
eggs were encountered in the nests upon postemergence excavation.
The nesting season of the larger hawksbill population
found in Bahia, Brazil runs from October until March
(Marcovaldi et al. 1999). In Paraíba, the latest nest
observed was laid on June 3 and emerged on August
15, 2002. Note that some nests could have been laid
before the monitoring work started, although local
fishermen report that the earliest observed nests
historically have occurred in the second half of
December. The peak of nesting is concentrated in
February and March. The peak of nesting of hawksbills

in Bahia, Brazil, is January/February, which suggests
that these two nesting populations are not closely linked.
During the nesting season, we also had the
opportunity to observe an adult male leatherback that
had been accidentally captured by a small fishing boat
on 03 April 2002 and brought to Acaú in the southern
end of Paraíba. This turtle was covered by epifauna
and was missing part of its right front flipper, although
the wound appeared well healed. The curved carapace
length was 160 cm and the curved carapace width was
106 cm. This turtle was released offshore soon after
the measurements were taken. Although regular nesting
of leatherbacks occurs in the southern part of Brazil
(Barata & Fabiano 2002), there are relatively few atsea observations of this species in Brazil (Sampaio
1999).
We also observed 32 dead stranded green turtles
(Chelonia mydas) between March and November 2002
in the area between Cabo Branco in João Pessoa and
Mar do Macaco, Cabedelo. All animals were measured,
dissected and buried above the high tide line. The
smallest turtle was 34.9 cm and the biggest was 104
cm in curved carapace length. The necropsies revealed
different suspected causes of death, including drowning,
intoxication and disease.
These observations of sea turtles in Paraíba suggest
that expanded monitoring effort here would be a
worthwhile conservation activity. This is particularly true
in Mar do Macaco in Paraíba, because it is an urbanized
beach with all the attendant impacts on sea turtles. As
a result, we have created the non-governmental
association called “Associação Guajiru: ciência –
educação – meio ambiente” (Guajiru Association:
Science, Education, and Environment), with the main
objective to develop research in environmental
conservation and education, with a focus on sea turtles
and other marine and littoral fauna.

Nests

False Disturbed Nests discovered
Crawls
nests*
after emergence*
LSBS
20
4
1
2
RSBS
38
2
10
4
Total
58
6
11
6
*These nests were not included in analyses described in the text
Table 1. Hawksbill nests observed in the state of Paraiba, Brazil 2002.
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Upon leaving rookery beaches in the southeastern
USA, post-hatchling loggerhead turtles (Caretta
caretta) migrate to oceanic developmental habitats in
the waters of the eastern North Atlantic (Bolten et al.
1993; 1998; Carr 1986). Because of its proximity to the
eastern edge of the North Atlantic Gyre, local sea floor
topography and seasonal meteorological events, this area
provides rich foraging habitats for juvenile loggerhead
turtles and a variety of other oceanic organisms
(Bjorndal 1997; Brongersma 1972; Carr 1986; CostonClements et al. 1991; Davenport 1992; Pouchet & de
Guerne 1886; Van Nierop & Den Hartog 1984). Young
turtles spend at least 6 years in these oceanic
developmental habitats before recruiting to neritic
habitats in the western North Atlantic (Bjorndal et al.
2000). During the oceanic stage, juvenile loggerheads
are exposed to a wide variety of small organisms that
rely upon flotsam for survival. As a result, juvenile
loggerheads are often colonized by several commensal
forms. The first available information on the epibionts
of loggerhead sea turtles from the southeastern North
Atlantic Ocean is apparently Tuckey’s (1818) report of
pedunculate barnacles Lepas anatifera and L.
membranacea (=Conchoderma virgatum) from sea
turtles (‘Testudo caretta’) near the Azores. Here, we

tabulate a list of the epibionts associated with oceanicstage loggerhead turtles from the southeastern North
Atlantic Ocean. We present new records of epibiotic
forms from oceanic-stage loggerheads from the Azores.
Turtles were captured in dipnets while floating at
the surface in the waters around the Azores from March
– November, 1986 -1994 (n = 17). The curved carapace
length (CCL) of each turtle was recorded as the
distance from the anterior edge of the nuchal notch to
the posterior notch between the supracaudals (minimum
mid-line CCL range= 14.6 – 62.1 cm; mean= 33.7).
Epibionts were removed from turtles and preserved in
either 70 % ethyl alcohol or 10 % formalin, depending
upon preservative availability. Samples were placed in
500-ml polyethylene wide-mouthed bottles and labeled
with the corresponding tag numbers of the host turtle.
Specimens were later sorted and identified to the lowest
taxon possible. Because sampling efforts for epibiota
were not standardized and not all captured turtles were
surveyed for epibiota, we are not able to provide
information on the frequency of occurrence or density
of any particular epibiont species. Nor should our list of
epibionts be considered as complete for oceanic-stage
loggerheads in the southeastern North Atlantic.
To our knowledge, at least 20 epibiont species or
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types are present on oceanic-stage loggerhead turtles
in the southeast North Atlantic (Table 1), 9 of which
were previously unknown as epibionts from turtles in
this region prior to our study. Ours is also the first report
of gulf-weed swimming crabs (Portunus sayi), sea
spiders (Endeis spinosa) and pelagic tunicates
(Diplosoma gelatinosum) as epibionts of loggerhead
turtles. The occurrence of P. sayi as an epibiont of
Caretta is interesting because no other portunid crab
has ever been reported as an epibiont of sea turtles.
However, P. sayi, as well as a number of the epibionts
listed herein, are commonly associated with floating
Sargassum weed and it is not surprising that these
species can exist as epibiotic associates of oceanic-

stage Caretta as well (see Coston-Clements et al.
1991). Future studies will undoubtedly yield new records
of epibionts associated with oceanic-stage loggerheads.
Quantitative studies of the epibiota of oceanic turtles
would be particularly valuable. Additionally, epibiont
studies are needed from sea turtle developmental areas
outside of the southeastern North Atlantic and the
epibionts associated with all sea turtle species that have
an oceanic life stage need documentation.
Acknowledgements: We thank Jo and Greta Franck
of the Shanghai and Jonathan Gordon of the Song of
the Whale (owned and operated by International Fund
for Animal Welfare) for their assistance in capturing

Epibiont Species or Type

Reference

Arthropoda: Cirripedia: Chelonibia caretta

10

Arthropoda: Cirripedia: Chelonibia testudinaria

6

Arthropoda: Cirripedia: Conchoderma virgatum

1, 2, 5 & 11

Arthropoda: Cirripedia: Lepas anatifera

1, 5 & 11

1

11

Arthropoda: Cirripedia: Lepas anserifera
Arthropoda: Cirripedia: Lepas hilli

2, 5 & 11

Arthropoda: Malacostraca: Caprella andreae

8 & 11

Arthropoda: Malacostraca: Hyale sp.

8

Arthropoda: Malacostraca: Planes minutus

4, 6, 9 & 11

Arthropoda: Malacostraca: Podocerus chelonophilus

3, 6, 8 & 11

2

11

2

11

Arthropoda: Malacostraca: Portunus sayi

Arthropoda: Pycnogonida: Endeis spinosa
2
Chordata: Ascidiacea: Diplosoma gelatinosum

11

1

11

1

11

1

Algae: Chlorophyceae: Chaetomorpha linum
1
Algae: Cyanophyceae: Unidentified Blue-Green Algae

11

1

11

Cnidaria: Hydrozoa: Unidentified Hydroid
Algae: Bacillariophyceae: Unidentified Diatoms

11

Algae: Isogeneratae: Unidentified Brown Algae
Algae: Rhodophyceae: Polysiphonia carettia

7 & 11

Algae: Rhodophyceae: Polysiphonia sp.

8

1
2

First report as loggerhead epibiont in the region.
First report as loggerhead epibiont.

Table 1. Epibionts associated with oceanic-stage loggerhead turtles from the southeastern North Atlantic. References:
Tuckey (1818), 2Darwin (1852), 3Chevreux & de Guerne (1888), 4Milne-Edwards & Bouvier (1899), 5Gruvel (1920), 6Davenport
(1994), 7Rojas-Gonzalez et al. (1994), 8Moore (1995), 9Dellinger et al. (1997), 10Southward (1998), 11present study.
1
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Fibropapillomatosis (FP) is a debilitating and
sometimes fatal disease found in marine turtle
populations worldwide (George 1997). Although FP has
recently been reported in other cheloniids (George
1997), it was first described in green turtles (Chelonia
mydas) more than 60 years ago (Smith and Coates
1938) and is most commonly associated with this
species. The disease is manifested externally by benign
tumors (typically fibropapillomas) that are most often
found on soft integumentary tissue (Jacobson et al.
1989). FP can hinder locomotion, occlude vision, and
interfere with feeding and breathing (Balazs et al. 1997;
Herbst 1994).
In the past 20 years, researchers in Hawaii and
Florida have documented the occurrence and
prevalence of FP in local green turtle populations (Balazs
1991; Bresette et al. 2002; Ehrhart et al. 1996; Fick et
al. 2000; Herbst et al. 1999; Murakawa et al. 2000;
Provancha et al. 1998; Schroeder et al. 1998). The
only difference that had been detected in the way this
disease is expressed in these two widely separated
populations was that tumors were common in the oral
cavities of afflicted green turtles from Hawaii but
seemed to be absent in the oral cavities of afflicted
green turtles from Florida (Balazs et al. 1997). We
present here the first two known cases of oral tumors
associated with FP in green turtles from Florida.
On 28 March 1998, a live green turtle stranded on
the beach at Patrick Air Force Base (Brevard County,
28º 22.5’N and 80º 36.1’W). The straight line carapace
length (SCL, from the nuchal notch to the posterior
marginal tip) of this turtle was 33.3 cm. It had numerous
large (> 4 cm) tumors (unless otherwise specified these
were always masses that were consistent in gross
appearance with marine turtle fibropapilloma) on many
areas of the body (but not on the eyes) and an
approximately 6-cm-diameter tumor along the right side
of the mouth. The attachment point of the tumor was

on the dorsal surface of the oral cavity, on the soft tissue
immediately posterior to the alveolar surface on the right
side of the rhamphotheca. The base of the tumor was
flattened and elongated so that the bulk of it rested
outside the mouth and the mouth could close. This turtle
was not emaciated when it was found, so we do not
believe it had chronic difficulty in feeding. Because the
bulk of the tumor was outside the mouth, it did not appear
to interfere with breathing. The external appearance
of this tumor was typical of a fibropapilloma, but it was
not examined histologically.
On 5 March 2002, a live green turtle was captured
at the St. Lucie Power Plant’s intake canal located on
Hutchinson Island in St. Lucie County (27° 22.3’N and
80° 14.9’W). The SCL of this turtle was 63.2 cm. It
had numerous small (< 4 cm) tumors on many areas of
the body (including the eyes) and an approximately 7mm-diameter tumor completely inside the oral cavity.
The attachment point of this tumor was on the right
side of the oral cavity where the maxilla meets the
mandible. The tumor did not appear to interfere with
feeding or breathing. The turtle was in good condition
and of normal body weight (33.0 kg). Dr. Nancy Mettee
of the MarineLife Center of Juno Beach removed the
entire tumor, and a sample was sent to Dr. Elliott
Jacobson of the College of Veterinary Medicine at the
University of Florida for histological evaluation. Dr.
Jacobson reported that the histology of the tumor was
compatible with FP.
The rarity of the two oral tumors reported here is
significant given the large number of green turtles with
FP that have been examined in Florida. The Florida
Sea Turtle Stranding and Salvage Network (FLSTSSN)
documented the oral tumor found in 1998. From January
1980 through July 2002, participants in the FLSTSSN
examined 989 dead or debilitated (i.e., stranded) green
turtles with FP in Florida. Of those turtles examined,
only one (0.1%) was reported to have a tumor-like mass
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in the oral cavity. Because the oral cavities of stranded
green turtles may not have always been carefully and
consistently examined, it may be more appropriate to
consider only those green turtles that were necropsied
and thus exposed to much greater scrutiny. Of the 280
green turtles with FP that were necropsied, only the
one reported here (0.4%) had any findings suggestive
of oral tumors.
Biologists from the sea turtle research program at
the St. Lucie Power Plant documented the oral tumor
found in 2002. This research program has been ongoing
for more than 25 years, and more than 3000 green turtles
have been captured (Bresette et al. 1998). Beginning
in 1994, green turtles captured at the power plant were
specifically examined for the presence of tumors
associated with FP. When tumors were found externally
on a turtle, the measurements and location of each
tumor were noted and the oral cavity was examined.
From January 1994 through July 2002, 127 green turtles
were found with FP and only one of those (0.8%) was
found to have an oral tumor.
Because oral tumors can interfere with breathing
and feeding (Balazs et al. 1997), these two recent cases
in Florida are cause for concern. Nevertheless, the
occurrence of oral tumors among green turtles with FP
in Florida is still far less than the occurrence of oral
tumors documented for green turtles in Hawaii. (0.4%0.8% vs. 40%-74%, respectively; Balazs 1997,
Murakawa et al. 2000).
To better assess the frequency of oral tumors and
to detect any future increase in their prevalence, it is
vital that a standardized protocol for examining the oral
cavities of green turtles be adopted by researchers
throughout Florida. As is already practiced by some
researchers, we recommend using an avian speculum
to hold the jaws open and a narrow-beam light to
illuminate the surfaces of the oral cavity. We also
recommend using a standard search pattern to examine
all the surfaces of the oral cavity.
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The First Records of Olive Ridleys in Florida, USA
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Although olive ridleys (Lepidochelys olivacea)
occur worldwide in tropical and warm-temperate ocean
waters, their distribution in the western North Atlantic
is limited mostly to the northern coast of South America
and adjacent waters. Regular nesting occurs only in
Guyana, Suriname, and French Guiana, and the bulk
of the foraging grounds are probably nearby (Reichart
1989). In rare cases, olive ridleys are known to occur
as far north as Puerto Rico (Horta et al. 2000), the
Dominican Republic (Carr et al. 1982), and Cuba
(Moncada-G. 2000). We now report three recent records
of olive ridleys from Florida. These become the
northernmost known occurrences of olive ridleys in the
western North Atlantic and the first reports of olive
ridleys in the eastern United States. All specimens were
photographed.
On 21 December 1999, a live olive ridley was found
floating near Marathon (in the Florida Keys, Monroe
County, 24° 41.2’N and 81° 02.1’W). It was entangled
in approximately 15 kg of trawl net but otherwise
appeared to be in good condition. The straight-line
carapace length (CLSL, from the nuchal notch to
posterior marginal tip) of the turtle was 62.6 cm. It had

seven pairs of costal scutes and was presumed to be an
adult male because the tail extended well beyond the
carapace. The turtle was taken to a rehabilitation facility
but died about a month later. The presumed sex of the
turtle was confirmed during necropsy.
On 10 September 2000, another live olive ridley was
found floating just offshore of Key Largo (also in the
Florida Keys, Monroe County, 25° 03.9’N and 80°
28.7’W). It was missing its left front flipper, had
numerous large abrasions on the left side of the
carapace, and was emaciated and lethargic. The CLSL
of the turtle was 66.0 cm. It had at least six pairs of
costal scutes on the right side (the scute lines were
difficult to distinguish in the photographs because of
the carapace damage) and was presumed to be an adult
male because the tail extended well beyond the
carapace. The turtle was taken to a rehabilitation facility
but died about ten days later. The presumed sex of the
turtle was confirmed during necropsy.
On 11 October 2001, a dead olive ridley was found
washed-up on the beach of Sunny Isles (just north of
Miami, Miami-Dade County, 25° 54.2’N and 80°
07.3’W). It was mostly covered with tar but did not
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appear to be emaciated. The CLSL of the turtle was
23.2 cm. It had seven costal scutes on the left side and
six costal scutes on the right side.
The responding participants in the Florida Sea Turtle
Stranding and Salvage Network (FLSTSSN) originally
identified all three of the olive ridleys as Kemp’s ridleys
(Lepidochelys kempii). The authors made the correct
species identifications during routine verifications of the
stranding reports based on the photographs of each
turtle that were submitted by the FLSTSSN participants.
Fortunately, frozen samples of each turtle were saved
and the revised species identifications were confirmed
through genetic analysis performed at the National
Marine Fisheries Service Molecular Genetics
Laboratory in La Jolla, California. A 470bp sequence
of the mtDNA control region was obtained from muscle
tissue collected from each of the specimens using
standard procedures described in Dutton et al. (1999).
The PCR amplification was conducted using LTCM1
and HDCM1 primers (Allard et al. 1994). Sequences
were compared with all known variants published to
date for Kemp’s and olive ridleys, and all three matched
Haplotype F (Bowen et al. 1997). This confirms that
these animals were Atlantic olive ridleys, since this
haplotype has been found only in the Suriname, Brazil,
and Guinea-Bissau nesting populations of olive ridleys
and is quite distinct from the Kemp’s ridley sequences.
Because the olive ridleys reported here were
originally identified as Kemp’s ridleys, we wondered if
it was likely that olive ridleys had been found before in
Florida but had not been properly identified. To answer
this question, we reviewed the records of dead or
debilitated (i.e., stranded) Kemp’s ridleys documented
in Florida since 1980 (concentrating particularly on large
ridleys found in the Florida Keys or in southeast Florida
during the latter part of the year). Although we cannot
say with complete certainty that olive ridleys have not
been found in Florida before those reported here, we
are fairly confident that they have not been overlooked
(especially beginning in 1990, when photographic
documentation of sea turtle strandings became more
common).
One of the three olive ridleys found in Florida and
the only olive ridley found recently in Puerto Rico (Horta
et al. 2000) were both entangled in fishing net. Another
of the olive ridleys that was found in Florida had injuries
(abraded carapace) that may have resulted from net
entanglement. These cases of net entanglement highlight
a conservation concern for olive ridleys in the western
North Atlantic.

The olive ridley that was found washed ashore in
Miami-Dade County (SE Florida) was presumed to be
a pelagic-phase turtle (CLSL 23.2 cm). Pelagic-phase
hawksbills (Eretmochelys imbricata), green turtles
(Chelonia mydas), loggerheads (Caretta caretta), and
Kemp’s ridleys have also been found washed ashore in
this part of Florida, many also covered with tar
(FLSTSSN database). We believe this demonstrates
that pelagic-phase turtles of at least five species share
habitat offshore of southeast Florida. Another pelagicphase olive ridley (CLSL 21.4 cm) was reported earlier
from Cuba (Varona 1974), indicating at least a rare,
repeating occurrence of pelagic-phase olive ridleys in
this part of the western North Atlantic.
Olive ridleys and Kemp’s ridleys are both found in
the western North Atlantic, but within this area, their
population centers are widely separated. The reported
occurrences of each species of Lepidochelys have
never clearly overlapped. Because Kemp’s ridleys are
regularly found in south Florida, the records of olive
ridleys presented here represent the first welldocumented, repeating overlap in the distribution of the
two Lepidochelys species.
The presence of adult male olive ridleys in the
eastern United States might result in some hybrids
between olive and Kemp’s ridleys. It may be useful to
occasionally evaluate genetic samples from Kemp’s
ridleys to monitor for signs of such hybridization.
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Olive Ridley Sea Turtles in Porto-Novo, Tamil Nadu, India, with an
Observation of an Asian Giant Softshell Turtle
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A survey of the nesting activity of olive ridley sea
turtle (Lepidochelys olivacea) was undertaken
between 22 January and 15 February 2002 on the
coastline in Porto-Novo, in the state Tamil Nadu, India
(11° 3’ N and 79°4’ E). This period corresponds to the
annual migration made by adult female olive ridley turtles
from more southern areas of the Indian Ocean to their
main nesting sites in the state of Orissa. Some females
choose to nest in Tamil Nadu and Andhra Pradesh,
which lie south of Orissa (Rajashekar 1999).
The first day of the survey (22 January) revealed
six stranded adult female olive ridley turtles. Four of
these females had wounds apparently caused by
propellers from boats.The other two stranded turtles
were too decomposed to assess any injury. On 29
January a turtle emerged from the ocean and attempted
to nest, but after two unsuccessful digging attempts it
returned to the sea. Before it reached the water, it was
intercepted for measurement and observations. This
turtle had a curved carapace length of 67.0 cm, a curved
carapace width of 68.5 cm, 6 pairs of lateral scutes,
and 13 pairs of marginal scutes. A number of epibionts
such as Chelonibia testudinaria were collected from
the carapace of the live and stranded turtles.
Another large turtle was found stranded along the
Porto-Novo coast near the mouth of the Vellar estuary:
an Asian giant softshell turtle (Pelochelys bibroni).
This species is considered to be rather tolerant of saline
conditions (Pritchard 2001), and has been reported to

reach the tidal limits of the sea (Das 1985). The curved
carapace length of Asian giant softshell turtles can reach
and occasionally surpass the size of olive ridley turtles
(Pritchard 2001). Along the coast of Gahirmatha,
Orissa, this species shares nesting beaches with the
olive ridley, and is often seen approaching the nesting
site from the sea and the river (Das 1985). In India, the
Asian giant softshell turtle is normally distributed in
the states of Orissa, Tamil Nadu (Mandapam) and West
Bengal (Das 1985).
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Green Turtle with Living Tag Captured in the Southern Bahamas
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On 7 July 2001, Karen Bjorndal and Alan Bolten
captured a green turtle with a living tag at their longterm study site in Union Creek, Great Inagua, Bahamas.
The turtle had a straight carapace length (SCL; nuchal
notch to posterior tip of longer postcentral scute) of
43.6 cm, no indication of previous tags, and an mtDNA
haplotype of CM-A3. CM-A3 is the most common
haplotype in the Greater Caribbean and is known to
occur in nesting populations in México, Costa Rica, Aves
Island (Venezuela), and Florida (USA). The living tag
was slightly posterior to the center of the fourth left
lateral scute. The living tag measured 2.5 by 3.8 cm.
The turtle was tagged with flipper tags (primary tag:
BP7586), and released at site of capture. The turtle
was captured again in Union Creek on 12 June 2002
and measured 47.5 cm SCL.
In the Greater Caribbean, green turtles have been
released with living tags by two programs: the Cayman
Turtle Farm since 1983 (Wood & Wood 1993) and
Tortugas Marinas X’caret, Quintana Roo since 1990
(Zurita et al. 1994). In October 1988, 1202 head-started
yearling green turtles were released by Cayman Turtle
Farm with a living tag in the fourth left lateral scute. In
X’caret, 5039 green turtle hatchlings were released
three days after hatching between July and October
1997 and an additional 130 captive-reared green turtles
were released between December 1997 and March
1998 with a living tag in the fourth left lateral scute.
Approximate SCL of head-started yearlings released
by Cayman Turtle Farm is 29 cm (Wood & Wood 1993).
We believe it is extremely unlikely that a yearling
green turtle released from Cayman Turtle Farm in 1988
with an approximate SCL of 29 cm would be 43.6 cm
SCL 13 years later. The approximate growth interval
from 29 to 43.6 cm SCL is about 2 years both in Union
Creek (Bjorndal et al. 2000) and in the waters around
Grand Cayman (mean growth rate 8.26 cm/yr; Wood
& Wood 1993).
The turtle was almost certainly released at X’caret
in 1997 as a hatchling or in 1997/1998 as a captivereared turtle. This note is the first report of a green

turtle from a rookery in México migrating to the
Bahamas and is consistent with an earlier study of the
genetic composition of the green turtles in Union Creek,
which, based on mtDNA sequences, estimated that 5%
of the green turtles were derived from México/Florida
rookeries (Lahanas et al. 1998). Because we cannot
determine whether BP7586 was released originally as
a hatchling or as a captive-reared turtle, we cannot
calculate growth rates or duration of the oceanic stage.
The uncertainty concerning the source of this turtle
underscores the need for programs that use living tags
to coordinate their coding systems, as recommended
earlier (Mrosovsky 1982).
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Second Record of a Green Turtle (Chelonia mydas) Tagged in Brazil
and Captured in Nicaragua
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A green turtle (Chelonia mydas) bearing flipper tag
BR7440 from the TAMAR Brazilian sea turtle project
was captured in a turtle net off the central Caribbean
coast of Nicaragua in late 2001. The turtle was originally
double flipper tagged with monel tags and released on
8 June 1994, after incidental capture in a wooden fishing
weir (“curral de pesca”) off Almofala Beach (2°50’S,
40°09’W), State of Ceará, Brazil. When originally
tagged the turtle measured 98 cm curved carapace
length (CCL, nuchal notch to posterior tip) and 88 cm
maximum curved carapace width, and had several
tumour like masses on the neck and all four flippers.
A legal green turtle fishery is conducted by several
indigenous and ethnic groups in Nicaragua as a source
of income and protein (Lagueux 1998). The turtle was
captured by Donald Marti, a Miskitu fisher from the
indigenous community of Walpa. Because Mr. Marti
was not at home when one of us (CJL) visited the
community we can only report that the turtle was
captured in the general area of 13º01’N and 83º24’W
and was dead by 16 December 2001, the date we
received the tag from his wife.
The Almofala region is a foraging area for green
turtles (Lima 2001) ranging in CCL from 27 to 132 cm,
and there is an ongoing mark-recapture study in the
area in collaboration with fishers. Tag recoveries both
in and away from this site reveal some of the complexity
of the interactions among different breeding populations.
This is the second record of a green turtle tagged at
Almofala, Brazil and subsequently captured off the
Caribbean coast of Nicaragua (Lima et al. 1999), and
another green turtle tagged at Almofala was recovered
in Trinidad (Lum et al. 1998). Green turtles tagged while
nesting at Ascension Island and Suriname have been
recovered in the Almofala region and elsewhere in
northeastern Brazil (Carr 1975; Mortimer & Carr 1987;
Pritchard 1973; Schulz 1975). Furthermore, a green
turtle tagged in March 1999 on the nesting beach at
Tortuguero, Costa Rica, and last seen on that beach in
April 1999, was found dead in February 2001 in the
municipality of Fortaleza, Ceará, about 200 km east of
Almofala (Lima & Troëng 2001). Together these data

suggest a link between green turtle populations of the
western South Atlantic Ocean and Caribbean Sea.
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When a Turtle is Worth a Hook
Paolo Casale1 & Giusy Cannavò2
1

Via Antonio Calderara 29, 00125 Roma Italy (E-mail: paolo.casale@tiscali.it)
2
Via Palermo 834, 98152 Messina Italy (E-mail: g.cannavo2@virgilio.it)

Incidental capture by fishing gear is recognized as
one of the most important threats to marine turtle
populations. Apart from the mortality due to interaction
with the fishing gear alone, the fisherman may
intentionally kill the turtles captured. This behavior is
known to be motivated by a number of different reasons
such as: trade, personal use, and even antagonism and
superstition. New legislation, enforcement of existing
laws, and awareness campaigns are the solutions
currently adopted to solve this problem. In Italy, turtles
were often killed for local use in the past, but this
phenomenon has basically disappeared in more recent
times, thanks to specific national legislation (since 1980
capturing, holding, transporting or trading in sea turtles
has been illegal by a ministry decree: Decreto Ministero
Marina Mercantile 21/05/1980) and to long-term
awareness campaigns (Argano 1992). So, in Italy
intentional killing is thought to be a problem of the past,
and the issue of fishery-induced mortality is approached
as a problem of fishing effort, gear characteristics, gear
use, and onboard procedures to reduce post-release
mortality (the usual practice is to release turtles with
the hook and part of the branch line still in the mouth or
digestive tract which is potentially lethal). However, here
we report evidence that another factor may make
intentional killing an important problem in the present
and in the future.
Within the framework of an onboard observation
program, collaboration was established with drifting
longline fishermen of a harbour in the eastern (Ionian)
coast of Sicily (south Italy). In recent years these
fishermen have adopted a new type of hook, which is
rather expensive (about € 1.50 each) in comparison with
the previous one (about € 0.25 each). While in the past
they didn’t care much of the loss of hooks, now they
feel the need to limit it to minimum. In order to recover
these expensive hooks they now cut the turtle’s throat,
so killing the animal, a behavior both described by the
fishermen and directly observed by one of us (G.C.).
This behaviour is driven by economic reasons and not
by ignorance or prejudice. In fact, fishermen are aware
of the protected status of the species and do not show a
particular antagonism towards these animals. Since
economic optimization of fishing activity is a

fundamental rule for any fisherman, it is likely that this
kind of intentional killing occurs whenever recovering
the hook is economically favorable.
Long line fishing is known to catch a large number
of turtles in the Mediteranean (Gerosa & Casale 1999)
and it probably represents a serious threat in other
regions too (e.g. NMFS 2001), so that a diffusion of
expensive hooks, if associated with intentional killing,
would be reason of further concern on the impact of
this fishing gear on sea turtle populations. This problem
is of acute concern given the apparent lack of available
solutions. As a result of the economic nature of the
problem, an awareness campaign would be not the
proper tool to address it and enforcing the legal
protection of turtles on vessels on the open sea is
unrealistic. Probably, the only possible solution in this
case is to prevent hooks becoming so valuable, thus
removing the need of intentional killing. To ensure
fishermen use cheaper hooks is a difficult task, and
different solutions may be explored (e.g. a new hook,
intrinsically cheaper and equally effective), but certainly
any annoying restrictions should be avoided, in order
not to induce ill-will among fishermen.
In conclusion, it seems there is an urgent need for
an assessment of the use of expensive hooks, the
behaviour of fishermen using them, and the possible
effective solutions to the problem.
ARGANO, R. 1992. Sea turtles and monk seal in Italian seas:
conservation and perspectives. Bollettino Museo Istituto
Biologia Università Genova 56-57:113-135.
GEROSA, G. & P. CASALE. 1999. Interaction of marine turtles
with fisheries in the Mediterranean. UNEP/MAP, RAC/
SPA, Tunis. 59 pp.
NMFS. 2001. Stock assessments of loggerhead and
leatherback sea turtles and an assessment of the impact
of the pelagic longline fishery on the loggerhead and
leatherback sea turtles of the Western North Atlantic.
U.S. Department of Commerce NOAA Technical
Memorandum NMFS-SEFSC-455. 343 pp.
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Possible Factors Leading to Non-Occurrence of ‘Arribada’ at Gahirmatha,
Orissa, India in 2001-02
Anup K. Nayak
Deputy Conservator of Forest,1865/1866,Nuasahi, Nayapalli (Near Post-Office),Bhubaneswar-751012, Orissa, India
(E-mail: bravo_123@satyam.net.in)

Gahirmatha is one of the world’s most important
nesting ground for the olive ridley sea turtle
Lepidochelys olivacea and the largest rookery for the
species in Asia (Bustard 1976). This species nests en
mass in events termed “arribadas” or “arribazones”
which in Gahirmatha occur in the period January to
May (Dash & Kar 1990; Kar & Bhaskar 1982).
Normally the main arribada occurs for a brief period
extending for up to seven days, although additional
sporadic nesting occurs throughout the period. Diffuse
nesting by olive ridley turtles is recorded all along the
Orissa coast, but mass nesting occurs at variable sites
in Gahirmatha, Devi River mouth and Rushikulya. In
Gahirmatha, the most important nesting areas are
currently 2- 3 km of beaches on shifting uninhabited
sand bar islands (Nasi-1 and Nasi-2 ). The Nasi Islands
were formed from a 5 km spit that extended from the
main Gahirmatha beach and are now situated very close
to the permanent Wheeler Islands. For a detailed review
of study site and past nesting see Pandav (2000),
Chadha and Kar (1999)
During the turtle season 2001-02, mass nesting of
olive ridley turtles did not take place, although large
numbers of these turtles were located near the Nasi
Islands between November 2001 and March 2002. This
was not the first time that mass nesting had not occurred
at Gahirmatha, with no arribadas having been recorded
in the seasons of 1985-86, 87-88, 96-97 and 97-98
(Chadha & Kar 1999; Dash & Kar, 1990).
The factors which have been suggested as triggering
the arribada for olive ridleys at Gahirmatha include the
presence of: 1. strong southerly winds; 2. receding tide
in the period between full moon and new moon; 3. dry
beach conditions i.e. sand unaffected by either rain or
tidal inundation (Dash & Kar 1990).
In January 2002, large numbers of turtles were seen
congregated in front of Ekakula (the mainland beach at
Gahirmatha, adjacent to the river mouth, where nesting
used to occur) within 2 km of the shore over an area of
approximately 4 km2. It is presumed that these turtles
were awaiting the correct environmental conditions to
stimulate nesting.

On the 25th January, test firing of missiles was
carried out from the outer Wheeler Islands, which may
have had an effect on the aggregating turtle less than
2km away. Additionally, on the 28th and 29th of January,
heavy rain fell (a total of 22 mm and 13 mm were
recorded at the nearby Dangmal station within
Bhitarkanika National Park on the two days,
respectively). It is plausible that either of these factors
may have deterred arribada nesting at that time. The
period between 1st and 7th February was considered to
be highly favorable for mass nesting in view of the high
concentration of turtles close to the nesting beach and
this being the period of receding tide. Many female
turtles were found crawling up the beach only to return
without nesting.
At the following full moon on 27th February, most of
the nesting beach at Nasi-1 and Nasi-2 islands was
inundated with tidal waters, again rendering a significant
part of the beach unsuitable for nesting.
Another major development is that the Nasi Islands
have shifted significantly and have almost become a
part of the Wheeler Islands. Nasi-2 was in fact
approachable by humans on foot from Outer Wheeler
Island even at high tide. Several dogs from Outer
Wheeler Island were found on the nesting beach of
Nasi-2 feeding upon dead turtles that had stranded and
turtle eggs laid during sporadic nesting activities.
Measures were subsequently taken to eliminate these
dogs with the help of defence personnel stationed at
Outer Wheeler Island.
The non-occurrence of any arribada at Gahirmatha
is a cause for concern. The failure could be due to any
or a combination of the reasons above or some as yet
undetected factor. My opinion is that while factors such
as missile testing, light pollution, dog menace and
untimely rain may aggravate the situation, the primary
reason is the geomorphological changes undergone by
the Nasi Islands. As these islands get closer to main
Wheeler islands, the probability of mass nesting may
be reducing even further. It should be noted, however,
that the gradual emergence of another island to the
seaward aspect of Nasi-1 Island may offer a ray of
hope for the future.
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MEETING REPORTS
President’s Report on The 23rd Annual Symposium on Sea Turtle
Biology And Conservation
Nicolas J. Pilcher
Community Conservation Network, PO Box 1017, Koror, Republic of Palau PW 96940. (Email: pilcher@tm.net.my)

The 23rd Annual Symposium on Sea Turtle Biology
and Conservation was held between 17 and 21 March
2003 at The Legend Hotel in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia,
hosted by the Community Conservation Network,
Hawaii, and WWF-Malaysia. The meeting was
attended by slightly more than 300 participants
representing 73 countries, a dramatic drop in
participation from previous years brought about in no
small part by the looming war in the middle east region
and concerns over travel safety. For 22 years the
Symposium had been based in North America, even
though it is the annual gathering of the “International”
Sea Turtle Society, and with the move to Malaysia, the
Symposium hoped to raise the awareness among the
general public of the plight of marine turtles in Southeast
Asia, and share the enormous expertise of the world
authorities on sea turtles with this so-far
underrepresented region. Adopting the theme, “Living
With Turtles”, the Symposium had a very personal
flavour, and the smaller number of participants made it
possible to make and renew acquaintances, and have
time for discussion between sessions. It was a pity,
particularly to the large contingent of people who
attended the event for the first time from
underrepresented regions, that many of the household
names linked to marine turtle biology and conservation
were not present to share their knowledge and promote
the global concerns on the plight of turtle populations.

The venue was ideal for the event, and the staff
were attentive and keen to assist in bringing together
what resulted in being a seamless event right from the
very beginning. Notwithstanding the typically-higher
price range of the hotel for Malaysian standards, the
management were extremely flexible in pricing their
services, food and beverage at reasonable costs to
accommodate and even lower the typical prices
encountered at several previous venues. I believe the
room costs (USD 45 per night) and food costs (circa
USD 10 per day) in many ways offset the higher travel
costs encountered by a large percentage of the
participants.
The Symposium also included a number of side
events, including the 10th Annual Reunion of Latin
American Specialists (MTN 101: 37), the 2nd Meeting
of Mediterranean Specialists (MTN 101: 38-39), the
Second Reunion of African Sea Turtle Biologists (MTN
101:40) and the first meeting of the Advisory Committee
to the Memorandum of Understanding on the
Conservation and Management of Marine turtles and
their Habitats of the Indian Ocean and South East Asia
(IOSEA MoU) (MTN 101:40 ). There was also a special
lunch session on Freshwater Terrestrial Chelonians
(MTN 101:39) to take advantage of the location to
address regional issues on trade, a discussion session
on the interactions between fisheries and marine turtles
(MTN 101:34), and the annual meeting of the IUCN
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Marine Turtle Specialist Group (MTSG).
The Special Session this year was entitled
“Indigenous Cultures and Marine Turtles” and was an
attempt to bring together people from different ethnic
backgrounds for whom turtles have a religious or cultural
significance, and to address the issue of use versus
conservation, or even their coexistence, providing time
for discussions among the varied and opposing
viewpoints (MTN 101:33-34). An additional major
component of the educational aspect of the Symposium
was the Tagging and Telemetry Workshop (MTN 101:
35-36).
Given the impending threat of war in the middle east
region, many participants cancelled their registration and
many more simply did not attend, creating a major
problem in the development of the programme.
Therefore, shortly before the event started, the
committee completely rebuilt the programme to do away
with the numerous gaps created by the cancellations.
In the end we showcased over 70 oral presentations
and 158 posters, and many parts of the world were
represented for the very first time at the event. In an
effort to maintain some of the standards that had been
set during previous meetings, simultaneous translation
was provided from Spanish to English and vice-versa
during the entire event.
As occurs each year, the student awards competition
again attracted a significant number of participants. The
results of the student awards competition were as
follows: Biology paper runner up - Fulvio Muffucci,
Zoological Station of Naples: “Trace elements
accummulation and tissue distribution in loggerhead
turtles from the Western Mediterranean Sea”. Biology
paper winner - Rusty Day, College of Charleston:
“Mercury in loggerhead sea turtles in the southeast US:
assessing health impacts and developing monitoring
strategies”. Biology poster winner - Eduardo Amir
Cuevas Flores, Universidad de Merida: “Mapping and
characterizing foraging habitat of immature hawksbill
turtles in front of the biosphere reserve Ria Lagartos,
Yucatan, Mexico”. Conservation paper winner - Yianna
Samuel, Cornell University: “Underwater noise and
anthropogenic disturbance in critical sea turtle habitat”.
Conservation poster winner - Cathi Campbell, University
of Florida: “Assessment of the Tortuguero, Costa Rica
green turtle population”. I would like to take this
opportunity to once again congratulate all the winners
for the outstanding contributions.
This year the Society was the recipient of a number
of grants from various organizations and foundations.
The Symposium managed to attract USD 127,000 in

funding to support travel awards, the costs of hosting
the event, and the simultaneous translation services.
Support for this symposium came from many sources,
reflecting the diverse nature of the group the
international sea Turtle Society has become: the NOAA
/National Marine Fisheries Service Southeast Fisheries
Science Center and Office of Protected Resources,
the David and Lucille Packard Foundation, the Western
Pacific Fisheries Management Council, Fisheries and
Oceans Canada (Science Branch), the World Wide
Fund for Nature (UK), the Global Green Fund, RARE
Center, the ASEAN Regional Centre for Biodiversity
Conservation, the Homeland Foundation, and the
Convention on Migratory Species.
While the final figures are still being compiled, in
addition to the funds raised through grants, the
Symposium also had some 35,000 to 40,000 in income
from registration fees, sales and auctions, for an
approximate total of circa USD 163,000, and
experienced costs in the region of USD 148,000. I
expect that when all is tabulated the Symposium will
have contributed a sum of over USD 10,000 to the
Society’s accounts, although we await the final report
from our Treasurer.
Another initiative that took place during the 23rd STS
was a membership drive for the International Sea Turtle
Society, which is currently undergoing the transition from
Annual Symposium to Society. Membership in the
Society will provide voting privileges and discounts on
registration fees for the annual symposia. Fees will also
go toward supporting the Marine Turtle Newsletter,
which is a key information dissemination avenue for
Society-related announcements and reports. I would
encourage all who have not done so to sign up as
members through the <SEATURTLE.ORG> website.
Finally, I would like to take this opportunity to thank
once again the people who made this event possible
through their contributions in time and dedication:
Michael Coyne, who made the website available; Sam
Sadove and Kartik Shanker for putting together the
program; Brendan Godley and Matthew Godfrey for
arranging the Tagging and Telemetry Workshop: Chuck
Shaffer for arranging the Freshwater Tortoise session;
Paolo Casale for putting together the discussion session
on Fisheries/Turtle Interactions; and Jeff Seminoff, Ana
Barragan, Karen Eckert, Alan Bolten, Annette
Broderick, Brendan Godley, and Angela Formia for
getting all the travel awards out to those in need. A
great deal of appreciation goes to Ed Drane for helping
keep accurate control of our finances, and to Manjula
Tiwari, Leslie du Toit, Anny Chaves and Herda
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Hutabarat for translating all the announcements. Finally,
I’d like to thank Matthew Godfrey, Kartik Shanker and
Lisa Campbell for helping arrange the Use Session,
which was a highlight of the event.
I am certain that our new President, Rod Mast, will
do an excellent job and put together a wonderful
symposium. The annual gatherings of our membership
are a highlight of the year and also an important
opportunity for us to share our ideas, knowledge and
experiences. However, the Society should not limit itself
to just meeting once a year. Both Rod and I have
committed to developing plans for an expansion of the
Society’s roles, and we welcome any feedback from
the membership.

Finally, for me personally, putting together this
Symposium was a wonderful experience. A significant
addition to my workload, but an unforgettable experience
nonetheless. I got to meet many new people, make many
new friends, and generally felt it was a constructive
effort and extremely rewarding. Given the nature of
people who work with marine turtles, many of whom
are personal friends of mine, this is not that hard to
understand. I look forward to meeting as many of you
as possible at our next venue in Costa Rica. I am sure
it will be another memorable event!

Travel Grants to Attend the 23rd Annual Symposium on Sea Turtle Biology and
Conservation in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia
Jeffrey A. Seminoff
NOAA – National Marine Fisheries Service, Southwest Fisheries Science Center, 8604 La Jolla Shores Drive,
La Jolla, California 92037, USA

The 23rd Annual Symposium on Sea Turtle Biology
and Conservation has come and gone and we can look
back on another successful meeting. This was the
second time that the Symposium was held out of the
United States and as usual, it lived up to the standard of
excellence we’ve all come to expect.
Thanks to the generous support of the David and
Lucile Packard Foundation, Homeland Foundation,
World Wildlife Fund, Western Pacific Fishery Council,
Sea Turtle Society, Convention on Migratory Species,
RARE Foundation, Global Greengrants Fund, and
National Marine Fisheries Service we were able to
provide travel grants to 109 symposium participants from
67 countries from around the globe. These travelers
authored or co-authored over 130 oral and poster
presentations (over 50% of the paper and poster
presentations!).
Managing the travel grants is an enormous task and
fortunately we have a tremendous team that makes up
the travel committee. This year’s committee included
Ana Barragan, Alan Bolten, Annette Broderick, Karen
Eckert, Angela Formia, Brendan Godley, and Nicolas
Pilcher. Each volunteered countless hours and deserves
special recognition and appreciation from all the grant

recipients along with everyone else who enjoyed and
benefited from the international participation. In addition
to the travel committee there were a number of
individuals that greatly helped in the granting and travel
organizing process: Ed Drane, our perennial fiscal guru
and symposium treasurer helped all along the way,
keeping us on track, and providing valuable behind-thescenes assistance. Michael Coyne managed the website
and travel grant database and continued to refine the
entire process, making the application and award
process easier for us all. Kartik Shanker, the Symposium
Secretary, help in numerous ways, enabling us to make
this symposium the best it could be. Finally, the biggest
thanks goes to Dr. Nicolas Pilcher. Not only did Nick
serve as Symposium President; he was also the Asia/
Pacific Travel Chair, and perhaps most importantly, he
was the primary grant writer, and thus directly
responsible for getting such a large number of
participants from around the world to come to Kuala
Lumpur. As Travel Committee Chair, I would like thank
everyone, especially Nick, for the countless hours they
contributed to make this such a special event. We all
benefited from your involvement in many ways!
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Report from the “Research on Use” Session at the 23rd Symposium on Sea
Turtle Biology and Conservation, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia
Matthew H. Godfrey1, Lisa M. Campbell2, Kartik Shanker3 & Charles Tambiah4
1

Wildlife Resources Commission, 307 Live Oak St., Beaufort, NC 28516 USA (Email: godfreym@coastalnet.com)
2
Department of Geography, University of Western Ontario, London, Ontario N6A 5C2 Canada
(Email: lcampbe@uwo.ca) 3Wildlife Institute of India, PO Box 18, Chandrabani Dehradun, UP 248001 India
(Email: kartikshanker@vsnl.net) 4Community Participation and Integrated Sea Turtle Conservation Initiative,
1-93 Duncan Street, Maroubra, NSW 2035, Australia (Email: turtlecommunity@yahoo.com)

Use of sea turtles, both consumptive and nonconsumptive, exists worldwide. Whether we wish to
eliminate it, manage it, or promote it, we first need to
understand it, like any other aspect of sea turtle
conservation. Consumptive or direct use of sea turtles
is a contentious subject, and support or opposition to it
is a major dividing line for many people involved in sea
turtle conservation (Richardson 2000). Nonconsumptive
or indirect use is also a major issue in sea turtle
conservation, and is often invoked (in the form of
ecotourism) as a means to afford ongoing protection of
different populations of nesting sea turtles (e.g. Hirth
et al. 1993). Despite its importance, and possibly due
to passions evoked by it, utilization has never been
broached as a session theme during annual sea turtle
symposia. In March 2003, in Kuala Lumpur, we were
given the opportunity to hold a session devoted to use.
Our intention was to focus on what can be learned
from research on use, and build on infrequent papers
presented at previous symposia. We wanted to bring a
variety of disciplinary perspectives to the session, as
use has important biological, legal, economic, social,
cultural and political components and impacts. With this
in mind, we invited a wide range of speakers to discuss
their studies and results related to both consumptive
and non-consumptive use.
The following presentations were made.
·

·

·

Grahame J.W. Webb led off the session, presenting
results of research on sustainable use of species
other than marine turtles, and suggesting how these
results may be instructive in some situations for
marine turtles.
Perran Ross presented biological data on green
turtles that had been captured by local small scale
fishermen in coastal Arabia, and discussed the
nutritional importance of green turtles for local diets.
Lisa M. Campbell discussed the economic impacts
of non-consumptive use (and difficulties of
measuring these) associated with two sea turtle
projects in Caribbean Costa Rica that differ in both
scale and size.

·

·

·

·

·

Sali J. Bache traced the meaning of “sustainable
use” as used in international instruments and
conventions.
Sue Ranger discussed the methodological
challenges associated with measuring the socioeconomic value of sea turtle use in UK overseas
territories in the Caribbean using a standardized
survey.
Michael Guilbeaux discussed an ongoing effort to
assess the social and biological impacts of the use
of hawksbills in the Republic of Palau.
Brendan J. Godley discussed historical harvests of
green turtles on Ascension Island and the present
day impacts and responses of the population.
Charlie Manolis presented an overview of the
results of the research involved with the ongoing
hawksbill fishery in Cuba.

The presentations were followed by an open-floor
discussion. To set the stage for this, we had asked two
people (Jack Frazier and Kartik Shanker) to act as
formal discussants, by briefly responding to the ideas
presented in the session. Following their responses,
general comments and questions were invited from the
entire audience, and presenters were given the
opportunity to respond. Due to time constraints, and
perhaps because people were unfamiliar with the format
(an unusual one for the symposium) the overall
discussion was short. In the following days, however,
we encountered a variety of reactions to the session,
ranging from support to opening the discussion on use,
to disappointment that the topic was included in a
‘conservation’ forum. As one of our aims was to
facilitate further reflection on utilization as a topic for
research, thereby leading to greater understanding, any
kind of reaction (both positive and negative) was
indicative of success.
Acknowledgements: We are grateful to Nick Pilcher for
supporting our initiative and ensuring that all these papers
were presented in one block of the symposium. We thank all
the presenters and discussants, and those who were invited
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to participate but could not attend the symposium for various
reasons: George Balazs, Selina Heppell, Jon Hutton, Wallace
J. Nichols, Pamela Plotkin, Robin Sharpe, and Jeanette
Wyneken.
HIRTH, H. H., J. KASU, & T. MALA. 1993. Observations on

a leatherback turtle Dermochelys coriacea nesting
population near Piguwa, Papua New Guinea. Biological
Conservation 65:77-82.
RICHARDSON, P. 2000. Obstacles to Objectivity: First
Impressions of a CITES CoP. Marine Turtle Newsletter
89:1-4.

Discussion Forum: “Reducing fishing-induced sea turtle mortality –
Available methods for large scale campaigns”, at the 23rd Annual Symposium on
Sea Turtle Biology and Conservation, Kuala Lumpur
Paolo Casale
Sea Turtle Network WWF Italy, Via Po 25c 00125 Roma, Italy (E-mail: p.casale@wwf.it)

As part of the 23rd Annual Symposium on Sea Turtle
Biology and Conservation a one-hour meeting took
place, organized by Paolo Casale (acting as moderator),
Luc Laurent, Bojan Lazar (acting as rapporteurs),
Dimitris Margaritoulis and Jesus Tomas, within the
framework of the Starter Project Reduction of the
impact of the EU fishery on Mediterranean sea
turtles, funded by the EU. A total of 34 persons from
20 countries attended the meeting.
The Discussion Forum was opened by introducing
its aims. Although conceived in the context of the Project
above, the meeting aimed to share experiences and get
inputs from people involved in sea turtle bycatch issues
worldwide. Based on the need of urgently applying
available knowledge for reducing sea turtle mortality
in fisheries, in parallel with carrying out research
projects to provide new knowledge and measures for
the future, the Discussion was focused on the actions
and measures already available for reducing fisheryinduced mortality which could be promptly
implemented on a large-scale. Trawl and longline
fisheries have been recognized as two widespread
fisheries with a potentially high impact on sea turtle
populations that could be addressed by such means.
So, as a first approach, the participants prepared lists
of possible measures to reduce the impact of these two
fishing gears on sea turtles.
The Turtle Excluder Device (TED) was proposed
as an available tool. However, since TED is not suitable
for every trawl fishery (especially in relation to the target
species) and introducing it in a new fishery requires
specific projects for its evaluation, possible modification,
and legislation, it was not considered among the readily
available measures which were the object of this
meeting.

For trawlers the following measures were identified:
reduction of the height from which the codend is opened
on the deck, education of fishermen in recognizing the
signs of life of captured turtles, education of fishermen
in procedures for on-board treatment of turtles in a
comatose state, and enforcing and promoting existing
fishery regulations. For longliners the identified
measures were to provide fishermen with tools (dipnets to bring turtles onboard, de-hooking devices, and
line-cutters) in concert with the provision of information
on how to reduce post-release mortality, by using these
tools and other methods.
Since providing fishermen with information appeared
to be a fundamental action for both the above fishing
gears and since it was recognized that much of the
success of such actions depends on how the information
is given, means to provide fishermen with information
were identified: approaching fishermen through their
own national and/or local organizations; direct contacts
with fishermen; wide educational campaigns (through
mailing, mass-media, etc.); approaching fishermen
through key-persons in harbors.
An interesting discussion on all these items was
generated. For instance, it was suggested that some
measures theoretically valid at a first approach, may
actually be counter-effective if evaluated. However,
because of lack of time it was decided to continue this
constructive discussion through e-mail.
To be included in the discussion group send an email to:
<seaturtlesandfisheries-subscribe@yahoogroups.com>
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Report from the Tagging Workshop at the 23rd Symposium on Sea Turtle
Biology and Conservation, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia
Matthew H. Godfrey1, Lisa M. Campbell2, Brendan J. Godley3 & Nicholas J. Pilcher4
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2
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Marking or tagging sea turtles is a cornerstone of
many conservation and research projects. Being able
to recognize and follow individual turtles can provide
details on many aspect of chelonian life history including
migration, growth, age at maturity, and reproductive
behaviour (Balazs 1999). The application of tags is so
common in sea turtle monitoring programs that there
have been suggestions that some tagging is mere
“reflex” (e.g. Mrosovsky 1982). Nevertheless, tagging
sea turtles has and will continue to reveal a wealth of
information regarding sea turtles.
The diversity in types and applicability of tags for
sea turtles has grown in recent years, and in order to
facilitate a sharing of knowledge and experience
amongst the sea turtle conservation community, a
workshop on tagging was held during the annual
International Sea Turtle Symposium (17-21 March 2003)
in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. For this particular
workshop, we concentrated on the three most commonly
used types of tags: metal alloy flipper tags, internal
Passive Integrated Transponder (PIT) tags, and
Platform Terminal Transmitters (PTTs), otherwise
known as satellite tags. Other types of tags (e.g. living
tags, internal chemical tags, or genetic tags) were not
discussed, due to time and logistic constraints. In
addition, analysis of tagging data (including estimating
and accounting for tag loss) was given only cursory
recognition at this workshop; future fora should address
these important issues.
The workshop was divided into two main parts: the
first half was moderated by Brendan Godley and
included overview presentations by Duncan Limpus
(metal flipper tags), Matthew Godfrey (PIT tags), and
Catherine McClellan (PTTs on hardshells), with
supplemental information from Brendan Godley (on
behalf of Scott Eckert and Graeme Hays), Steven
Morreale and Anders Rhodin (PTTs for leatherbacks).
The second half of the workshop included 8 different
stations for hands-on demonstrations. Catherine

McClellan, Nicholas Pilcher, Wendy Cluse and Jeff
Seminoff demonstrated general methods for the
adhesive application of PTTs directly to hard-shelled
turtles while Brendan Godley demonstrated a harnesstype attachment of a PTT for leatherbacks. Larisa
Avens, Michael Coyne and Matthew Godfrey explained
the two main types of PIT tags and scanners (Trovan
and Avid-Destron), and participants were able to inject/
scan PIT tags in mock turtle flippers. Duncan Limpus,
Mark Hamman and Bryan Wallace instructed
participants on the different types of metal flipper tags
and the different tagging locations on mock front flippers.
Handouts and information pamphlets were also available
to all participants.
One of the planned outcomes of this workshop is
the creation of a tagging information link on http://
www.seaturtle.org/tagging that will include
downloadable copies of the presentations and handouts
available in Kuala Lumpur; look for future
announcements regarding when this will be available
online. In addition, a survey of the expectations and
comments of participants was administered (Table 1).
Feedback on the workshop was generally positive, with
more comments received on the helpful aspects of the
workshop than on areas for improvement. Most
attendees expected to learn new techniques and/or gain
knowledge through access to experienced taggers
during the demonstrations. A majority (58%) did find
the presented information/demonstrations useful and
informative, suggesting a successful workshop.
Respondents also indicated that some of the set-ups,
for example the mock flippers, were probably not
realistic enough for proper training, and were
disappointed with lack of sufficient time available during
the workshop. Our original intention had been to keep
the workshop small, which may have addressed some
of the logistical problems. We recognize that the best
way to learn how to apply a specific type of tag is to
have someone experienced demonstrate this on an
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Origin of
participants

Tagging
experience

Expectations

S/SE Asia
50%

Yes 67%

Practice/instruction 54% Hands-on demos
58%
Experienced advice 25%
Specific tags 38%
Specific technique 25%
Demonstrators 8%
New information 21%
Everything 8%
General discussion 17%

No 33%
Aust/Pacific
17%

w/metal tags
63%

Europe 17%
w/PITs 25%
Americas 13%

Positive aspects of
workshop

w/PTTs 4%
Middle East
4%

Purchase information
12%

Areas for
improvement
Logistics of
workshop 62%
Provide specific
details 12%
Provide posttagging info 8%
Hold at a nesting
beach 4%

Table 1. Responses of survey questionnaire to participants of the Tagging Workshop. Forty questionnaires were distributed
and 24 were returned with answers (60% response rate).

individual basis. Nevertheless, the high attendance at
this event suggests that a smaller workshop would have
excluded many eager participants.
Acknowledgements: This workshop could not have
been possible without the generous support and
donations of various manufacturers and distributors of
the different kinds of tags, including Brenda Burger
(Telonics, USA), Michael and Anna Forehan
(Stockbrands Pty Ltd, Australia), Eric Haas (National
Band and Tag Co., USA), Kevin Lay (Sirtrack, New
Zealand), Mark Owens (BioMark USA), Roland Stump
(Trovan Inc., Netherlands). We are also grateful to the
creative powers of Catherine McClellan and Carmen
Pilcher for making the mock carapaces and flippers, to
Peter Richardson and Sue Ranger for providing the

inflatable leatherback to demonstrate the harness
attachment, and to Michael Coyne, in agreeing to provide
web space on seaturtle.org for the workshop’s
accessible materials. Thanks to Jack Frazier for
constructive advice during the meeting.
BALAZS, G.H. 1999. Factors to consider in the tagging of
sea turtles. In: K.L. Eckert, K.A. Bjorndal, F.A. AbreuGrobois & M. Donnelly (Eds). Research and Management
Techniques for the Conservation of Sea Turtles. IUCN/
SSC Marine Turtle Specialist Group Publication No. 4.
pp. 101-109.
MROSOVSKY, N. 1983. Conserving sea turtles. British
Herpetological Society, London. 176 pp.
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Report of the Xth Meeting of Latin American Sea Turtle Specialists
(Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, March 16-17, 2003)
Alejandro Fallabrino1, Joca Thomé2, Héctor Barrios3, Anny Chaves4
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During March 16th and 17th the X Reunión de
Especialistas Latinoamericanos en Tortugas Marinas
(RETOMALA) took place in the Legend Hotel, in the
beautiful city of Kuala Lumpur as part of the 23rd
Symposium on Sea Turtle Biology and Conservation. It
was the first time that the RETOMALA was held
outside of the Americas, and despite the substantial
effort needed for all the participants to travel to Asia,
there was significant participation, with 40 delegates
taking part.
With the Inter American Convention for the
Conservation and Protection of Sea Turtles (IAC) being
such an important instrument for the future of research
and conservation of sea turtles in Latin-American
countries, the X RETOMALA had as its main objective
to debate and reinforce its value and strategise its
implementation. On day one, Samantha Namnum was
in charge of the opening comments, during which she
gave a presentation about the current status of the IAC.
After that, Clara Padilla talked about the IAC Secretary
and the results of the first conference of the parties.
The morning was closed with Melania Yañez and her
experiences regarding the successful process of IAC
ratification in Ecuador. In the afternoon, the members
of the Organization Committee discussed the text of
the IAC (Annexes) and the mechanisms of
participation. The day reached its end with a speech of
Neca Marcovaldi about the “Brazilian Plan for
Reduction of Incidental Sea Turtle Capture in
Fisheries”.
During the second day, two working groups were
created, one consisting of participants from countries
that have not yet signed or ratified the IAC, and the
other with the countries that are IAC members. The
first group (Argentina, Colombia, Cuba, Dominican
Republic and Uruguay) analyzed the current situation
of each country and established a strategy to ensure
signing and/or ratification of the IAC. The second group
(Brazil, Costa Rica, Ecuador, México, Puerto Rico and
Venezuela) established the next steps to follow in order

to help the countries of the first group. We would like
to highlight the participation of Jack Frazier and his
invaluable contributions towards the IAC throughout
the meeting. The meeting finalized with a presentation
by Rod Mast about the funding opportunities for sea
turtle projects in Latin America, and another from Perran
Ross about the IUCN Marine Turtle Specialist Group.
The final report of the X RETOMALA will be available
at the RETOMALA´s website < http://
members.seaturtle.org/retomala/index.htm> along with
other pertinent information.
Costa Rica´s CIT-006 “Resolución sobre la
conservación de la tortuga baula (Dermochelys
coriacea) en el Pacífico Oriental” was supported by
the group, and it was also decided that the next
RETOMALA will be held together with the 24th Annual
Sea Turtle Symposium in Costa Rica 2004. It will be
organized by Rolando Castro (Costa Rica), Laura Sarti
(México), Félix Moncada (Cuba), Carlos M. Orrego
(Colombia) and Claudia Ceballos (Colombia).
Acknowledgements: We would like to give very special
thanks to the President of the 23rd Symposium, Nicolas J.
Pilcher for all the help he provided during the organization of
the X RETOMALA, and to Carmen Leong Pilcher for the
design of the Meeting’s logo. Also to the coordinators of the
travel grants, Ana R. Barragan and Jeff Seminoff, for all their
good will and dedication that have given to ensure wide
particpation. We are also grateful to Michael Coyne of
seaturtle.org for his help in establishing the RETOMALA
website.
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The Second Reunion of Mediterranean Sea Turtle Specialists in Kuala Lumpur
Dimitris Margaritoulis
IUCN’s MTSG Regional Chair for Mediterranean and NE Atlantic
P.O.Box 51154, GR-14510 KIFISSIA, Greece (E-mail: margaritoulis@archelon.gr)

The Mediterranean is an almost closed sea hosting
important populations of loggerhead and green turtles.
It is surrounded by 21 countries featuring a diversity of
cultures, religions and languages. Although important
steps have been made, through official channels, in
coordinating sea turtle conservation among states, very
little contact has been established among individual
researchers and conservationists working on sea turtles
in the region. The International Sea Turtle Symposia
provide an excellent opportunity for improving such
communication. Following a suggestion of Annette
Broderick, a first gathering was organized in
Philadelphia (February 2001), with support of the then
Symposium President Jim Spotila, where about 30
people attended and, with a little help of Mediterranean
wine, they came to know and talk to each other. The
following year (April 2002) at the Symposium in Miami
a proper meeting was organized, featuring an agenda
of 8 important items (Margaritoulis & Glen 2002).
At this year’s Symposium (March 2003, Kuala
Lumpur), 32 people (incl. 8 observers) attended the
Mediterranean Reunion. The minutes of the meeting,
drafted by Brendan Godley, have been posted in the
regional listserver MedTurtle. (If you are not a
MedTurtle subscriber and would like to see the minutes,
please, contact DM). A brief overview of the main
discussions are presented below:
Next Regional Conference. After the successful First
Mediterranean Sea Turtle Conference (Rome, October
2001), a proposal of Turkey to host the second regional
conference in autumn 2004 was announced and
approved. However, the opinions of the three
International Conventions, expected to finance the
conference, are to be solicited.
Rescue Centres. A vision for a regional network of
Rescue Centres and the main design considerations for
these specialized facilities were presented by Flegra
Bentivegna. Several points were raised from participants
as the criteria for severity of injuries to keep turtles in
centers, when to release rehabilitated turtles, criteria
for euthanasia, importance in facilitating education and
research, need for associated stranding networks, need
for training initiatives and specialist information

exchange. A final point was that Rescue Centres should
not be viewed as compensating for mortalities caused
by fishing activities.
Standardization of Tagging. It was decided that tag
manufacturers should be contacted to help in redirecting
tag orders to national focal points with the aim to reduce
tag code redundancy. A team to achieve this task by 1
July 2003, comprised of Paolo Casale (coordinator),
Yakup Kaska, Sara Pont and Alan Rees, was created.
European Marine Turtle Project (EMTP). An
overview of the recently completed joint project by
France, Greece, Italy and Spain (co-funded by EU)
assessing turtle bycatch in European Mediterranean
fisheries was presented by Luc Laurent. The project
report can be found, thanks to Michael Coyne of
seaturtle.org, at: <http://www.seaturtle.org/gforum/
gforum.cgi?post=171>.
A New Joint Project. Taking advantage of the results
of the EMTP project, a new joint project among Croatia,
France, Greece, Italy and Spain, to reduce turtle
mortalities in European Mediterranean fisheries, was
presented by Paolo Casale. The project will seek funding
through the European Union.
A Cooperative Monitoring Programme at Sea. The
value of long-term monitoring projects at sea, which
would provide an assessment of the relative abundance,
was presented by Paolo Casale and had a positive
response from several participants. A working group,
comprising of Paolo Casale (coordinator), Carlos
Carreras, Bojan Lazar, Aliki Panagopoulou, Sara Pont,
and Jesus Tomas, was created to prepare a more
detailed proposal and relevant data sheets by 1 July
2003.
Adoption of a Resolution. A resolution on the need to
focus the FAO Technical Consultation on the issue of
incidental turtle captures by fisheries worldwide was
presented and agreed.
Assessing the Genetic Structure of Loggerhead
Populations. A collaborative project to assess the
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genetic structure of loggerhead populations was
presented by Carlos Carreras and has secured samples
from nesting beaches in Cyprus, Greece, Italy, Libya
and Turkey.
Research and Conservation Priorities. To make best
use of available resources and focus on specific regional
targets the necessity to prepare Research and
Conservation Priorities for the next 5 years was decided.
Two working groups were created, one for Research,
comprising of Luc Laurent & Bojan Lazar
(coordinators), Flegra Bentivegna, Sandra Hochscheid,
Jesus Tomas and Oguz Turkozan, and one for
Conservation, comprising of Aliki Panagopoulou
(coordinator), Paolo Casale, Hasibe Kusetogulary, and
one person from DHKD (Turkey). The groups will
prepare draft proposals by 1 July 2003 and then seek
and accept comments through MedTurtle.

Evaluating the meeting’s results, it is evident that
regional cooperation is on course. Important
collaborations and joint projects have started to bloom.
It is expected that this momentum will continue and an
equally successful regional meeting will be organized
at the next International Symposium (spring 2004).
Acknowledgements: I thank all participants for their active
involvement, especially all subject proposers for preparation
and presentation of agenda items, Brendan Godley for
drafting the minutes, Michael Coyne for soliciting
participants’ details, Jack Frazier and Sally Bache for assisting
with the resolution, and Alan Rees for technical assistance.
MARGARITOULIS, D., & F. GLEN. 2002. Short report on
the meeting of Mediterranean specialists (Miami, USA,
3 April 2002). Marine Turtle Newsletter 98:13-14.

Asian Terrestrial and Freshwater Chelonian Session at the 23rd Symposium on
Sea Turtle Biology and Conservation, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia
Chuck Schaffer
13811 Tortuga Point Drive, Jacksonville, FL 32225 USA, (E-mail: chelonian1@aol.com)

This well attended lunch session, highlighting the
current situation facing Southeast Asian terrestrial and
freshwater chelonians, was held at the 23rd Symposium
on Sea Turtle Biology and Conservation, Kuala Lumpur,
Malaysia. Common interest in the sea turtle biology/
conservation community and the critical status of this
region’s chelonians led to the inclusion of this non-marine
turtle event. This forum allowed for an unprecedented
exchange of ideas between in and ex-situ researchers
and conservationists. A number of attendees, who came
specifically for this session, were also able to benefit
from the marine turtle sessions.
All told, 55 people decided to forego lunch and take
advantage of this unique session. In the limited time
available, much information was disseminated. After a
short introduction by Chuck Schaffer (University of
North Florida), Indraneil Das (University of Malaysia,
Sarawak) gave an excellent background on the region’s
chelonian fauna, its natural history, ecology and threats.
Peter Paul Van Dijk (TRAFFIC, Southeast Asia)
covered the Southeast Asian Turtle Trade and the grim

situation facing these animals. Peter Pritchard
(Chelonian Research Institute) devoted his time to the
current state of turtle use in China. Following this,
Chuck returned and tried to tie the previous topics
together relative to one species, Manouria emys.
Anders Rhodin (Chelonian Research Foundation, Turtle
Conservation Fund, the IUCN/SSC Tortoise &
Freshwater Turtle Specialist Group, and Chelonian
Conservation and Biology) spoke of progress and
partnerships in tortoise and freshwater turtle
conservation efforts and the Turtle Conservation Fund.
Discussion, begun during the session, moved out into
the hallway and continued for the rest of the symposium.
This opportunity for marine and non-marine chelonian
conservationists to mix, share problems and solutions
was a definite success. The session will be offered
again next year in Costa Rica and we hope to make it
an annual event.
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African Reunion, Kuala Lumpur
Manjula Tiwari1 & Angela Formia2
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The Second Reunion of African Sea Turtle Biologists
at the Annual Symposium was held on request of some
of the African delegates to formally meet and discuss
projects with colleagues working in the region. The
meeting was attended by 19 individuals, representing
sea turtle work in 12 African countries. Each participant
provided a brief summary of their project
accomplishments and future plans, and some of the
common problems were discussed.
Among the issues raised and discussed were
economic incentives for conservation, compensation for
the release of incidentally captured turtles or damaged
nets, elimination of carapace stockpiles, and
implementation of fines for users of turtle products. A
common theme from many of the delegates was lack
of funding and the need for a coordinated approach to
fund-raising, as well as standardized methodologies for
tagging and data collection. One of the participants

stressed the importance of our power as a unified sea
turtle group working in Africa, and our ability to make
our voice heard and promote sea turtles on the agenda
of large political organizations such as NEPAD (The
New Partnership for Africa’s Development). Sources
and access to reference material were also discussed
and dissemination of publications and technical manuals
was deemed a priority.
Michael Coyne offered to set up a listserv for the
African group. It was unanimously agreed that a mailing
list exclusively for Africa would be extremely valuable
for promoting collaborations, discussions, and
information exchange in the continent. The detailed
minutes of the African Reunion in Kuala Lumpur will
be posted on this new listserv. Anyone interested in
joining should contact Angela Formia
(formiaa@cardiff.ac.uk).

Indian Ocean – Southeast Asian Marine Turtle Secretariat Operational
Douglas Hykle
IOSEA Marine Turtle MoU Secretariat, c/o UNEP Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific, United Nations Building,
Rajdamnern Avenue, Bangkok 10200, Thailand (E-mail: hykle@un.org)

The secretariat of the Memorandum of
Understanding on the Conservation and
Management of Marine Turtles and their Habitats
of the Indian Ocean and South-East Asia has been
formally established in Bangkok, as of April 2003. Colocated with the UNEP Regional Office for Asia and
the Pacific, the secretariat is headed by Douglas Hykle,
former Deputy Executive Secretary of the Convention
on Migratory Species (CMS).
The Advisory Committee established under the MoU
held its first meeting in March 2003, in Kuala Lumpur,
in conjunction with the 23rd Annual Symposium on Sea
Turtle Biology and Conservation. Four of the six
members were present: Dr Jack Frazier, Dr Jeanne
Mortimer, Dr Nicolas Pilcher and Romeo Trono (The
other Committee members are Dr Colin Limpus and
Dewapriya Amarasooriya.)
The first meeting served primarily to review the
Committee’s terms of reference and to share ideas on

how best to fulfil the mandate entrusted to it by the
Signatory States to the MoU. The Committee’s first
tasks include: contributing to the knowledge base and
exchange of information about relevant turtle
conservation activities, providing advice on priorities for
implementation, and looking into the feasibility of
undertaking a “Year of the Turtle” campaign in 2005.
Recently, the Secretariat circulated copies of the
MoU’s Annotated Conservation and Management Plan,
containing preliminary information on implementation
in three of the MoU’s four sub-regions. Copies in Word
and/or PDF formats are available from the Secretariat
on request, at the address above.
A web site for the IOSEA Marine Turtle MoU is
currently under development, and will contain many
useful features of interest to marine turtle
conservationists in the region. Details will be highlighted
in a coming issue of the MTN.

Marine Turtle Newsletter No. 101, 2003 - Page 40

Mini-Symposium on Sea Turtles –
VI Latin American Congress of Herpetology
Andrés Estrades
CID/ Proyecto Karumbé – Tortugas Marinas del Uruguay. J. Paullier 1198/101 – Montevideo, Uruguay
(E-mail: tortuguayo@adinet.com.uy ; karumbe@adinet.com.uy)

The VI Latin American Congress of Herpetology
(VI CLAH) was held in Lima, Perú at the Universidad
Nacional Agraria la Molina from January 19 – 23, 2003.
For the first time an oral session in the format of a
mini-symposium, exclusively dedicated to sea turtles,
was performed. The purpose of the Meeting was to
transmit to the participants the importance of the
integration and exchange of information between the
different projects working with sea turtles at a National
and International level. Over 50 attendees from LatinAmerica were present, including researchers from
Brazil, Chile, Ecuador, Perú, Uruguay, USA and
Venezuela. Paper presentations included sea turtle
investigations from Chile, Panamá, Perú and Uruguay.
Presentations performed during the mini symposium
session are listed as follows:
A. Estrades (moderator): Comentarios de Apertura
(Opening Comments).
T. N. Engstrom: Aplicaciones de Técnicas Moleculares
para la Biología y Conservación de las Tortugas
Marinas. (Molecular Techniques Aplications for the
Biology and Conservation of Sea Turtles).
H.J. Guada: La Importancia de las Redes de
Investigación y Conservación de Tortugas Marinas
(resumen presentado por Andrés Estrades). (The
Importance of Sea Turtle Research and
Conservation Networks) (summary presented by A.
Estrades).
Estrades, M. López, C. Lezama, M.N. Caraccio, V.
Calvo, M. Laporta, M. Hernandez, A. Bauzá, V.
Quirici, A. Aisenberg & A. Fallabrino: Investigación
y Conservación de las Tortugas Marinas en Uruguay:
Proyecto Karumbé 1999 - 2002. (Research and
Conservation of Sea Turtles in Uruguay: Karumbé
Project 1999-2002.
J.C. Ortiz, L. Miranda & M. Donoso: Situación y Estado
de Conservación de las Tortugas Marinas en Chile.
(Situation and Conservation Status of Sea Turtles in
Chile.
C. Manrique, X. Velez-Zuazo & S. Kelez: Aspectos
Generales sobre las Tortugas Marinas Reportadas

en el Perú, años 2000 – 2002. (General Aspects of
Sea Turtles Reported in Perú, year 2000-2002).
N. De Paz, J. Reyes & M. Echegaray: Estado Actual
de las Investigaciones de Tortugas Marinas en la
Zona de Pisco, Perú. (Actual Status of the
Investigations on Sea Turtles in Pisco, Perú)
J. Alfaro: Estado de las Tortugas Marinas en el Perú.
(Status of the Sea Turtles in Perú).
The session was preceded by a passionate keynote
lecture delivered by Dr. Jack Frazier: “Tortugas Marinas
del Pasado: ¿Una Visión hacia el Futuro?”. (“Sea
Turtles from the Past. A Vision towards the Future?”)
The VICLAH schedule also included two research
works, which enriched the mini-simposium even more:
M.A. Rondón & H.J. Guada: Aspectos Reproductivos
de las Tortugas Marinas en Cipara, Península de
Paria, Venezuela entre las temporadas 2000-2002.
(Poster)
X. Velez-Zuazo & C.E. Diez: Aspectos de la Dinámica
poblacional de las Agregaciones de Tortuga Verde
(Chelonia mydas) en el Archipiélago de Culebras,
Puerto Rico. (Oral)
The extended abstracts of the papers presented will be
published by the organizers of the VI CLAH as soon
as possible.
Acknowledgements: I would like to thank the organizers of
the VICLAH: Lily Rodríguez, Alessandro Catenazzi and to all
the volunteers of the Congress, without its valuable help
this meeting wouldn’t have been possible. I would also like
to thank Alejandro Fallabrino and Camelia Manrique for their
contribution on the organization of this meeting. Milagros
lopez helped with the English translation. Travel funds to
this meeting were generously provided by the VI Latin
American Congress of Herpetology (VICLAH).
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FIRST ANNOUNCEMENT
24 Annual Symposium on Sea Turtle Biology and Conservation
(San Jose, Costa Rica, February 22-29, 2004)
th

Roderic B. Mast
President, International Sea Turtle Society (ISTS), c/o, Center for Applied Biodiversity Science, Conservation International, 1919 M Street, NW Washington, DC 20036 USA (Email R.Mast@Conservation.org)

Venue and Theme
I am happy to announce that plans for the 24th
Annual Symposium on Sea Turtle Biology and
Conservation are well underway. The Symposium will
take place at the beautiful Herradura Hotel and
International Conference Center in San Jose Costa Rica,
from February 22-29, 2004. A full array of activities
are being planned, including pre and post Symposium
travel opportunities; a mini-symposium on Costa Rica’s
contribution to sea turtle research and conservation;
plus banquets, music and cultural shows, a very special
auction night and lots of chances to dance, discuss
turtles, and enjoy the Latino hospitality for which Costa
Rica is famous.
This year’s theme will be Sea Turtle Lifescapes. It
urges us to consider marine turtles as pieces of greater
biodiversity landscapes, to discuss the niches that sea
turtles fill in marine and terrestrial ecosystems, and to
ponder as well their “fit” in Earth’s broader Biosphere.
More importantly, the 24th Symposium encourages us
to analyze our own niche as powerful human
components in the selfsame Biosphere, and to express
our thoughts and voice our opinions about the most
synergistic actions we can take as institutions,
governments, a sea turtle conservation “movement”,
and as individuals, to assure that sea turtles thrive.
I must express my gratitude and recognize my local
Organizing Committee consisting of ISTS Board
member, Clara Padilla, Mario Boza (Costa Rican
Executive Director of The Leatherback Trust) and
Marcos Solano (Executive Secretary of the InterAmerican Sea turtle Convention); they have already
assisted enormously in smoothing the waves and
assuring that local logistics are handled ably. Thanks
also to the other Costa Rican partners who have
demonstrated their unflagging support for the
Symposium, including Costa Rican President, Abel
Pacheco, the Costa Rican Sea Turtle Network,
Conservation International, and officials from MINAE
(the Ministry of Environment and Energy), who are
dedicating time and energy above and beyond the call.
I am also grateful to ISTS Treasurer, Ed Drane and
retiring President, Nicolas Pilcher and his wife Carmen,

for having provided useful advice and guidance, not to
mention leaving behind some finances from a highly
successful fundraising effort that led up to the 23rd
Symposium in Malaysia.
Why Costa Rica?
Long before accepting the ISTS Presidency some
months ago, I analyzed what would be my goals for a
24 th Symposium were I to accept Earl Possardt’s
persistent pleas. I wanted to: 1) host a fabulous,
memorable gathering where ideas could be exchanged
and valuable networking take place; 2) provide
opportunities for Symposium participants to get out into
the field and experience tropical Nature first-hand, and;
3) impact the conservation of sea turtles worldwide by
encouraging policy shifts and providing an “attraction”
for media and communications attention that would getthe-word-out about sea turtles to communities beyond
our own. Furthermore, I wanted to be able to offer all
this at a venue that was affordable, safe, fun and
logistically un-complicated for a majority of Symposium
participants.
Costa Rica is the epicenter of global ecotourism for
a reason. It is a safe, fun, manageable, and relatively
inexpensive travel destination. The infrastructure for
international visitors is advanced, the airfares are
reasonable, and it is very conveniently situated
geographically for participants from around the world.
There are lots of interesting places to visit post and
pre-symposium, including two ocean coasts, and a
variety of sea turtle Meccas like Tortuguero, Ostional,
Nancite, and Playa Grande, just to name a few.
Furthermore, Costa Rica is a showcase for biodiversity
conservation. It was among the first tropical countries
to really take national parks seriously, the first to adopt
“ecotourism” as a national strategy, and first in a handful
of other biodiversity and environment achievements
from debt-swap, to carbon offset, to bio-prospecting.
Costa Rica has not only served as a conservation model
for other tropical countries, but perception-wise it is
among the first places that comes to the minds of most
Northern Hemisphere-dwellers when they think “tropical
nature”.
Having visited Costa Rica regularly since 1983 when

Marine Turtle Newsletter No. 101, 2003 - Page 42

I coordinated the first WATS (Western Atlantic Turtle
Symposium) with the late Dr. Fred Berry, I am keenly
aware of the important role the country plays as a global
leader with respect to sea turtles. Indeed, many consider
Costa Rica to be the birthplace of modern sea turtle
research and conservation. Famous as the site of Archie
Carr’s historic Tortuguero green turtle project, launched
in the late 1950’s and still led today by the Caribbean
Conservation Corporation, the accounts of Costa Rican
turtles in So Excellent A Fishe and other volumes have
fueled the imaginations of many a young biologist (myself
included). More importantly, they brought sea turtles to
the attention of the public for the first time as something
other than a soup ingredient – rather, through Archie’s
stories, sea turtles became mysterious, beautiful and
Excellent examples of the multiple wonders of Nature.
In addition to being Archie Carr’s former stomping
ground and the site where hundreds of today’s active
researchers first learned the ropes of beach work, Costa
Rica is currently at the center of what is unquestionably
one of the top sea turtle conservation issues of our day,
that being the vertiginous decline of the Pacific
Leatherback. The Baulas de Guanacaste National Park
plays a central role as one of the last remaining beachheads in efforts to conserve the species, and it is indeed
an ecosystem anchor in a broad biodiversity landscape
spanning several nations from Cocos Island to
Galapagos, the conservation of which will be critical to
the survival of not only Pacific leatherbacks, but
countless other marine species as well.
Thus, for the aforementioned reasons alone, one can
easily see that Costa Rica is truly a worthy place to
host a Symposium focused on the importance of sea
turtles. But the clincher came last November, when I
was invited by colleagues from The Leatherback Trust
to attend a fundraiser in San Jose for FAICO (The
Friends of Cocos Island Foundation). I accepted the
invitation, and somehow wound-up at the head table (I
am convinced that the name cards were accidentally
switched), there surrounded by Costa Rica’s President,
Abel Pacheco, former President Rodrigo Carazo, the
current Minister of Environment and Energy and his
family, a handful of other Ministers, and a plethora of
assorted Costa Rican luminaries. Between their
speeches that evening, my conversations with these
delightful dinner guests naturally centered on sea turtles,
and I was overwhelmed by the support I received from
them all for the idea of hosting the 24th Annual
Symposium in their country. Most of all, I felt not only
honored to have had the opportunity to “talk turtles”
with the country’s President, but thoroughly surprised
and pleased to find that President Pacheco is himself a

turtle enthusiast. He and the others whom I met that
evening demonstrated a deep concern for the plight of
sea turtles and their habitats, and a strong commitment
to help in any way to support their study and
conservation in Costa Rica and to assist the ISTS with
the organization of the 24th Symposium.
What is In Store – A Tentative Schedule of Events
The final schedule for the meeting is still under
development. The following represents the current
thinking of the organizers (regular updates will be posted
on seaturtle.org).
Friday, February 20, 2004
· 11th Latin American Sea Turtle Specialists Meeting –
registration
· Other Regional Meetings (to be announced)
Saturday, February 21
· 11th Latin American Sea Turtle Specialists Meeting
· Other Regional Meetings (to be announced)
· Pre-symposium excursions
Sunday, February 22
· 24th Annual Sea Turtle Symposium - registration
· 11th Latin American Sea Turtle Specialists Meeting
· Other regional Meetings (to be announced)
· Pre-symposium excursions
Monday, February 23
· Opening ceremonies (National Theatre)
· Mini-symposium on Costa Rican Turtle Conservation and
Research
· Afternoon poster and oral sessions
· Opening banquet sponsored by the Costa Rican Tourism
Institute
Tuesday, February 24
· Poster and oral sessions
· Lunch session-Fresh Water Turtle Research &
Conservation
· Tippling Turtle Bar
Wednesday, February 25
· Poster and oral sessions
· Tippling Turtle Bar
· Auction
Thursday, February 26
· Poster and oral sessions
· Reception and awards ceremony sponsored by Costa Rican
Ministry of Environment and Energy
· Tippling Turtle Bar
Friday, February 27
· Morning poster and oral sessions
· Closing Ceremonies
· Post-symposium excursions
Saturday, February 28
· Special ceremonies and press conference at Playa Grande,
Guanacaste (for invited guests)
· Post-symposium excursions
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Associated Events
One of the highlights of the meeting will be a minisymposium on Costa Rica and the important role it has
played in sea turtle conservation and research; for more
information, please contact Committee member, Dr.
Mario Boza (E-mail: ecoamericas@amnet.co.cr). The
24th Symposium will also serve as host for the 11th
Reunion of Latin American Sea Turtle Specialists, to
take place either at the Herradura Hotel, or at Ostional
National Wildlife Refuge. We will communicate the final
venue in our web page and in future communications.
The coordinator for this meeting is Dr. Carlos Orrego,
Ministry of the Environment and Energy, (E-mail:
carlosmarioo1@yahoo.com.mx). We also welcome
meetings of others who may be interested in similar
regional or thematic meetings (please contact Roderic
Mast to schedule special meetings and events).
Call For Papers and Resolutions
The program committee will review all proposals
received prior to 15 November 2003. Final details are
still being worked out regarding the themes and
chairpersons for the various sessions. Nonetheless, we
would like to provide you now with the information
required for abstract submission. We urge all potential
presenters to review the Symposium website over the
coming months to determine the oral or poster sessions
most appropriate for their presentation, and we also
request that you consider the theme of the Symposium,
as described above – Sea Turtle Lifescapes – as you
conceive your topics for presentation. Please use the
Symposium web site: <http://www.seaturtle.org/
symposium/> to access guidelines and to make your
submission. If you cannot access the web site, you may
submit your abstract as a text file attachment to an email sent to <abstracts@seaturtle.org>. If you are
unable to submit your abstract via internet or email,
then send your proposals by fax to + 1 202-318-4448.
A printed copy of the submission guidelines can be
mailed to you upon request (contact Roderic Mast). If
you wish to submit a Resolution to be considered by
the Board of Directors of the ISTS please follow the
guidelines presented at the website <http://
www.seaturtle/symposium/resolutions/> or request
guidelines via e-mail: <resolutions@seaturtle.org>.
Symposium Registration
You must register to attend the Symposium. The
preferred registration method is to visit the Symposium’s
web site <http://www.seaturtle.org/symposium/>. There
you will find everything you need to know about the
Symposium in addition to a user-friendly interface for

registration. Should you wish to receive a printed copy
of the registration materials, please contact Rod Mast.
Lodging and Transfers in Costa Rica
The Organizers are currently negotiating discounted
airfares, as well as a formal relationship with a travel
provider that will allow for the purchase of tickets and
the arrangement of pre and post symposium travel online. We have reserved a block of rooms at the Hotel
Herradura, which can be reserved by calling (+506)
239-0033, by faxing to (+506) 293-2713, or by e-mail to
<gventas@hotelherradura.com>. The web site of the
hotel is <www.hotelherradura.com>. Be sure to make
reference to the Sea Turtle Symposium. The Juan
Santamaria International Airport in San Jose is only 1520 minutes away from the Herradura Hotel and
International Conference Center, and shuttles will be
made available at pre-determined times for Symposium
participants. Please stay tuned for future articles in the
Marine Turtle Newsletter, or check the Symposium
website for updates on travel arrangements.
Visas
Citizens of the USA and Canada do not require a visa
for Costa Rica, and indeed only a very small number of
foreign countries are required to obtain a visa before
entering Costa Rica. A “Public Interest Decree” is
presently being negotiated with the government of Costa
Rica, that will allow for the provision of special
assistance to participants in the 24th Symposium requiring
visa services. If you are from Colombia, South Africa
or if you envision that you may have difficulty obtaining
a visa in your home nation, please seek advice from the
Symposium Organizing Committee, c/o Clara Padilla
<Clarits@hotmail.com)>.
ISTS Travel Assistance
As in past years, the ISTS will provide support for a
limited number of qualified presenters at the 24th
Symposium from around the world. The deadline for
submission of applications will be 15 November 2003.
See announcement in this issue (MTN 101:45).
Conclusion
The ISTS, the Organizing Committee and I are all very
excited about the 24th Symposium, and are working hard
to assure that it will be both a wonderful experience for
you, the participants, as well as a positive step for the
conservation of sea turtles worldwide. Check our
website for regular updates, and we will continue to
provide additional information through the MTN. We
look forward to seeing you in Costa Rica next February.
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Travel Assistance For The 24th Annual Symposium On Sea Turtle Biology And
Conservation In San Jose, Costa Rica
The Travel Committee for the 2004 Symposium are
pleased to announce that limited travel funds are
available to assist participants in their efforts to attend
the 2004 Symposium in San Jose, Costa Rica. As in
previous years, awards should not be expected to cover
the full cost of symposium travel. Priority will be given
to those who will be presenting papers or posters, those
who apply before the deadline, 15 November 2004, and
to individuals from relatively under-represented regions.
The committee looks favorably on those who
demonstrate efforts to secure additional sources
of travel funds or matching grants. If you are in
need of assistance for travel to the 2004 Symposium in
San Jose, Costa Rica, apply via the symposium
webpage, which will be based at <http://
www.seaturtle.org/> before the deadline. No late
applications will be considered.
Applicants should follow this procedure:
1.
2.

3.

Register for the symposium
Submit your abstract to the symposium for
consideration (required for travel applicants from
USA and Canada)
Using your symposium registration number,
complete the online travel grant application in full,
prior to the 15 November 2003 deadline.

Applicants should apply to the region from which they
are traveling from, NOT where the research was
conducted. Awards will be announced by 15 January
2004, and all recipients are expected to apply for visas
immediately upon award if they have not already done
so. Please contact the appropriate Regional Chair with
any questions. It is greatly preferred that all
correspondence is carried out by e-mail/internet;

however, if this is impossible to access an online
computer, applicants can make contact with their
Regional Chairs by fax. Grant recipients are expected
to attend the entire symposium.
Travel support contacts:
Travel Committee Chair:
Jeffrey A. Seminoff <jeffrey.seminoff@noaa.gov>
Fax (USA): +858 546 7003
Regional Chair - Africa:
Angela Formia <formiaa@cardiff.ac.uk>
Fax: (UK) + 44 2920 874 305
Regional Chair - Asia and Pacific:
Nicolas J. Pilcher <pilcher@tm.net.my>
Fax: (Palau) +680 488 8730, (Malaysia) + 608 8243000
Regional Chair - Caribbean (English-speaking):
Karen Eckert <widecast@ix.netcom.com>
Fax: (USA) +858 451 6986
Regional Co-Chairs - Europe:
Brendan Godley and Annette
<MTN@swan.ac.uk>
Fax: (UK) +44 1792 295 447

Broderick

Regional Chair - Latin America and Spanishspeaking Caribbean:
Ana R. Barragan <arbr@mixmail.com>
Fax: (México) +52 525 676 5502
Regional Chair - USA and Canada:
Alan Bolten <abb@zoology.ufl.edu>
Fax: (USA) +352 392 9166

The Sea Turtle Activist Newsletter
The EcoTeach Foundation (USA/Costa Rica) has begun a monthly email newsletter that highlights quick,
easy actions that people can take to help protect sea turtle populations worldwide. Recent issues have urged
companies, governments, and commissions to take action by making responsible choices, preventing over
development, or upholding and enforcing laws. While emphasis is placed on Costa Rica, we include actions from
throughout the world and reach students, activists, and concerned citizens in the US and abroad. The newsletter
also includes news updates, volunteer opportunities, and other ways to help. Please contact Brad Nahill, EcoTeach
Foundation Outreach Director at turtleactivist@hotmail.com to sign up or for questions.
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A Sea Turtle Conservation and Research Project
Between countries of South East Asia
Southeast Asia Sea Turtle Co-operative Research
2000 (SEASTAR2000) is a co-operative research
project between Thailand, Japan, Malaysia, Vietnam,
Cambodia, Myanmar, Brunei, India. The objectives of
the co-operative research are to discover migration
paths of adult female green turtles in the Gulf of Thailand
and the Andaman Sea, using a satellite tracking system;
monitoring of sand temperature using temperature
recording dataloggers in the nesting ground to estimate
the sex ratio of hatchlings ; genetic analyses of the local
population structures of sea turtles; correlation between
fishing effort and turtle by-catch and development of a
scientific strategy for conservation. The co-operative
project was funded by Kyoto University and A Grantin-Aid from the Japanese Ministry of Education, Sport,
Science and Technology.
The project started in 1999 as a Japanese-Thai cooperative project and in 4 years it became wider
including additional countries of South-east Asia. The

diversity of migration routes found in the Gulf of
Thailand highlighted the need for a wider international
co-operation. So Cambodia, Vietnam, Malaysia,
Philippines, Brunei, Myanmar and India were included
in the project.
SEASTAR2000 represents an important move
toward the conservation of sea turtles, in particular in
South East Asian countries, where there is a strong will
to build conservation initiatives. SEASTAR2000 holds
a workshop once a year, which are summarised in
proceedings. Information can be requested to Dr.
Nobuaki Arai E-mail: arai@bre.soc.i.kyoto-u.ac.jp or
<http://bre.soc.i.kyoto-u.ac.jp/seastar2000/>
Monica Aureggi, Naucrates, Onlus - Friends of Sea
Turtles Via Corbetta,11 - 22063 Cantu’ (CO) - ITALY
<www.naucrates.org>
(E-mail: naucrates12@tiscalinet.it)

Kachhapa 8 Now Available
Kachhapa is a newsletter for sea turtle conservation
and management in the Indian ocean and south Asia.
The newsletter provides a forum for exchange of
information on sea turtle biology and conservation,
management and education and awareness activities
in the south Asia Indian subcontinent. The newsletter
includes articles (which will be peer reviewed), short
notes, letters and announcements. Online or electronic
submissions are encouraged.
Kachhapa 8 is a special issue on Turtle Excluder
Devices in India. It includes an editorial which reviews
the TED in India, articles on implementation of TEDs
in Andhra Pradesh, the state immediately south of
Orissa, construction and installation of the indigenous
CIFT TED, and reports on a TED workshop in Orissa.
The issue also includes a review of thirty years of sea
turtle conservation in Madras, and articles on education
programs in Goa and community based conservation in
Madras.
Kachhapa 8 is now available as PDF files and html
at the website www.kachhapa.org. A new feature of
the website is that individual articles are also available
as PDF files. The size of PDF files of individual articles
as well as the complete newsletter are indicated, so that

users can download if its appropriate for their
bandwidth. Hard copies have been mailed to current
subscribers. If anyone would like to be added to the
mailing list, or if your address has changed recently,
please send an email to the editor with your current
postal address.
Since this newsletter hopes to serve as a link for
coastal and marine conservation, the more people we
can reach, the more effective it will be. Please send us
names and addresses of individuals, NGOs, research
institutions, schools and colleges and anyone else who
would be interested in receiving Kachhapa. Electronic
versions of past and present issues of Kachhapa can
also be received by email automatically. For subscription
services, visit:
<http://www.kachhapa.org/subscriptions/>.
Kartik Shanker, Editor, Kachhapa, Scientist, Centre
for Herpetology/Madras Crocodile Bank Trust (Email:
editor@kachhapa.org, kartikshanker@vsnl.net) &
Karthik Ram, Webmaster, Kachhapa.org. Dept
Biology, University of New Orleans, (E-mail:
karthik.ram@uno.edu)
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BOOK REVIEWS
Title: Introduction to Conservation Genetics
Year: 2002
Authors: Richard Frankham, Jonathan D. Ballou,
David A. Briscoe
Publishers: Cambridge University Press
ISBN: 0-521-63985-9 (paperback), 0-521-63014-2
(hardback)
Pages: 617pp (paperback)
Price: US$50, UK£34.99 (paperback); US $139,
UK £90 (hardback)
To order:
USA: Cambridge University Press,
40 West 20th Street, New York,
NY 1011-4211, USA.
UK: Cambridge University Press,
The Edinburgh Building,
Cambridge CB2 2RU, UK.
URL: <http://www.cambridge.org>.
This publication is an essential reference for
conservation biologists and wildlife managers, as well
as undergraduate and graduate students, engaged in
the study and conservation of endangered species. It
provides an accessible and much-needed compilation
of genetics applied to species and population
management. Conservation genetics is defined as “the
application of genetics to preserve species as dynamic
entities capable of coping with environmental change.
It encompasses genetic management of small
populations, resolution of taxonomic uncertainties,
defining management units within species and the use
of molecular genetic analyses in forensics and
understanding species’ biology.” It is a component of
the relatively new discipline of conservation biology,
evolved from population genetics, quantitative and
evolutionary genetics, partly as a consequence of the
ongoing controversy between scientists and policymakers on the relevance of genetic considerations to
conservation planning for wild and captive populations.
The book is divided into 20 chapters grouped into
three sections: “Evolutionary genetics of natural
populations”, “Effects of population size reduction” and
“From theory to practice”. Throughout the book, the
text is clearly presented, organised into subheadings,
with beautiful illustrations and numerous useful tables
and figures. Terminology and main points are highlighted
in boxes along the margins, relevant examples and

important case studies are appropriately distributed in
text boxes. Each chapter ends with a summary,
suggestions for further reading and practice problems
for students. At the end of the book are revision
problems, a glossary, problem answers and references,
in addition to a section summarising take home
messages.
The first three chapters are an excellent introduction
to the book’s “protagonist”, genetic diversity, its
importance, how it can be measured, why it is linked to
extinction and why it should be conserved. They also
describe endangered species from the point of view of
their genetic characteristics, and convincingly justify the
application of genetic study to minimising extinctions.
For example, extinction risk can be reduced by
minimising inbreeding and loss of genetic diversity, and
by maximising fitness. Genetics can also aid
conservation by identifying populations of concern,
resolving population structure and reducing
fragmentation, detecting hybridization, and by defining
the best sites and choosing the best populations for
reintroductions. Chapter 3 provides a brief overview of
molecular biology methods and markers. Table 3.1
defines terminology which non-geneticists might find
useful in understanding genetic literature, and Box 3.3,
Table 3.2 and Figure 3.1 summarise some of the most
commonly used techniques for measuring genetic
diversity in nuclear and mitochondrial DNA, the
advantages and disadvantages of each, and the
application of non-invasive sampling combined with
polymerase chain reaction (PCR) to generate millions
of copies of DNA fragments from very small samples.
Since the authors assume little prior knowledge of
genetics, their coverage of several subjects in Section I
(Chapters 3-9) is perhaps excessively detailed and
heavy reading. Some topics appear too simplified for
postgraduate students, yet too detailed for
undergraduates and conservation practitioners. Chapters
4-8 describe the evolution of natural populations through
the Hardy-Weinberg model, as well as the role of
quantitative variation in adaptive evolution and
reproductive fitness. The authors summarise the factors
involved in evolution of large populations (illustrated in
Figure 6.1) including selection, mutation and migration.
By contrast, evolution in small populations is affected
by a greater impact of inbreeding and of chance effects,
such as genetic drift resulting in fixation and loss of
genetic diversity.
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One of the book’s shortcomings is that it
sometimes fails in its attempt to strike a balance
between complex calculations of variables such as
inbreeding coefficients, gene flow or genetic
distances, and accessibility to managers and nonscientists. Section II (Chapters 10-14) may
discourage readers that are not mathematically
inclined, but does address essential issues for
consideration. These include the changes in genetic
diversity over time, reduced fitness as a consequence
of reduced genetic diversity, the effects of population
declines, bottlenecks and fragmentation, the concept
of effective population size, the increase in
inbreeding over time in populations of different sizes,
the incidence of inbreeding depression in the wild,
and the genetic consequences of dispersal and gene
flow. In Chapter 14, the authors turn to an excellent
discussion of genetically viable populations, and of
the minimum viable population sizes needed to retain
reproductive fitness and evolutionary potential in
both wild and captive populations.
Section III (Chapters 15-20) is recommended
as the highlight of the book, making for the most
pleasant and useful reading for a wide audience. It
is not necessary to digest the preceding sections to
grasp the last four chapters, and the reader is
referred back when topics were previously covered
in greater depth. Throughout this section, the authors
make good use of case studies to illustrate putting
theory into practice. The red wolf, tuatara,
orangutan, North American puma and others are
used as examples of how resolving taxonomic
uncertainties aids in defining units to be managed
as separate entities. In the past, the use of alternative
definitions of species and different approaches to
measuring genetic distance between populations
have generated some confusion and conflict at both
species and subspecies levels. Disappointingly, the
authors do not adequately address this issue, and
present little about the traditional concepts of
management units (MUs) and evolutionarily
significant units (ESUs), which they judge to be
inadequate. Instead, they emphasise Crandall’s
method of classifying populations on the basis of
genetic and ecological exchangeability, although this
is still not a widely applied way of defining stocks
for conservation.
From Chapter 16 the authors focus on the
practical applications of conservation genetics to the
work of wildlife managers and field biologists.
Subject headings include diagnosing genetic

problems and recovering small inbred populations with
low genetic diversity, managing species with a single
population lacking genetic diversity, managing gene flow
among fragmented populations and re-establishing
extinct populations. Case studies ranging from the
scarlet gilia plant to the black rhinoceros illustrate the
suggested management techniques and past successful
strategies. Chapter 16 also discusses the genetic
considerations of reserve design, the dangeres of
introgression and hybridization and the impacts of
harvesting. Chapters 17 and 18 use several case studies
to describe the genetic management of captive
populations and genetic management for reintroduction.
Chapter 19 is particularly relevant to marine turtles
in that it emphasises the importance of genetic markers
to the conservation of species “by aiding in detection of
illegal hunting and by resolving important aspects of
species biology; they have been used to detect
bottlenecks and other demographic events in a
population’s history, estimate effective size, detect
selection, determine parentage, sex, mating systems,
population structures, dispersal rates, population sizes,
diet, disease status and to detect introgression.”
Loggerhead turtles are used to show that dispersal rates
can be inferred from genetic differentiation among
populations. Finally, Chapter 20 concludes the book by
placing genetics in the context of population modelling,
population viability analysis and applied management
decisions. Figure 20.1 summarises the extinction vortex
and the role of genetic stochasticity in small populations,
and of genetic factors among the causes of
endangerment and extinction.
A textbook of conservation genetics is particularly
relevant to anyone working on sea turtles, as genetic
research in the last decade has played an essential role
in developing our understanding of sea turtle biology
and enhancing our effectiveness in sea turtle
conservation. Genetic sampling has become routine in
many projects worldwide, thanks to its non-invasive
nature, easy collection and storage, and low costs.
Researchers recognise the value of molecular data as
a complement to ecological, demographic and taxonomic
studies. Among other things, genetic analysis has
contributed to phylogenetic debates, is used in the
forensic identification of confiscated turtle products or
harvested turtles, and helps to identify stranded
individuals, individuals in captivity or for reintroduction.
Phylogeographic studies are underway to fully describe
the genetic characteristics of nesting populations in all
ocean basins, and have contributed to our understanding
of philopatric and migratory behaviours in both sexes,
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and of the composition of mixed aggregates (in
conjunction with tagging and satellite tracking). In
addition, neutral markers have been used in fine-scale
studies of paternity, mating behaviour and demographic
structure and history. However, this book reminds us
that sea turtle genetics should perhaps begin to look at
non-neutral markers and quantitative traits, such as those
affecting resistance to disease, fitness and the ability to
adapt to a changing environment.
In summary, this volume is an excellent introduction
and overview of its subject. For the first time, the authors
have presented a comprehensive and detailed overview
of the most relevant issues in the emerging discipline of
conservation genetics, including seminal studies over
recent decades which form the basis for future work

and are a source of inspiration and guidance.
Introduction to Conservation Genetics is an invaluable
reference for all conservation practitioners, not overly
technical in most sections and thus, accessible to
scientists and non-scientists alike. The authors’ sense
of urgency and enthusiasm are infectious, convincing
the reader that genetic issues cannot be ignored, as
they play a key role in shaping the way we understand
biodiversity and human interactions with the
environment.
Angela Formia, School of Biosciences, Cardiff
University, Cardiff CF10 3TL, UK (E-mail:
formiaa@cardiff.ac.uk)

The Mediterranean Sea – A Source of Life
Public education and awareness are recognized
keystones of any successful conservation initiative. In
the world of marine turtle conservation there are many
fine examples of awareness and environmental
education materials aimed at teaching people of all ages
about the biology and conservation turtles. However,
as we become increasingly aware of the importance of
a regional and more holistic approach to marine turtle
conservation, we need to acknowledge that it may no
longer be enough for the target audience to just
understand the basic life history and conservation status
of turtles. There is a need for a more comprehensive
understanding of the world turtles inhabit. With the
publication of their educational pack for 6-12 year olds
“The Mediterranean Sea – A Source of Life” The
Mediterranean Association to Save the Sea Turtles
(MEDASSET) has moved the goalposts and effectively
illustrated how to bring a regional and inclusive aspect
to environmental education. In short, this pack is not
just about saving turtles, it is about fostering an
understanding and appreciation of the Mediterranean
as a living resource and thereby achieving a better
understanding of the world.
This pack is aimed at teachers, parents and group
leaders of 6-12 year old children and includes a wide

variety of appealing and accessible factsheets on issues
ranging from animals of the sea to monuments and
cultures, threats, protected areas and coastal and marine
ecosystems. The factsheets are accompanied by
activity sheets, jam-packed with thought provoking
group activities, that promote cooperative learning and
investigation. It is designed to be flexible to the needs
of the user and is a resource you can work your way
through or dip into for inspiration. This resource will be
particularly useful to anyone working in the
Mediterranean region, but has relevance for all
practitioners.
The pack has been produced by MEDASSET,
Kaleidoscope Publications and the Hellenic Children’s
Museum. The Kit website may be accessed from the
MEDASSET homepage at:
<www.euroturtle.org/medasset/>
For more details contact: MEDASSET-Greece, 1c
Licavitou Str., 10672 Athens, Greece
E-mail:medasset@hol.gr
Sue Ranger, Marine Conservation Society, 9 Gloucester
Road, Ross-on-Wye, Herefordshire, HR9 5BU, UK,
E-mail: sue@mcsuk.org
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NEWS AND LEGAL BRIEFS
This section is compiled by Kelly Samek. You can submit news items at any time online at <http://www.seaturtle.org/
news/>, via e-mail to news@seaturtle.org, or by regular mail to Kelly Samek, 2811 SW Archer Road G-49,
Gainesville FL, 32608, USA.
AFRICA
Turtle Losses Mount
Turtles are washing up dead, often beheaded or with
their throats cut, on the beaches of Mozambique in East
Africa. In the first few weeks of 2003, shocked tourists
and residents have found dozens of green and loggerhead
turtle carcasses. The cause is bycatch—the
unintentional catch of nontarget species-by illegal and
unlicensed fishing vessels operating close to the coastline
of Mozambique and even within protected areas. The
boats are said to be of Chinese, Korean, or Taiwanese
origin, and they are using longlines to catch sharks, some
of which are protected species in Mozambican waters.
With nearly 1,700 miles of coastline, Mozambique lacks
the means to stop these vessels or drive them from its
waters. Source: Mangrove Action Project Newsletter,
February 2003.

Scientists Ask UN to Ban Certain Types
of Fishing in Pacific
Marine scientists called on the United Nations to ban
the use of longline boat and gill net fishing in the Pacific
Ocean, saying the methods kill not just fish, but sea
birds, endangered turtles and other animals. Scientists
are worried about the effect of “bycatch” - animals
that are caught inadvertently while fishermen pursue
other fish - on already struggling populations of fish
and marine mammals. One animal that is in grave danger,
they say, is the leatherback turtle. If nothing is done to
protect them, leatherback turtles could go extinct in 10
to 30 years, which is why more than 400 scientists and
100 marine conservation groups are pushing for a UN
moratorium. While some state and federal governments
have passed laws restricting or banning longlines or gill
nets in U.S. waters, the use of those methods is not
restricted in international waters. Source: Associated
Press, 18 February.

THE AMERICAS
NOAA Publishes Rules to Modify TEDs
The US National Marine Fisheries Service has amended
the turtle excluder devices (TEDs) regulations to
enhance TEDs’ effectiveness in reducing sea turtle
deaths that result from trawling in the southeastern
United States. The modifications, which apply
throughout the Atlantic Ocean and Gulf of Mexico, affect
shrimp fishermen that use bottom trawl gear in state
and federal waters and take effect on April 15, 2003 in
the Atlantic, and August 21, 2003 in the Gulf of Mexico.
The changes include: requiring the use of either the
recently approved double cover flap TED or a TED
with an opening of at least 71-inch straight-line stretched
mesh measurement in all offshore waters and the
inshore and offshore waters of Georgia and South
Carolina; requiring the use of TEDs with a 44-inch
straight-line stretched mesh opening in all inshore waters,
except those of Georgia and South Carolina. Source:
United Stated Department of Commerce News, 21
February.

Bill Would Create Tougher Penalties
for Turtle Egg Poachers
A South Florida lawmaker is sponsoring a bill to create
tougher penalties on sea turtle egg poachers. Senator
Steven Geller’s bill (SB 174) would make it a third
degree felony to possess 12 or more sea turtle eggs
with a penalty of up to five years in prison and a fine of
up to $5,000. While federal law allows penalties of up
to five years in prison and $250,000 in fines for taking
eggs from nests, poachers are often tried in state court,
where simply possessing eggs carries a penalty of up
to 60 days in jail and a $500 fine. Geller hopes the bill
will be effective not only in punishing the people who
take eggs, but also the people in restaurants, bars and
elsewhere who sell the eggs. The Senate could pass
the bill as early as this week. A similar bill in the House
(HB 399) has received unanimous support in two
committees and has one more stop before going to the
full House. Source: Associated Press, 1 April.
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New Toll Free Information Line Established
to Protect Sea Turtles
The Gulf Office of the Sea Turtle Restoration Project
and HEART (Help Endangered Animals-Ridley Turtles)
announce the sponsorship of a toll free Texas Sea Turtle
Information Line. This number allows beach visitors to
report sightings of sea turtles and their nests along the
Texas coasts, and will allow government agencies and
biologists to better respond to protect these endangered
species if needed. Anyone who visits a Texas beach
and sees a nesting turtle or its tracks, hatchlings, a turtle
nest, or an injured or dead sea turtle is asked to call the
toll free number 1-866-TURTLE-5. The caller will be
given a telephone number for a sea turtle biologist or
government agency representative who is closest to
the location of the turtle and be asked to make a second
call to that person. Source: HEART/STRP press release,
2 April.
Lawsuit Challenges Scallop Dredging
Oceana filed suit against the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) as part of its ongoing effort to protect
marine habitats and endangered sea turtles from scallop
dredging in New England and Mid-Atlantic waters. The
lawsuit filed in US District Court in Boston asks for an
injunction on NMFS regulations known as Framework
Adjustment 15, which were approved in late February.
Oceana claims current management measures fail to
protect sensitive cod nursery grounds or to reduce the
millions of pounds of wasteful bycatch, including
endangered sea turtles, being caught in scallop dredges.
Source: Portsmouth Herald, 31 March.
Supreme Court Upholds Current Status of
Shrimp Import Regulations
Animal rights groups lost a Supreme Court appeal that
sought to toughen the standards for countries that catch
shrimp for American consumers. The groups argued
that the State Department has lax rules for imports that
put in jeopardy five species of sea turtles which are
listed as threatened or endangered under the
Endangered Species Act. The lawsuit stems from a
congressional ban on imports of shrimp harvested with
technology that may hurt sea turtles. Countries can
prove that they have turtle-protection programs to get
special status. The American Society for the Prevention
of Cruelty to Animals, the Sierra Club and other groups
sued, claiming that the ban was not being properly
enforced. The case is Turtle Island Restoration Network
v. Evans. Source: Associated Press, 7 April.

Test results show upswing in red tide levels
Red tide levels along local beaches are on the upswing
with the worst reports coming from Lee County,
according to test results released March 21. Since
January, county sea turtle monitors have recovered 11
dead turtles, eight of them in March alone, said Maura
Kraus, a biologist who leads the county’s turtle program.
That compares with six stranded sea turtles counted in
the first three months of 2002. Organs from four of
the turtles will undergo tests for red tide poisoning at
the University of Florida in Gainesville. Source: Naples
Daily News, 22 March.
Judge Dismisses Sierra Club Lawsuit
A federal judge on dismissed a lawsuit by the Lone
Star Chapter of the Sierra Club that was intended to
stop drilling on the Padre Island National Seashore. The
Sierra Club filed a lawsuit against the federal
government in April 2002, seeking to halt heavy truck
traffic involved in the drilling. The group said it posed
an imminent threat to the endangered Kemp’s ridley
sea turtles. US District Judge John Rainey ruled that
the defendants were taking the appropriate steps to
protect the sea turtle. Source: Associated Press, 18
April.
US Raps Venezuela and Honduras
for Harming Sea Turtles
The United States said it would bar some shrimp imports
from Honduras and Venezuela, apparently because their
fishermen may be drowning sea turtles in their nets.
The State Department said US law bans imports of
shrimp harvested in a way that harms turtles unless a
country has a “sea turtle protection program” like the
United States or has a fishing environment “that does
not pose a threat” to turtles. The key element of the
US sea turtle conservation program is that commercial
shrimp boats must use sea turtle “excluder devices” to
prevent the accidental drowning of sea turtles in shrimp
trawls, the department said. Source: Reuters, 10 March.
Destructive Hogs to be Eradicated
from Cumberland Island
The US National Park Service has begun hunting and
trapping wild hogs to prevent further damage to the
fragile habitat on 18-mile-long Cumberland Island, near
the Florida line. The feral hogs, brought here more than
200 years ago by British settlers, compete with native
deer and other animals for food. The hogs in recent
years also destroyed nearly two-thirds of endangered
sea turtle nests. Source: Associated Press, 9 March.
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Toxic Spill Threatens Turtles in Brazil
Officials say a toxic waste spill from a paper pulp factory
is threatening endangered marine turtle species in a
nature reserve. Several species of marine turtle bury
their eggs at the mouth of the Paraiba do Sul river where
the spill has spread over more than 50 square kilometres
off Rio de Janeiro state, the environment secretariat
said. The substance, which includes caustic soda, is
slowly headed north towards the beaches of Espiritu
Santo state. Some 20 million litres of the toxic waste
escaped a week ago from a paper factory in Minas
Gerais state, contaminating the Pomba river. The paper
factory was shut down and ordered to pay an initial
$US15 million fine. Source: Australian Broadcasting
Corporation, 6 April.
Campaign in San Diego, Mexico aims
to Save Endangered Turtles
Wildcoast, an advocacy group working to save
endangered sea turtles unveiled a campaign to
discourage visitors to Baja California from eating the
reptiles. “Would you eat a panda?” reads a billboard
just north of the San Ysidro entry point into Tijuana,
Mexico. “Don’t eat endangered sea turtle!” The
campaign coincides with the season of Lent, when the
turtles - which live on beaches and in the water off
Mexico’s Baja Peninsula, are often eaten by visitors
and residents who mistakenly consider the reptiles an
acceptable substitute for meat during the religious
period. Spanish-language television and radio messages
broadcasting similar pleas are planned this week, and
additional billboard messages will be posted in La Paz,
Cabo San Lucas, Tijuana and Ensenada, the group said.
Source: Associated Press, 8 April.
First Kemp’s Ridley Nest
For only the 11th time in the history of Padre Island
National Seashore’s Head Start program, a Kemp’s
ridley sea turtle that had been tagged by the U.S.
Geological Survey returned to the park to lay its eggs.
More than 24,000 turtles have been released during the
program. The nesting was the first one reported to
park officials this year. The turtle was fitted with a
two-pound transmitter that will enable scientists to track
the turtle for about a year, it was re-released into the
Gulf of Mexico. The eggs were taken to a field station,
where they will incubate for about 55 days. Source:
Corpus Christi Caller-Times, 10 April.

ASIA
Brunei Museums Dept Launches Workshop
For Turtle Conservation
The Director of Brunei Museums, Awg Hj Matassim
Hj Jubah, spoke at the launch of the “Turtle
Management and Recovery” workshop the morning of
February 17. He explained that sea turtles are protected
under the 1978 Wildlife Conservatory Act of the
Museums Department. The four-day workshop is fully
financed by the Asean Regional Centre for BioDiversity Conversion with the collaboration of the
Forestry Department. Participants are students from
upper secondary schools, staffs of the Museums
Department, Forestry and Fisheries as well as some
volunteers. Conducted by an invited lecturer from
Malaysia, the workshop also deals with the theory and
practical lessons on turtle conservation. Source: Borneo
Bulletin, 18 February.
Protected Sea Turtles Hatchlings Released
into The Sea
Endangered olive ridley sea turtles were given a head
start in life recently when protected hatchlings were
released into the sea. Officers and staff from the Global
Environment Facility/United Nations Development
Program/International Maritime Organization Regional
Program on Partnerships in Environmental Management
for the Seas of East Asia were on hand to participate in
the undertaking. The release of captive-bred hatchlings
was part of the ongoing turtle conservation efforts by
the Community-Based Pawikan Conservation Project
in barangay Nagbalayong in Morong, Bataan. The
project has transformed the community’s fisherfolks
from poachers to protectors as they now guard turtles’
nesting grounds and protect turtle eggs until they are
hatched. Source: ABS-CBN News, 24 February.
Rantau Abang Sees Zero Nesting
Of Leatherbacks
The famed Rantau Abang turtle sanctuary has ceased
to be the nesting place of leatherback turtles. Fisheries
Department data confirmed that not a single clutch of
eggs was laid although three landings were detected
during the recent nesting season between April and
October 2002. The three landings paled in comparison
with the 10,000 recorded in the 1960s. Last year, nests
failed to produce any hatchlings because none of the
eggs were fertilised, indirectly confirming the theory
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that the turtle sanctuary’s hatchery methods deployed
since the 1960s had produced more female than male
turtles. However, Fisheries Department marine park
chief Abdul Khalil Abdul Karim dismissed the conclusion
that the leatherback species could become extinct.
Source: The Star Malaysia, 3 March.
Endangered Olive Ridley Sea Turtles Begin
Mass Nesting on India Coast
Wildlife experts voiced relief that 50,000 Olive Ridley
turtles crawled up an eastern Indian beach this week
to lay eggs, after the endangered animals missed nesting
last year. Turtle experts believe that widespread illegal
fishing along the 480-kilometer (300-mile) coast of
Orissa state, where three protected turtle nesting
grounds lie, is responsible for the deaths of 100,000
Olive Ridleys in the past 10 years. Turtle experts plan
to count the nests, turtles and hatchlings and help forest
officials protect them. Source: Associated Press, 11
March.

OCEANIA
Turtles Under Siege
Green sea turtles have been part of Papua New
Guinean coastal villagers’ culture for generations. Sadly
that way of life is fading. The stressful modern lifestyle
is putting pressure on people to over-harvest the
depleted stock of green turtles for money. In March,
The National accompanied the Department of
Environment and Conservation officials on a 15-minute
drive eastward along the Magi Highway to the
University of Papua New Guinea Motupore marine
research island outside Port Moresby. The occasion
was to release two endangered green sea turtles back
to the sea after recovering from nasty wounds that they
had received from local fishermen six weeks ago.
Marine species officer Job Opu said that he had come
across the turtles that are protected under the PNG
Fauna Protection Act (1978) when he was doing his
normal market round. Source: The National, 4 April.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR AUTHORS
The remit of the Marine Turtle Newsletter (MTN) is to provide
current information on marine turtle research, biology, conservation
and status. A wide range of material will be considered for
publication including editorials, articles, notes, letters and
announcements. The aim of the MTN is to provide a forum for the
exchange of ideas with a fast turn around to ensure that urgent
matters are promptly brought to the attention of turtle biologists
and conservationists world-wide. The MTN will be published
quarterly in January, April, July, and October of each year. Articles,
notes and editorials will be peer-reviewed. Announcements may
be edited but will be included in the forthcoming issue if submitted
prior to the 15th of February, May, August and November
respectively. All submissions should be sent to the editors and not
the members of the editorial board. A contact address should be
given for all authors together with an e-mail or fax number for
correspondence regarding the article.
Text
To ensure a swift turnaround of articles, we ask that, where
possible, all submissions be in electronic format either as an
attached file in e-mail or on floppy disc in Word for Windows or
saved as a text file in another word-processing package. Should
these formats not be suitable, authors should contact the editors
to seek alternative arrangements. If internet access or compatible
computer facilities are not available, hard copies of the article can
be sent to the editors by mail or fax.
Scientific names should be italicised and given in full in their
first appearance. Citations in the text should be in alphabetical
order and take the form of: (Carr et al. 1974; Hailman & Elowson
1992; Lagueux 1997). Please keep the number of references to
a minimum.

Tables/Figures/Illustrations
All figures should be stored as separate files: Excel, .bmp, .tif
or .jpeg file. The editors will scan figures, slides or photos for
authors who do not have access to such facilities. Tables and figures
should be given in Arabic numerals. Photographs will be
considered for inclusion.
References
The literature cited should include only references cited in
the text and follow the following formats:
For an article in a journal:
HENDRICKSON, J. 1958. The green sea turtle, Chelonia mydas
(Linn.), in Malaya and Sarawak. Proceedings of the Royal
Zoological Society of London 130:455-535.
For a book:
BUSVINE, J.R. 1980. Insects and Hygiene: The biology and control
of insect pests of medical and domestic importance. Third
edition. Chapman and Hall, London. 568 pp.
For an article in an edited volume;
GELDIAY, R., T. KORAY & S. BALIK. 1982. Status of sea turtle
populations (Caretta caretta and Chelonia mydas) in the
northern Mediterranean Sea, Turkey. In: K.A. Bjorndal (Ed.).
Biology and Conservation of Sea Turtles. Smithsonian Institute
Press, Washington D.C. pp. 425-434.
Where there are multiple authors the initials should precede the
last name except in the case of the first author:
BJORNDAL, K.A., A.B. BOLTEN, C.J. LAGUEUX & A.
CHAVES. 1996. Probability of tag loss in green turtles nesting
at Tortuguero, Costa Rica. Journal of Herpetology 30:567-571.
All journal titles should be given in full.

SUBSCRIPTIONS AND DONATIONS
The Marine Turtle Newsletter (MTN) is distributed quarterly, in English and Spanish, to more than 2000 recipients in
over 100 nations world-wide. In order to maintain our policy of free distribution to colleagues throughout the world, the
MTN must receive $30,000 annually in donations. We appeal to all of you, our readers and contributors, for continued
financial support to maintain this venture. All donations are greatly appreciated and will be acknowledged in a future
issue of the MTN. Typical personal donations have ranged from $25-100 per annum, with organisations providing
significantly more support. Please give what you can. Donations to the MTN are handled under the auspices of
SEATURTLE.ORG and are fully tax deductible under US laws governing 501(c)(3) non-profit organisations. Donations
are preferable in US dollars as a Credit Card payment (MasterCard, Visa, American Express or Discover) via the MTN
website <http://www.seaturtle.org/mtn/>. In addition we are delighted to receive donations in the form of either a Personal
Cheque drawn on a US bank, an International Banker’s Cheque drawn on a US bank, a US Money Order, an International
Postal Money Order, or by Direct Bank Wire to Bank of America N.A. (routing no. 052001633, account no. 003937052199.)
Please do not send non-US currency cheques.
Please make cheques or money orders payable to Marine Turtle Newsletter and send to:
Marine Turtle Newsletter,
c/o SEATURTLE.ORG
11400 Classical Lane
Silver Spring
MD 20901
USA
Email: MTN@seaturtle.org
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