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1.1  Introduction 

The University of Glasgow Tobago Expedition 2012 took place between 8
th

 June and 17
th

 August 2012 and 

focused on prevention of poaching and collection of data on nesting turtles as well as gathering information 

on the presence and distribution of amphibians across the island. Unlike previous expeditions, the 2012 

group were based in the North of the Island in Charlotteville and conducted data collection from there and as 

such the expedition took on the form of a pilot project as students explored data collection sites and became 

acquainted with a new NGO. With the change in location there was a shift in the predominant turtle species 

studied from leatherbacks, Dermochelys coriacea, to hawksbills, Eretmochelys imbricata. In addition to this, 

transects were set up in locations around Charlotteville as well as further afield and roads were sampled at 

night to determine the distribution of calling amphibian species. The 2012 expedition has been highly 

successful as a pilot project and the 2013 expedition plans to continue this work with additional elements 

based on the findings of this summer. 

 

1.2 Tobago 

Tobago, with an area of just 300km², is the smaller of the two islands in the Republic of Trinidad and 

Tobago. However, it is still a highly important site for scientific research. As an island it is not only valuable 

in terms of endemic species, it also represents one of the most important nesting sites for hawksbills in the 

Caribbean, specifically the north of the island where the expedition was based. Further to this, the island also 

hosts nesting Leatherbacks and more rarely Greens. 

 

The climate of Tobago is tropical and slightly cooler than Trinidad, with temperatures ranging on average 

from mid 20s to low 30s (degrees Celcius) during expedition time and humidity levels in the higher 

percentiles. The dry season, extending from December to May was considered to have unusually high 

rainfall and was followed by a fairly dry wet season from the beginning of the expedition in June but with 

increasing rainfall towards the end of the expedition in August. This may have had an impact on amphibian 

data collection. 
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The expedition was associated with local organisations. The NGO for the turtle conservation work was 

North East Sea Turtles, NEST, which concentrates on two index beaches, Cambleton beach and Hermitage 

beach. In addition to this, the expedition also liaised with the Tobago House of Assembly Department of 

Natural Resources and the Environment for permission and advice with regard to amphibian research in the 

Rainforest Reserve and outer forest areas. 

 

1.3  Expedition planning and logistics 

1.3.1  Personnel 

The expedition was made up of 12 undergraduate students selected with the help of Professor Roger Downie 

of the University of Glasgow staff who acted as an advisor and coordinator. The team members (showing 

name, age and subject/level of study) were: 

 

Leaders 

Eilidh Smith (21) Level 4 Zoology 

Marek Wolf (28) Level 2 Marine and Freshwater Biology 

 

Members 

Simon Gray (22) Level 4 Zoology 

Adam Butler (22) Level 4 Zoology 

Steven Duncan (20) Level 3 Zoology 

Andrew Nuttall (20) Level 3 Zoology 

Steven Melvin (20) Level 3 Marine and Freshwater Biology 

Trudie Marshall (20) Level 3 Zoology 

Lynsey Harper (20) Level 3 Zoology 

Nikki Andrews (19) Level 2 Biology 

Mairi Hilton (19) Level 2 Geography 

Lucie Provaznikova  (22) Chemistry and Biology Access Course 
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Figure 1: The entire team at the bird sanctuary island Little Tobago 

 

The expedition was also supported by: 

 

Professor Roger Downie, Professor of Zoological Education 

Mike Rutherford, Curator Zoology Museum, University of the West Indies 

John Murphy, Research Fellow, Field Museum, Chicago 

Grant Walker, NEST project coordinator 
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1.3.2 Fund Raising 

The expedition reached fund raising targets through grants awarded and fund raising events and activities as 

well as a personal contribution per expedition member of £600. Events and activities included bake sales, a 

ceilidh, band nights and sponsored events such as a 30 mile ‘Coast to Coast’ walk from the West to the East 

of Scotland in a day and a sponsored swim. 

 

1.3.3 Accommodation  

The 12 members of the expedition stayed at the Man O’ War Bay cottages in Charlotteville owned by 

Patricia Turpin, president of Environment Tobago. Also staying at the cottages was Grant Walker, a NEST 

employee with a long standing relationship with the University of Glasgow expedition. One car was hired 

and two expedition members took on the responsibility of driving. The car was mainly for the purpose of 

travelling to transects for amphibian data collection, but, it also proved invaluable for getting patrollers to 

beaches. The project was timetabled so that half of the group carried out amphibian data collection and half 

of the group patrolled the beaches and collected data on nesting turtles and hatchlings. 

Main shopping trips were done in the South of the island which had the only large supermarket on the island 

but a particular effort was made to support the local community by buying everyday essentials from the local 

shops. 

 

1.3.4 Safety and Medical Arrangements 

Two expedition members received first aid training prior to arriving in Tobago and a first aid kit was 

purchased with expedition funds to be kept at the cottages. The greatest health concern experienced on the 

expedition was with regard to the reaction of some members to mosquito and sandfly bites and antibiotics 

were used to help clear up infection as prescribed by local doctors. Unfortunately one member had a serious 

accident outside data collection time and was given stitches on his hand under general anaesthetic in 

hospital. This member was back in the field as soon as he felt able and the project pulled together. 

Crime rates are fortunately lower in Tobago than Trinidad and are particularly low in the area where the 

expedition was based. However, all safety precautions were taken with members not walking too far at night 
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by themselves. The greatest risk is from turtle poachers but efforts were made to always have NEST 

members present on the beach with the expedition and patrollers were never left alone. 

 

 

2.1 Frog work 

One of the most exciting parts of the 2012 Tobago Expedition was the addition to the expedition of research 

into the amphibians of the island. Of the 37 amphibian species AmphibiaWeb lists for the Republic of 

Trinidad and Tobago, 14 occur on Tobago. Of these 14, 6 are listed in the IUCN Red Data List 
[1]

 in the 

categories of Vulnerable (VU), Endangered (EN) or Critically Endangered (CR). The isolation indicative of 

an island population places these species at risk, particularly the 3 endemic to Tobago. However, the nature 

of an island population means that small concerted conservation efforts such as that of this expedition can 

have a significant impact on the survival of a species. 

 

The University of Glasgow Tobago expedition has begun to build an extensive data set on the amphibians of 

the island that can be expanded each year. While efforts were made to collect data on all frog species 

encountered, particular significance was placed on the 6 IUCN Red List threatened species. These species 

are Flectonotus fitzgeraldi, Mannophryne olmonae, Hyalinobatrachium orientale, Pristimantis 

charlottevillensis, Pristimantis turpinorum and Pristimantis urichi (Figures 2 to 7). Of these species F. 

fitzgeraldi and P. urichi also occur on Trinidad but the remainder are endemic to Tobago with the exception 

of H. orientale which also occurs in Venezuela. 

 

There were three main  elements to the amphibian research carried out. An accumulation of data specifically 

marking the presence or absence of any frog species across the island plus two individual student projects 

focusing on population data of certain species. One project concentrated on the distribution, population 

density and ecology of the three Pristimantis species present on the island: P. urichi, P. charlottevillensis and 

P. turpinorum. The other asked the same questions with regard to Flectonotus fitzgeraldi, Mannophryne 

olmonae and Hyalinobatrachium orientale. 
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2.2 Timetable 

Each week the amphibian side of the expedition had six students to work with. This allowed two areas to be 

covered in a day or night whilst keeping the observation effort as equal as possible by having a group of 

three cover one set of transects and a group of three covering another. The car was also used to drive road 

transects to record calls at various points around the island in order to determine the distribution of species. 

This required at least two people. 

 

The first two weeks of the project were spent helping the research of John Murphy, an expert on the 

amphibians and reptiles of Trinidad and Tobago along with Mike Rutherford, the curator of the University of 

the West Indies Zoology Museum. Through this the expedition members learnt valuable techniques as well 

as getting to grips with the sort of areas frogs were likely to be found in and establishing future transects. As 

the expedition was made up of students entirely new to the island and there being very little existing 

literature on the amphibians of Tobago, scoping out data collection sites was an important task. The first 

transects were marked in the areas around Charlotteville and later ones were located within the Rain Forest 

Reserve and along streams, often located from the road and through exploration. It is not expected that 

future expeditions will need to carry out the same exploration of the island as suitable data collection sites 

have already been identified and are ready to be expanded upon. 

 

Weekly timetables of the data collection included both day transects and night transects depending on the 

species of interest, with species being diurnal, nocturnal and crepuscular. 
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2.3 The Distribution of Frog Species across Tobago 

 

2.3.1  Introduction 

In order to assess the conservation status of Tobago’s frogs, it is necessary to establish which species are 

present, where they can be found and how abundant they are. 

 

2.3.2  Methodology 

 The expedition has begun to establish the distribution of amphibians across the island starting with the areas 

alongside the roads (Figure 2). Six transects were recorded with the number of recordings taken at 1 mile 

intervals totalling 58 (Table 1). 

 

Table 1: Transects and recordings 

Transect Number of recordings 

Northside road 10 

Charlotteville to Roxborough 9 

Bloody Bay to Roxborough 10 

Parlatuvier to Moriah 13 

Hillsborough dam 9 

Plymouth to Grafton beach 7 
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Figure 2: Map indicating each point where recordings were made (red dots) 

 

The recordings were made using a sound recording device and the intervals between recordings were 

measured using the mile meter in the car. The recordings were uniformly 5 minutes long with a 2 minute 

interval being left between arrival and the beginning of the recording to allow the disruption of the sound of 

the car to pass. Notes were taken while the recordings were being made as to what species were heard.  

The recordings were played back later to compare with reference calls in order to obtain more accurate 

results. 

 

The maps were created using GIS software ArcGIS online version by uploading the GPS coordinates of the 

start point of each road transect. From there 1 mile intervals were measured using the distance measurement 

tool and a GIS Tobago roads layer as it was not possible to record the GPS point of every recording due to 

time constraints and limited availibility of the GPS devices. 
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2.3.3 Results 

 

Species identified 

  

Species Common Name 

Hypsiboas crepitans  

Hyalinobatrachium orientale Glass frog 

Pristimantis urichi  

Mannophryne olmonae Bloody Bay stream frog 

Pristimantis charlottevillensis  

Leptodactylus fuscus  

Leptodactylus validus  

Scinax ruber Common scinax 

Engystomops pustulosus Tungara frog 

Rhinella marina Marine toad 

Flectonotus fitzgeraldi Mount Tucuche tree frog 
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Hypsiboas crepitans 

 

Figure 3: Distribution of Hypsiboas crepitans 

 

Hyalinobatrachium orientale 

 

Figure 4: Distribution of Haylinobatrachium orientale 
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Pristimantis urichi 

 

Figure 5: Distribution of Pristimantis urichi 

 

Pristimantis charlottevillensis 

 

Figure 6: Distribution of Pristimantis charlottevillensis 
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Leptodactylus fuscus 

Figure 7: Distribution of Leptodactylus fuscus 

 Notably found in highly populated areas, often the only species identified in these areas. 

Leptodactylus validus

 

Figure 8: Distribution of Leptodactylus validus 
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Scinax ruber 

 

Figure 9: Distribution of Scinax ruber 

 

Engystomops pustulosus

 

Figure 10: Distribution of Engystomops pustulosus 
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Rhinella marina  

 

Figure 11: Distrubution of Rhinella marina 

 

Flectonotus fitzgeraldi 

 

Figure 12: Distribution of Flectonotus fitzgeraldi 
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This year the expedition focused on collecting distribution data along the roads. Whilst this provides a 

valuable basis for data on the frogs of Tobago and where they are found, it is hoped that future expeditions 

will be able to update this data but also add to it by exploring more roads and going off-road. In addition to 

this, it would also be beneficial to explore the same transects during the day in order to detect the presence 

of diurnal species such as Mannophryne olmonae. With more extensive use of gps devices it will be easier to 

add to the database when frogs calling are identified outside allocated data collection time. For example, 

Leptodactylus fuscus was noted in areas in and around Scarborough where data collection was not carried 

out and the frog activity in an area in Canaan in the South of the island was recognised after the expedition 

ended but contains an abundance of species. Of the frog species previously recorded for Tobago, the only 

ones we did not record were Trachycephalus venulosus (which is usually only encountered in choruses 

ponds after very wet days) and Pristimantis turpinorum which has only been recorded in a few areas near 

Charlotteville. We did search these areas, but never saw or heard this frog. It is planned to publish full data 

on new amphibian work after further data collection seasons. 

 

3.1 Turtle Work 

There are three species of marine turtles known to nest in Tobago: The leatherback (Dermochelys coriacea), 

hawksbill (Eretmochelys imbricata) and green turtle (Chelonia mydas). The leatherback and hawksbill are 

currently classed by the IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature) as Critically Endangered 

while the green turtle is classed as Endangered [1]. Killing nesting females for meat is still very common in 

Tobago, despite the fact that as of October 2011 the law in Trinidad and Tobago states that: “No person shall, 

at any time, kill, harpoon, catch or otherwise take possession of any turtle, or purchase, sell, offer or expose 

for sale or cause to be sold or offered for sale any turtle or turtle meat” [2]. 

The expedition worked for the first time with NEST (North East Sea Turtles), an NGO that was established 

in 2004, but has been struggling to get enough regular members to fully cover beaches in the North of 

Tobago. As a result, there is only very patchy baseline nesting data for NEST patrolled beaches, which is 

something the expedition aimed to change. 



~ 17 ~ 
 

Expedition members patrolled two NEST index beaches (Cambleton and Hermitage) on a nightly basis and 

performed regular (typically weekly) day checks of other beaches on the north of Tobago. Day checks are 

inherently less accurate than night patrols, but with proper training they can give a good idea of the level of 

turtle activity on the beach.  

Each of the two index beaches was typically patrolled by three members of the expedition and ideally at 

least one NEST member. In case there was only one NEST member available to help out on a night then the 

patrol with no NEST support had, for safety reasons, at least two male members of the expedition present. 

The patrols were scheduled to start at 9pm and end at 3am the following morning. Cambleton as the closer 

of the two beaches was accessed by foot, while Hermitage was accessed either by boat with one of the 

NEST members, by the expedition car (when it was available e.g. not used for frog work), kayak or rarely by 

foot. 

 

 

3.2 Beaches 

The two index beaches – Cambleton and Hermitage – lie both within Man O’War Bay and differ quite 

significantly. They are both relatively small in size (Cambleton is only approx. 100m wide, Hermitage is 

nearly 200m wide), but while Cambleton is a predominantly sandy beach a significant proportion of 

Hermitage is covered by rough gravel and stones. The access to Cambleton is rather deep, which is possibly 

why leatherbacks sometimes nest on this beach. Access to Hermitage is shallow with a coral reef and we did 

not record any leatherback nesting events there and neither have they ever been reported according to NEST. 

Cambleton beach can only be accessed by boat or by foot, after a fifteen minute hike through the secondary 

rainforest from the nearest road. Hermitage on the other hand is a fisherman’s beach, with a road leading 

directly to the beach. This makes it very interesting for poachers, as it is a lot easier for them to get to the 

beach and in case of a success they can simply drag the female turtle to the car or truck and drive off. In case 

of Cambleton any turtle poached would have to be cleaned either on the beach or in the rainforest and taken 

up to the road, or it would have to be transported by a boat. It is most likely due to these logistical 
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complications that Hermitage is the preferred beach by poachers. Indeed, the only poaching incident 

recorded on these two beaches during the 2012 Expedition occurred on Hermitage. 

There are five other beaches in the Man O’War Bay area: Man O’War, Pirate’s Bay, Waterfall, Dead Man’s 

Bay and Lover’s Bay. 

Man O’War is by far the largest beach in the bay. The village of Charlotteville where the expedition 

established its base had been built along this long sliver if sand. There is a jetty in the middle of the beach 

(and the middle of the village) which is used by local fishermen and the occasional tourist boat. Turtles 

sometimes nest here, but very rarely. The most likely reasons are high levels of human related disturbance – 

high levels of noise and light pollution, human and dog presence etc… It was on this beach however where 

the expedition recorded the only successful leatherback nesting within the Man O’War Bay area during the 

2012 expedition. No hawksbill nesting events on this beach were recorded by the expedition. 

Pirate’s is a beach comparable in size to Hermitage. It is a beautiful sandy beach, and a very popular spot for 

the locals and tourists alike. It is probably listed in every Tobago tourist guide as one of the “must see” 

places, and as such is subjected to very high levels of disturbance. Although thanks to its size and fine sand 

it may seem as an ideal nesting site for sea turtles, no successful nesting event was recorded here during the 

2012 expedition. 

Waterfall and Dead Man’s Bay are two small, very similar beaches that lie in a little bay opposite each other. 

They are located between Cambleton and Hermitage and are generally only accessible by boat, although we 

believe there is a a small, hidden path through the forest that leads to Waterfall. We have however never 

discovered this. Several hawksbill nestings were recorded here during our regular day checks, as well as 

successful hatching events. The sand here is very fine, which makes it rather easy for dogs and other 

predators to dig out any turtle eggs that they can sniff out. We also noticed that these two beaches seem to be 

used a lot as iguana nesting sites. 

Lovers Bay is a tiny beach with coral sand and lies between Charlotteville village and Campbleton. It is only 

accessible by boat and it shrinks to just a few meters of white sand on high tide. Despite its small size we 

recorded a few hawksbill nesting events here. The beach is far too small and sees too few turtles for any 

poacher to bother coming here at night and so the few turtles can nest here in peace. There are several other 
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beaches in the North East, which are visited regularly by nesting turtle females and, sadly, some of these are 

also visited very frequently by poachers. The expedition carried out regular daily checks and a few night 

patrols on these beaches: Starwood, L’Anse Fourmi, Dead Bay and Bloody Bay. 

Starwood is a medium sized sandy beach on the Atlantic coast and is frequently visited by hawksbills. It is 

accessible by boat (but the distance is too great from Charlotteville for us to use this form of transport), by 

4x4 or on foot after a two hour hike from the nearest Hotel Resort. We visited the beach several times during 

the day, but never at night, so all our records from this beach are based on turtle track observations. 

L’Anse Fourmi is again a medium sized beach, which is frequently used by hawksbills and the occasional 

leatherback. It is also a prime poacher’s beach. Accessible both by boat and on foot from L’Anse Fourmi 

village, and with little to no protection it is more or less free for poachers to raid. We wanted to patrol the 

beach, but none of the NEST members was willing to join us unless we managed to put together enough 

expedition and NEST male members, as they deemed the beach far too dangerous at night. Due to our other 

commitments (frog projects and the two index beaches), we sadly never managed to get together enough 

people to patrol this beach at night. During our day checks we found rather disturbing evidence of poaching 

activity on this beach in the form of many turtle shells left in the forest, and even one abandoned turtle 

carcass (details in the section 3.5.4 below) 

Dead Bay and Bloody Bay are two neighbouring beaches. Bloody Bay is a popular local spot with beach 

facilities and night guard. Both beaches are used widely by hawksbills and leatherbacks. Despite (or quite 

possibly thanks to) the fact that the beach is guarded at night we recorded one poaching incident here, but 

several other likely occurred. The beach is easily accessible by car and as it was very close to one of our frog 

study sites it was frequently visited after the night frog work was finished. A leatherback nesting was 

recorded during one of these visits. The rest of our records come from day checks and track observations. 

We did patrol Dead Bay twice, but never actually recorded any nestings during these patrols. Several 

leatherback and hawksbill nestings were however recorded here during our day checks. 

We visited a few other beaches, mainly along the Atlantic coast on the way to Scarborough, and recorded 

turtle tracks on a number of these. While we collected all the data we could, these were visited so rarely 
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(some only once) that there’s little value in the data, other than the confirmation that turtles do indeed nest 

on at least some of these beaches. 

3.3  Patrols 

Patrols were scheduled to run from 9pm until 3am. Often the patrol was extended, either voluntarily by the 

patrollers, or in case of turtle presence. 

Each patrol was equipped with the following: a tarpaulin (for when it rained), two long (30m) measuring 

tapes for nest triangulation, latex gloves for nest excavations, NEST GPS (Garmin), a short (1.5m) 

measuring tape for turtle measurements, data sheets, pen and pencil. Each patroller had a red light and a 

torch. Only red light was used on the beach in order to reduce the disturbance of the turtles to absolute 

minimum. Torches were generally only used for the journey to and from the beach and in an emergency (like 

suspected poacher presence). 

All expedition members were instructed not to engage the poachers, and leave the beach and call the police 

if threatened. 

From approximately week 3 of the expedition the patrollers were also given tags and applicators for turtle 

tagging. The tags used were Inconel #681IC flipper tags and were provided by the University of West Indies, 

Barbados. Selected expedition members were trained by Grant Walker in hawksbill tagging and performed 

this task whenever an untagged hawksbill came up, following WIDECAST (Wider Caribbean Sea Turtle 

Network) turtle tagging protocol. We were given 100 tags (between NEST and the expedition), enough to 

tag 50 turtles if we achieved 100% success rate in tag application. 

 

3.4 Issues faced 

There were several instances when the patrollers arrived later due to the fact that to a degree the expedition 

had to rely on NEST members for transportation to the beach, especially to Hermitage. Unfortunately more 

often than not the boat that would take patrollers to the beach was running late, and in a very few instances 

did not show up at all. This caused several issues in terms of possible loss of data, poaching of the nesting 
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Cambleton CL EL FC UNK Poaching Total Events

Week 1 08Jun2012 1 1 4 0 0 6

Week 2 15Jun2012 8 1 0 0 0 9

Week 3 22Jun2012 5 0 2 1 0 8

Week 4 29Jun2012 6 6 0 0 0 12

Week 5 06Jul2012 5 2 4 0 0 11

Week 6 13Jul2012 7 1 1 0 0 9

Week 7 20Jul2012 10 0 4 0 0 14

Week 8 27Jul2012 5 4 3 0 0 12

Week 9 03Aug2012 7 0 1 0 0 8

Week 10 10Aug2012 5 3 0 0 0 8

Total 59 18 19 1 0 97

turtles and there were also concerns about safety, as it is vital to arrive to the beach before any potential 

poachers do.  

 

3.5 Results 

3.5.1 Index Beaches 

Between Cambleton and Hermitage the expedition recorded 117 confirmed lays and further 31 estimated 

lays. Out of the 117 confirmed lays 116 were hawksbills and one was a green turtle. There were two 

leatherback false crawls recorded at Cambleton. 

Following tables (Table 1, Table 2) show the number of events recorded each week of the expedition. As the 

expedition started on Friday the “week” in this case is Friday – Thursday.  

 

 

Table 1: Number of events recorded each week of the expedition at Cambleton beach. CL stands for “Confirmed Lay” (Eggs 

seen), EL is “Estimated Lay” (Eggs not seen or turtle gone, nesting site present), FC means “False Crawl” (Turtle came up 

and returned to the sea without nesting successfully), UNK means “Unknown” (tracks not clear enough to make educated 

guess as to whether the event was Estimated Lay or False Crawl). All confirmed lays and estimated lays are hawksbills, there 

were two leatherback false crawls recorded, one at week 6 and one at week 7, the remaining false crawls are all hawksbills. 

Both leatherbacks were already tagged. 
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Hermitage CL EL FC UNK Poaching Total Events

Week 1 08Jun2012 3 0 0 1 0 4

Week 2 15Jun2012 2 3 1 0 0 6

Week 3 22Jun2012 5 0 0 0 0 5

Week 4 29Jun2012 5 2 2 0 1 10

Week 5 06Jul2012 6 2 1 0 0 9

Week 6 13Jul2012 8 1 3 0 0 12

Week 7 20Jul2012 9 2 5 0 0 16

Week 8 27Jul2012 10 1 2 0 0 13

Week 9 03Aug2012 5 1 0 0 0 6

Week 10 10Aug2012 5 1 0 0 0 6

Total 58 13 14 1 1 87

 

Table 2: Number of events recorded each week of the expedition at Hermitage beach. CL stands for “Confirmed Lay” (Eggs 

seen), EL is “Estimated Lay” (Eggs not seen or turtle gone, nesting site present), FC means “False Crawl” (Turtle came up 

and returned to the sea without nesting successfully), UNK means “Unknown” (tracks not clear enough to make educated 

guess as to whether the event was Estimated Lay or False Crawl). All events except for a single CL at week 10 are hawksbills, 

one green turtle nested on the very last night of the expedition. 

 

 

Graph 1 below combines weekly numbers of Confirmed Lays (CL) and Estimated Lays (EL) for both 

Cambleton and Hermitage. Note the peak of the nesting season, which occurred in the second half July. 

 

 

Graph 1: Weekly numbers of successful nesting events at both Cambleton and Hermitage. With the exception of a single green 

turtle confirmed lay at week 10 all events are hawksbills.  
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3.5.2 Other NEST beaches 

As no other NEST beaches were regularly patrolled most of the data comes from day checks. Occasionally 

expedition members recorded events by chance, for example when checking a nearby beach after doing frog 

work in the rainforest.  

The summary of events recorded across all other NEST beaches is in Table 3 below: 

 

Table 3: Summary of events recorded on the remaining NEST beaches. The only leatherback turtle witnessed laying by the 

expedition members nested on Man O’War beach in Charlotteville.  

 

3.5.3 Tagging 

Patrollers were equipped with tagging equipment from week three of the expedition, and ran out of tags by 

the end of week nine. Expedition members tagged 45 hawksbills, one hawksbill was tagged by NEST. This 

means that at least 46 individuals nested on the two index beaches during the expedition. The number of 

individuals that nested is however certainly higher, as there were no tags available during the first two weeks 

and during the last week of the expedition. Further seventeen confirmed lays were recorded when there were 

no tags available. This, however, does not necessarily mean seventeen new individuals, as some of these 

turtles were probably tagged during subsequent nestings. 

 

3.5.4  Poaching 

Only one hawksbill had been poached from the index beaches during the 2012 expedition. It was the second 

recorded incident for the season, as another hawksbill was taken before the expedition arrived. The 

hawksbill was taken 30
th

 June 2012 from Hermitage beach, where she was turned over before she started to 

lay and dragged to the road. A clear “up” track leading from the sea up on the beach was visible and no 

return track was found. A very clear and specific drag mark was seen and photographic evidence was taken. 

Hawksbill Leatherback

Confirmed Lay 6 1

Estimated Lay 58 5

False Crawl 10 2

Unknown 26 5

Poaching 8 0
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The incident was reported to the DNRE (Department of National Resources and the Environment), but 

unfortunately the person responsible was not identified.  

More poaching incidents were recorded on other NEST beaches.  

Five fresh hawksbill shells were found in the forest behind L’Anse Fourmi beach on Friday 06
th

 July 2012. 

The find was reported to the DNRE. 

A hawksbill carcass (fig. 13) was found at L’Anse Fourmi on Mon 25
th

 July 2012, covered up with palm 

leaves. Interestingly, the poacher(s) left the flippers behind, tossed away in a nearby bush. The flippers are 

normally taken as there is quite a bit of meat in them. This, along with the fact that professional poachers 

rarely leave more than an empty shell behind suggests that the crime might have been committed by an 

opportunist. The incident was reported to the DNRE. 

A distinct hawksbill “up” track and a drag mark were found at Bloody Bay on Wednesday 18
th

 July 2012. 

The beach was checked after frog work was completed that night as the expedition members were passing 

by. We returned to the beach the next morning, only to find the beach raked clean with no signs of the 

incident. Since we only recorded this poaching incident by mere chance, and since this particular beach is 

raked every morning, we can only guess how many more turtles were taken from there. Again, the incident 

was reported, but the culprit was not identified. A hawksbill skull was found at Starwood Bay on 21
st
 July 

2012. The skull seemed to have been on the beach for a while. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 13 – A hawksbill carcass left behind by 

poachers. Found at L’Anse Fourmi on Mon 

25th July 2012. Note the flippers that were left 

behind, these are normally taken as they contain 

meat, which suggests the crime might have been 

committed by an amateur opportunist.  
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3.6  Areas of possible improvement 

By far the largest issue related to beach patrols was transportation. On many occasions, the boat that would 

take us to the beach would turn up late, or in very few cases not at all. We missed at least eight turtles at 

Hermitage due to late arrival to the beach. NEST is run by volunteers who all have day to day jobs and so, 

understandably, they cannot commit to as many patrols as we can. It would be of great advantage to rent a 

second car, which could be used for turtle work. The second car would allow expedition members to arrive 

to the beach on time, decreasing the possibility of catching poachers “red handed” and thus increasing 

expedition members’ safety. It would also allow for more complete data collection, as less nesting events 

would be missed, and the second car could also be used for more frequent checks of other than index 

beaches. 

Also, based on our experience, the patrols should start an hour earlier, i.e. at 20:00, and possibly run longer. 

This will however depend on the manpower available for other projects and the rota. 
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5.1  Treasury Summary 2012 

 

Income 

 

 2011 Surplus:         £250.00 

 Personal Contributions:                £7,200.00 

 Personal and Group Fundraising:               £3,804.00 

 

 Albert Reckitt Charitable Trust:      £500.00 

 Blodwen Lloyd Binns:       £700.00 

 The Carnegie Trust:                 £2,000.00 

 University Court:                 £1,150.00 

 Edinburgh Trust:        £750.00 

 British Chelonia Group:                £1,000.00 

 Total Grants:                  £6,100.00 

 

 Total Income:                £17,354.00 

 

Outgoings 

 First Aid Training      £40.00 

Fundraising Expenses:     £370.00 

 Flights:       £6,390.00 

 Airport minibus      £80.00 

 Accommodation:                 £2,370.06 

 Vehicle Hire:                  £1,313.81 

 Fuel and Maintenance:     £370.50 
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 Food:                   £1,206.03 

 Research Permit:      £62.37 

 Equipment:                  £1,091.83 

 Internal Travel:                 £1,281.32 

 Post-expedition Patrol Incentives:    £259.88 

Total Outgoings:            £14,835.80 

          

     Expedition Surplus:             £2,518.20
*)

 

          

*) The expedition surplus provided funding for the Tobago 2013 Expedition 
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