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!e Central Marine Fisheries Research Institute (CMFRI) 
in Kochi, the Marine Products Export Development 
Authority (MPEDA) in Kochi, and the Fishery Survey of 
India (FSI) in Mumbai, jointly began conducting deep sea 
surveys in the Indian exclusive economic zone (EEZ) to 
assess marine mammal populations and estimate marine 
mammal and sea turtle bycatch on 1st April 2020. On 28th 
July, along the southwest coast of Kerala, we observed 
two ghost nets (Table 1) at di#erent locations with 
entangled turtles. One alive and one dead olive ridley 
turtle (Lepidochelys olivacea) were entangled in the net at 
10.730167° N, 75.389694° E (Figure 1 and 2) and a live 

green turtle (Chelonia mydas) was entangled in the net 
at 10.65780° N, 75.546333° E (cover image; this issue). 
Water depth was between 130-200m and temperature 27-
28°C at each location. Algae and goose-necked barnacles 
(Lepas anserifera) were growing on the nets, and the 
nets and attached biota may have provided a source 
of food, shelter, and basking platform for the turtles 
before entanglement (Whittow & Balazs, 1982; Nichols 
et al., 2001; Boyle & Limpus, 2008; Stelfox et al., 2019).

!e sea turtles were successfully disentangled from the 
ghost net and examined. !e live turtles displayed no 
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Table 1. Characteristics of ghost nets with entangled turtles.

Net Type
Twisted/ 
Braided

S/Z Twist
Mesh Size 

(mm)

Twine 
Diameter 

(mm)
# Strands

Net Weight 
(kg)

Net Length 
(m)

Trawl Twisted Z 400 1 3 11 15

Trawl Twisted S 60 1 3 4 10

Figure 2. Dead olive ridley turtle found in ghost net off the 
coast of Kerala. (Photo credit: Pradip N. Chogale)

Figure 1. Live and dead olive ridley turtles found in ghost 
net off the coast of Kerala. (Photo credit: Arun Ganesan)

signs of injury. Curved carapace length (CCL), curved 
carapace width (CCW), front %ipper length (distance 
from anterior tip of the %ipper to where the %ipper 
originated just next to the marginal scutes), and head 
length (distance along midline from the anterior-most 
part of the upper jaw to posterior-most bone of the 
skull; Wyneken, 2001) were measured using a %exible 

Figure 3. Measuring curved carapace length of turtles 
rescued from ghost net off the coast of Kerala. a) Olive 
ridley turtle (Photo credit: Arun Ganesan); b) Green turtle 

(Photos credit: Pradip N. Chogale)

Table 2. Characteristics of sea turtles entangled in ghost nets.

Turtle CCL (cm) CCW (cm)
Weight 

(kg)

Head 
Length 

(cm)

Flipper 
Length 

(cm)

# Costal 
Scutes

# 
Vertebral 
Scutes

Live/ Dead

Olive ridley 58.4 63.5 27 14.0 33.0 6 7 Live

Olive ridley 55.9 58.4 23 19.1 29.2 6 7 Dead

Green 33.0 30.5 7 - 19.1 4 6 Live

tape measure; Figure 3); scale counts (see Pritchard 
& Mortimer, 1999) and weight (using a mechanical 
balance) were also recorded (Table 2). Both live turtles 
were released back to the sea a$er examination.
!e sea turtles were successfully disentangled from the 
ghost net and examined. !e live turtles displayed no signs 
of injury. Curved carapace length (CCL), curved carapace 
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width (CCW), front !ipper length (distance from anterior 
tip of the !ipper to where the !ipper originated just next 
to the marginal scutes), and head length (distance along 
midline from the anterior-most part of the upper jaw to 
posterior-most bone of the skull; Wyneken, 2001) were 
measured using a !exible tape measure; Figure 3); scale 
counts (see Pritchard & Mortimer, 1999) and weight 
(using a mechanical balance) were also recorded (Table 
2). Both live turtles were released back to the sea a"er 
examination.
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INTRODUCTION

Sea turtles in India are exposed to numerous anthropogenic 
threats including $sheries bycatch, illegal take of meat 
and eggs, coastal development, pollution (including 
plastic ingestion), climate change, and boat interactions. 
Anthropogenic threats are thought to account for two to 
three times more sea turtle deaths than those resulting 
from natural causes; however, some of these threats remain 
largely unquanti$ed (Ataman et al., 2021). Most dead 
turtles are found in a state of decomposition (Epperly et 
al., 1996) with no injuries on the body so it is di&cult to 
determine the cause of death (Phillott & Godfrey, 2019). 
#is note documents the stranding of dead sea turtles 
in Karwar on the coastline of Karnataka, to add to the 
knowledge of species and life stage distribution in the waters 
of west India and potential threats from human activities. 

Stranded Turtles

#e three stranded turtles were reported by local $shers, 

or members of the public known to the authors. Two 
dead green turtles (Table 1; Figure 1 and 2) were found in 
August 2021 with no external injuries. #e CCL suggests 
both green turtles were sub-adults (Bresette et al., 2010). 
Local $shers reported that bull (also known as pair) 
trawling had recently occurred nearby and so the cause 
of death is suspected to be drowning a"er entanglement 
in $shing gear. Di%erent size classes of green turtles 
are known to forage in the region, but the last record 
of a stranded green turtles on Karwar shore was a 
dead female on 20th December 2012 (Naik et al., 2015).

A dead hawksbill (Table 1; Figure 3) was also found, for 
the $rst time in Karwar. Drowning a"er entanglement 
in bull/pair trawling gear is believed to have caused the 
death of this turtle, too. #e CCL (<60cm) indicates 
the hawksbill turtle is a juvenile (Ferreira et al., 2018).
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