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ABSTRACT

The potential for long distance movements in common bottlenose dolphins (Tursiops truncatus) from six UK and Irish study sites was examined
using photographs of natural markings. Here we provide the first evidence for long-term re-sightings between the Moray Firth, Inner Hebrides and
across international borders to the Republic of Ireland as determined for eight individuals over a ten year period from 2001 to 2010. Minimum
dispersal distances of up to 1,277km were resolved providing a new distance record for the species in European waters. Although none of the
sightings were made within protected areas, several were made in waters used by animals from a Special Area of Conservation (SAC) revealing
some evidence for connectivity between areas previously regarded as discrete. Our findings highlight the need to mitigate broader-scale
anthropogenic impacts affecting these dolphins across multiple sites throughout their coastal range. Accordingly, we underline the importance of
developing wider conservation measures for this species in UK and Irish waters, but particularly in prospective corridor areas potentially linking
SACs in the Moray Firth, Cardigan Bay and Shannon Estuary.
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species under the European Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC)
in the Moray Firth in northeast Scotland, Cardigan Bay in
Wales and the Shannon Estuary in Ireland. With over two
decades of research, the Moray Firth represents the longest
studied of these populations, yet our current knowledge of
the broad-scale distribution, abundance and structure of these
North Sea dolphins is still poorly understood (Thompson et
al., 2011). No individual matches of known, photo-identified
animals have previously been reported between the Moray
Firth and other established populations in the UK or Ireland
(Grellier and Wilson, 2003; Mandleberg, 2006; O’Brien et
al., 2010; Pesante et al., 2008) and the degree of individual
and genetic mixing is thought to be low for this population
(Parsons et al., 2002). Nevertheless, excursions of up to
650km have been documented for the species in both UK
and Irish waters (O’Brien et al., 2010; Pesante et al., 2008;
Wood, 1998) and Ryan et al. (2011) identified a re-sighting
between Cork Harbour in southern Ireland and Cornwall in
southwest England. Individuals from the Moray Firth also
range far beyond the boundaries of their designated SAC
(Wilson et al., 2004): throughout the larger, outer firth region
(Armstrong, 2010; Culloch and Robinson, 2008; Robinson
et al., 2007), along the Aberdeenshire coastline to St
Andrews Bay in Fifeshire (Stockin et al., 2006; Wilson et
al., 2004) and even further south to Northumberland in
northern England (Thompson et al., 2011). Given these
observations, it is likely that longer distance movements also
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INTRODUCTION

The analysis of ranging patterns in cetaceans is central to our
understanding of their ecology, dynamics, social structure
and the evolutionary trajectory of populations. Knowledge
of an individual’s use of space and habitat may be used, for
example, to identify residency and territoriality (Stevick et
al., 2002), but can also provide important insights on the
spatio-temporal distribution of available resources (Frantzis
et al., 2011; Silva et al., 2008; Stevick et al., 2006) and the
sensitivity of a species to impending threats. Whilst animals
living in sheltered coastal locations often display a high
degree of fidelity for selected areas, seasonal fluctuations in
numbers nonetheless occur (Berrow et al., 1996; Martin et
al., 1984; Wilson et al., 1997) and individuals classified as
‘resident’ in dedicated local-scale studies may in fact range
over much wider geographical areas than previously
recognised (e.g. Bearzi et al., 2010; Pesante et al., 2008;
Ryan and Berrow, 2011; Stevick et al., 2010), with
subsequent implications for their welfare and management. 

Examination of the spatial distribution of genetic diversity
has proved invaluable for identifying population
subdivisions indicative of geographically-isolated,
demographically-independent communities (Moritz, 1994).
For fragmented coastal concentrations of common bottlenose
dolphins (Tursiops truncatus) in the United Kingdom (UK)
and the Republic of Ireland, this has contributed to the
creation of Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) for the
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occur. However, isolated localised studies inherently over-
estimate site fidelity (e.g Koenig et al., 1996) and have thus-
far provided a poor basis for detecting individual ranging
patterns over extended distances and time. 

Broad scale approaches are evidently required to better
understand the ranging behaviour of UK and Irish bottlenose
dolphins, and in the present study photo-identification
records were examined from six UK and Irish regional study
sites to investigate the extent at which individuals could be
detected between areas. Here we document the first evidence
for consistent, long distance movements by coastal
bottlenose dolphins between the Moray Firth, Inner Hebrides
and across international borders to the Republic of Ireland.

METHODS

Photographs of natural markings were used to identify
individual bottlenose dolphins (Würsig and Würsig, 1977).
Collections held by eight organisations in the UK and Ireland
were compared from six regional study sites to identify re-
sightings. In Scotland, photo-archives were examined from
the Cetacean Research and Rescue Unit (CRRU), University

of Aberdeen Lighthouse Field Station (AULFS) and the
Hebridean Whale and Dolphin Trust (HWDT); with CRRU
and AULFS catalogues being pooled to create a composite
catalogue for the larger Moray Firth and northeast Scotland
region, including the Grampian and Fifeshire coast. In
Ireland, records from the Galway-Mayo Institute of
Technology (GMIT), Irish Whale and Dolphin Group
(IWDG) and the Shannon Dolphin and Wildlife Foundation
(SDWF) were contributed in the form of a collective Irish
Coastal Bottlenose Dolphin Catalogue (currently maintained
by the National Biodiversity Data Centre), with additional
catalogues being respectively provided by Dúlra Research
and the Coastal and Marine Research Centre (CMRC),
University College Cork. The locations of the respective
study areas for each of these collaborating institutions are
shown in Fig. 1.

For each of the selected archives, only individuals
exhibiting prominent dorsal edge marks (distinctive
pronounced nicks, notches and/or anomalies in the trailing
edge of the dorsal fin allowing their recapture over
appropriate spatial and temporal scales) were used in the
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Fig. 1. Map of the UK and Ireland showing the locations of the respective study areas and collaborating research groups from
whom photo-identification data and images were contributed. CRRU = Cetacean Research and Rescue Unit; AULFS =
University of Aberdeen Lighthouse Field Station; HWDT = Hebridean Whale and Dolphin Trust; GMIT = Galway-Mayo
Institute of Technology; IWDG = Irish Whale and Dolphin Group; DR = Dúlra Research; CMRC = Coastal and Marine
Research Centre; and SDWF = Shannon Dolphin and Wildlife Foundation.



subsequent qualitative analysis. In total, 118 ‘marked’
individuals were selected from the combined Moray Firth
dataset (from 1989 to 2010) for cross-comparison, 23 from
the Hebrides (2001 to 2010) and 138 animals from Ireland
(1993 to 2010). The best (and most recent) right and left
dorsal images for each individual were subsequently
extracted for automated comparison using the fin-matching
programs FinEx and FinMatch™ (developed for
Europhlukes by CWI, Amsterdam) according to the method
outlined by Culloch et al. (2005). FinEx allows single or
multiple combinations of dorsal edge mark extractions to be
queried from the catalogues, permitting the user to search for
animals that may have acquired new marks over time.
Although time consuming, once all extractions had been
made, the software provided a useful tool for the
organisation, ranking and retrieval of the selected animals
thereafter. However, user discretion, experience and an in-
depth knowledge of the study animals remained of utmost
importance in the confirmation of each computer-made
match. Accordingly, positive matches were subsequently
only agreed upon for individuals exhibiting definitive
multiple dorsal edge marks which could be confirmed by at
least two lead researchers from their respective datasets.
Those animals displaying only subtle or single edge marks,
which could potentially be misinterpreted as a false-positive
match, were therefore dismissed.

The ranges of recaptured animals, subsequently identified
in the analysis were determined thereafter using Garmin
MapSource® (after O’Brien et al., 2010). The total dispersal
distance was calculated as the shortest route by sea (avoiding
land) between the two most distant sightings positions.
Routes travelled were then plotted in a Geographic
Information System using ArcGIS v.10 (Environmental
Systems Research Institute, USA).

RESULTS

A total of 21 recaptures representing eight adult bottlenose
(seven females and one male) were identified from the
Moray Firth, Hebridean and Irish catalogues (Fig. 2). Gender
was determined from observations of the genital slits and/or,
in the case of females, from repeated associations with
dependent calves (after Grellier et al., 2003). Seven matched
adults (assigned identities Tt_01 to 07) were identified

between the Moray Firth and the Hebrides, of which five
were subsequently recaptured in Ireland (Table 1). An
additional individual (Tt_08) was recorded in the Moray
Firth in 2001 and Ireland in 2010.

Individuals Tt_01 to 08 were first recorded in the outer
Moray Firth, with the SAC on 10 July 2001, within a mixed-
gender group of 21 animals. Additional sightings of the same
core group were subsequently made in the area over the
following two weeks, on 14, 17 and 23 July. Accordingly,
ten marked adults (including seven identified females with
calves), one unmarked adult (also with calf, taking the total
number of calves to 8), an unmarked sub-adult and a juvenile
were noted. No previous or subsequent records of these
animals were found in the Moray Firth archive. However,
animals Tt_01, 03, 06 and 07 were recaptured over 452
kilometres away in the Hebrides, near Mull on 2 August
2002. Further recaptures of Tt_01 to 07 were identified
thereafter from Skye and Mull in May, June and August 2004
and September and October 2005 respectively (Table 1).
During this period, no additional sightings of these
individuals were recorded from any other site.

Just one individual (Tt_01), the only adult male, was
recorded in the Hebrides post 2005, with sightings confirmed
from Gairloch, Skye, Mull, Kintyre and the Small Isles in
2006, 2008 and 2009 (Fig. 3). No further sightings of female
Tt_02 were detected post 2005, but individuals Tt_03 to 08
were subsequently recorded in Ireland from 2006 onwards.
Tt_03 to 06 were first recorded on 26 March 2007 in Galway
Bay, some 530km from the Hebrides by the shortest coastal
route. Further sightings of Tt_03, 04 and 05 were
respectively made in Cork Harbour, County Kerry and
Donegal Bay in 2008. In addition, Tt_08 was resighted for
the first time outside the Moray Firth in Broadhaven Bay,
County Mayo in June 2009 in the company of Tt_03 and 04.
Individuals Tt_04, 06, 07 and 08 were further recorded in
County Mayo between March and July 2010, although Tt_04
was also identified in Galway Bay on 15 June 2010. Tt_05
was later sighted in Blacksod Bay and Broadhaven Bay,
County Mayo in September 2010 in the company of Tt_03,
04 and 06 (Table 1). No matches were established from the
Shannon Estuary SAC, despite its close proximity to Galway
Bay and the consistently high survey effort maintained at this
site over 16 years. 
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Table 1 

Sightings and recapture records for the eight bottlenose dolphins (Tt_01 to 08) recorded from the Moray Firth, Inner Hebrides and/or the Irish coastline 

respectively. Numbers in the monthly columns indicate the total recaptures recorded. 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

ID Gender J J A J A S J A S M J J A A S O J A S M A M M J J A J F M J S O M A J J A S 

Tt_01 M  4   1             1     1   1 1 1 1   1       

Tt_02 F  4         1  2  1                        

Tt_03 F  4   1     1 1  2  1     1‡   1†       5* 1*       1* 

Tt_04 F  4        1 1  2  1 1    1‡     2#+ 1+    4* 1*  1*  1+  1* 1* 

Tt_05 F  4         1  2  1     1‡     1+      1*   1*    1* 

Tt_06 F  4   1     1 1  2  1 1    1‡      1*          1* 1* 1* 

Tt_07 F  2   1      1  1                       1*   
Tt_08 F  2                            2*   1*   1*   
  

    Moray Firth (MF). 

    Inner Hebrides (HB). 

    Ireland (IRL) – ‡Galway Bay, †Cork Harbour, +Donegal Bay, #County Kerry, *County Mayo. 



Total dispersal distances ranged from 487 to 1,277km with
a mean distance (±SD) of 870 ±257km. The respective
sightings positions for individuals Tt_01 to 08 and the routes
travelled between sightings are shown in Fig. 3. Occurring
over a 10-year interval, this figure illustrates the appreciable
geographic range travelled by these individuals from the
Moray Firth, to the west coast of Scotland, to the southwest
and northwest of Ireland. 

DISCUSSION

The long distance movements reported here demonstrate
wide-scale ranging behaviour and multiple area use by
individual bottlenose dolphins in UK and Irish waters. The
work further demonstrates the power of photo-identification

as a monitoring tool for the long-term evaluation of ranging
patterns in these animals. Residency within a population or
community is typically defined by the repeated occurrence
of a known individual in a given area over many years
(Wells, 2003). Yet this description does not necessarily imply
permanent or year-round presence, as seasonal migrations
(e.g. Bearzi et al., 2010; Wilson et al., 1997) and intermittent
range shifts evidently occurs as documented herein. At just
over 20 years, however, even the longest study of bottlenose
dolphins in UK and Irish waters is equivalent to less than
one generation for the species, which inevitably limits the
chances of detecting such movements over time.
Furthermore, the detection of age groups most likely to
disperse would be constricted by the lack of markings in
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Fig. 2. Dorsal profiles of two of the distinctively marked bottlenose dolphins recaptured in this study from the Moray Firth,
Inner Hebrides and coastline of Ireland respectively. Both individuals, referred to as Tt_02 and Tt_06 in Table 1, were
photographed over a 10 year period between 2001 and 2010 inclusive. The unique dorsal edge features facilitating their
recapture remained unchanged throughout this period. Photo credits: HWDT, CRRU, Dúlra Research, CMRC.



younger animals for photo-identification (Grellier and
Wilson, 2003). Nevertheless, the ranges of up to 1,277km
documented in this study provide a new distance record for
the species in European waters and the very first
confirmation of individual exchange between previously
considered discrete populations in the UK and Ireland. 

Whether or not such movements signify social or genetic
exchange between geographically-discrete populations using
protected areas remains unclear in this evaluation. However,
the eight animals first identified in the outer Moray Firth
were only observed in this area for a period of weeks and,
given the relatively high level of sampling effort in these
waters, they were evidently not part of the core population
as recorded during the last two decades (Culloch and
Robinson, 2008; Lusseau et al., 2006; Wilson, 1995).
Moreover, photo-identification studies on the west coast of
Scotland only began in 2001, so it was not possible to
determine whether the individuals identified in this study had
been present around the Hebrides prior to this time.
Incidentally, none of these animals were detected from the
collective Irish records from 1993 to 2006, but more limited
research efforts outwith the Shannon Estuary in these years
would have had restricted potential to detect these. O’Brien
et al. (2010) also compared their Irish data with those from
Cardigan Bay in Wales and found no matches between these
areas. Though remarkably one of the identified individuals
from this study (female Tt_03) was verified off the southwest
of England by Wood (1998; Fig. 2a) in the mid1990s. This
animal was also documented by O’Brien et al. (2010) in
Galway Bay, Ireland in 2008 (ID GB20), although the link
with Wood (1998) was not established in this report.
Nevertheless, the successive identification of Tt_03 in the
extreme northeast of Scotland in 2001 (some 1,218km by sea

from southwest England via the Bristol Channel and Scottish
west coast) and in Irish waters thereafter (as also reported by
Ryan et al., 2011) evidently illustrates the vast distances over
which these delphinids may journey.

The movements identified, between the Moray Firth, Inner
Hebrides and Ireland between 2001 and 2010 suggest a
progressive, directional passage from east to west coasts,
with detected short-term residency on the west coast of
Scotland from 2002 to 2005 and along the Irish coastline
from 2007 to 2010. However, photo-identification effort
along the west coast of Scotland and in Irish coastal waters
areas was relatively low during this period, and we cannot
be certain these individuals did not also range into other areas
as well. Nevertheless, in both regions the recaptured dolphins
were exclusively recorded over several years and often in
association with other individuals that have been observed
repeatedly in these areas over many years. With the
exception of one individual that was recorded in the Hebrides
post 2005, the latter incursion of coastal Irish waters resulted
in an apparent desertion of the former Hebridean site by
these same individuals. A similar abandonment of a coastal
area commonly-used by bottlenose dolphins was noted by
Tregenza (1992) in Cornish waters during the 1970s and 80s,
although reoccupation of these waters was subsequently
reported by Wood (1995) in the early 1990s. 

Whether due to regime shifts, breeding access or as a
consequence of changes in water temperature or food
availability (Hansson, 1991; Wells et al., 1990), the existence
of long-range movement patterns by individual dolphins is
consistent with recent genetic findings for UK and Irish
bottlenose populations reporting a weak genetic structure
eroded by occasional dispersal (Mirimin et al., 2011;
Thompson et al., 2011). Although none of the determined
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Fig. 3. Showing the re-sightings positions of the eight bottlenose dolphins (Tt_01 to 08) identified in the present study from the Moray Firth, Inner Hebrides
and Irish coastline and the respective routes travelled between sightings. n = the total number of re-sightings for each individual. The total dispersal distance
was calculated as the minimum distance by sea between the two furthermost sightings points.



sightings were made within protected areas, several were
made in waters known to be used by individuals also
occupying the adjacent SAC (Thompson et al., 2011). These
data indicate that wide-ranging individuals may serve an
important function by increasing gene flow between
established populations for which SACs have been
designated thereby increasing the viability of biological
coastal populations as a whole. That said, a recent report by
Mirimin et al. (2011) suggests that bottlenose dolphins in the
Shannon Estuary may be genetically distinct from other
putative populations which evidently requires further
investigation. 

It is further possible that some of the movements observed
in this study could have involved animals from alternative
offshore populations. Whilst studies in the northwest Atlantic
infer that nearshore versus offshore bottlenose dolphins are
ecologically and genetically discrete (Hoelzel et al., 1998),
little is known of the relationship between these recognised
populations in UK and Irish waters. Offshore surveys
estimate approximately 5,700 bottlenoses (95% CI: 2,900
and 11,100) north of 53 degrees latitude in waters greater
than 200 metres (CODA, 2009) compared to just four to five
hundred in Scottish and Irish coastal regions combined
(Berrow et al., 2010; Thompson et al., 2011). Thus, if
exchanges between offshore and inshore populations
predictably occur, as intimated by Thompson et al. (2011),
then contemporary coastal populations from the UK and
Ireland might be appreciably larger than currently
recognised. 

The European Habitats and Species Directive
(92/43/EEC) requires that all cetacean species must be
strictly protected and the primary means of achieving this
for bottlenose dolphins has been to develop a network of
SACs through which protected areas have been established
around key habitats with relatively high densities of animals
(Hoyt, 2005). However, at the same time it is recognised that
site protection alone is largely inadequate for highly-mobile,
wide-ranging animals (Parsons et al., 2007), and hence the
Directive affords further protection to individuals from core
populations when outside current SAC boundaries. The long
distance movements reported in this study consequently
reinforce the importance of developing these wider
conservation measures. Indeed, evidence for connectivity
between previously considered discrete SACs for bottlenose
dolphins is reassuring, as a key principle underlying the
Habitats Directive is to develop a linked network of
protected sites for the species. 

Our findings highlight the need to mitigate broader-scale
anthropogenic impacts potentially affecting these delphinids
across multiple sites throughout their coastal range. Clearly
not all individuals provide the same value or function to the
structure of a population and wider conservation measures
are undoubtedly required to inform appropriate management
actions to protect identified transient animals behaving as
reproductive units between established core communities.
Indeed, the loss of individuals potentially linking UK and
Irish SAC strongholds might have serious repercussions for
the long-term viability of biological population(s) in these
and adjacent European waters. Therefore, careful
consideration needs to be given to the future conservation of
these animals, including the determination of further research

requirements and, indeed, perhaps a wider examination of
photo-archives from neighbouring European countries such
as France, Portugal and Spain.

ACKNOWLEGEMENTS

Thanks to all the consenting institutions, without whose
cooperation this investigation would not have been possible.
Many people were involved in the collation of the respective
long-term datasets and images and we would like to thank all
individuals, organisational members and respective funding
bodies who contributed to the photographic archives and
opportunistic sightings underpinning this study. JO’B would
like to thank the National Parks and Wildlife Service of the
Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government
for funding in 2007. Additional thanks to Gareth Duguid for
facilitating the initial communications between KR and JO’B
and to Pia Anderwald, in her role as project manager with
CMRC, for cooperation with the Broadhaven bottlenose
dataset. Finally thanks to Colin MacLeod and Mark
Simmonds for constructive comments on an earlier draft of
this manuscript and the two anonymous reviewers for their
valuable input and suggestions resulting in the final paper.

REFERENCES

Armstrong, A.J. 2010. The long-term distribution, habitat use and fidelity
of bottlenose dolphins frequenting the outer southern Moray Firth
coastline: a spatio-temporal analysis with implications for existing
population management. MRes thesis, University of New York, 30pp.

Bearzi, G., Bonizzoni, S. and Gonzalvo, J. 2010. Mid-distance movements
of common bottlenose dolphins in the coastal waters of Greece. Journal
of Ethology 29: 369–74.

Berrow, S.D., Holmes, B. and Kiely, O.R. 1996. Distribution and abundance
of bottle-nosed dolphins Tursiops truncatus (Montagu) in the Shannon
estuary. Biology and the Environment. Proceedings of the Royal Irish
Academy 96B(1): 1–9.

Berrow, S.D., O’Brien, J.M., Groth, L., Foley, A. and Voigt, K. 2010.
Bottlenose Dolphin SAC Survey 2010. Final report to the National Parks
and Wildlife Service, Shannon Dolphin and Wildlife Foundation. 24pp.
(Available from http://www.npws.ie) 

CODA. 2009. Cetacean Offshore Distribution and Abundance in the
European Atlantic. SMRU, Gatty Marine Labratory, University of St.
Andrews, St. Andrews, Fife, KY16 8LB, UK. (Available from:
http://biology.st-andrews.ac.uk/coda/).

Culloch, R.M. and Robinson, K.P. 2008. Bottlenose dolphins using coastal
regions adjacent to a Special Area of Conservation (SAC) in north-east
Scotland. Journal of the Marine Biological Association of the UK 88:
1237–43.

Culloch, R.M., Tetley, M.J. and Robinson, K.P. 2005. The use of computer
assisted matching software in the re-evaluation of an established
bottlenose dolphin archive. Eur. Res. Cet. (Proc. Annu. Conf. Eur. Cet.
Soc.) 19. (Distributed on CD-ROM).

Frantzis, A., Airoldi, S., Notarbartolo de Sciara, G., Johnson, C. and
Mazzariol, S. 2011. Inter-basin movements of Mediterranean sperm
whales provide insight into their population structure and conservation.
Deep-Sea Res. I 58: 454–59.

Grellier, K., Hammond, P.S., Wilson, B., Sanders-Reed, C.A. and
Thompson, P.M. 2003. Use of photo-identification data to quantify
mother-calf association patterns in bottlenose dolphins. Canadian Journal
of Zoology 81: 1421–27.

Grellier, K. and Wilson, B. 2003. Bottlenose dolphins using the Sound of
Barra, Scotland. Aquat. Mamm. 29: 378–82.

Hansson, L. 1991. Dispersal and connectivity in metapopulations. Biol. J.
Linn. Soc. 42: 89–103.

Hoelzel, A.R., Potter, C.W. and Best, P.B. 1998. Genetic differentiation
between parapatric ‘nearshore’ and ‘offshore’ populations of the
bottlenose dolphin. Proc. R. Soc. Lond. Ser. B. 265(1402): 1177–83.

Hoyt, E. 2005. Marine Protected Areas for Whales, Dolphins and Porpoises.
A World Handbook for Cetacean Habitat Conservation. Earthscan,
London, Sterling VA. 492pp.

Koenig, W.D., Vuren, D.V. and Hooge, P.N. 1996. Detectability, philopatry,
and the distribution of dispersal distances in vertebrates. Trends in
Ecological Evolution 11: 514–17.

370 ROBINSON et al.: BOTTLENOSE DOLPHINS IN UK AND IRISH WATERS



Lusseau, D., Wilson, B., Hammond, P.S., Grellier, K., Durban, J.W.,
Parsons, K.M., Barton, T. and Thompson, P.M. 2006. Quantifying the
influence of sociality on population structure in bottlenose dolphins. J.
Anim. Ecol. 75: 14–24.

Mandleberg, L. 2006. Bottlenose Dolphins of the Hebrides: A Summary
Report from Five Years of Research (2001–2005). Hebridean Whale 
and Dolphin Trust, Mull, UK. 19pp. (Available from:
http://whaledolphintrust.co.uk).

Martin, A.R., Katona, S.K., Mattila, D., Hembree, D. and Waters, T.D. 1984.
Migration of humpback whales between the Caribbean and Iceland. J.
Mammal. 65(2): 330–33.

Mirimin, L., Miller, R., Dillane, E., Berrow, S.D., Ingram, S., Cross, T.F.
and Rogan, E. 2011. Fine-scale population genetic structuring of
bottlenose dolphins using Irish coastal waters. Anim. Conserv. 15: 1469–
795.

Moritz, C. 1994. Applications of mitochondrial DNA analysis in
conservation: a critical review. Mol. Ecol. 3: 401–11.

O’Brien, J.M., Berrow, S.D., Ryan, C., McGrath, D., O’Connor, I., Pesante,
G., Burrows, G., Massett, N., Klötzer, V. and Whooley, P. 2010. A note
on long-distance matches of bottlenose dolphins (Tursiops truncatus)
around the Irish coast using photo-identification. J. Cetacean Res.
Manage. 11(1): 69–74.

Parsons, E.C.M., Clark, J., Ross, A. and Simmonds, M.P. 2007. The
conservation of British cetaceans: a review of the threats and protection
afforded to whales, dolphins and porpoises in UK waters. Whale and
Dolphin Conservation Society, Chippenham, UK. 122pp. (Available from
http:www.wdcs.org.).

Parsons, K.M., Noble, L., Reid, R.J. and Thompson, P.M. 2002. Mitochondrial
genetic diversity and population structuring of UK bottlenose dolphins
({ITursiops truncatus}: is the NE Scotland population demographically
and geographically isolated? Biol. Conserv. 108: 175–82.

Pesante, G., Evans, P.G.H., Baines, M.E. and McMath, M.J. 2008.
Abundance and Life History Parameters of Bottlenose Dolphin in
Cardigan Bay: Monitoring 2005–2007. Countryside Council of 
Wales, Marine Monitoring Report No. 61. 75pp. (Available from
http://www.ccw.gov.uk).

Robinson, K.P., Baumgartner, N., Eisfeld, S.M., Clark, N.M., Culloch, R.M.,
Haskins, G.N., Zapponi, L., Whaley, A.R., Weare, J.S. and Tetley, M.J.
2007. The summer distribution and occurrence of cetaceans in the coastal
waters of the outer southern Moray Firth in northeast Scotland (UK).
Lutra 50: 19–30.

Ryan, C. and Berrow, S.D. 2011. An extension to the known range of
Shannon Estuary bottlenose dolphins. Ir. Nat. J. 32.

Ryan, C., Rogan, E. and Cross, T. 2011. The use of Cork Harbour by
bottlenose dolphins (Tursiops trunctaus Montagu, 1821). Ir. Nat. J. 31:
1–9.

Silva, A.M., Prieto, R., Magalhaes, S., Seabru, M.I., Santos, R.S. and
Hammond, P.S. 2008. Ranging patterns of bottlenose dolphins living in
oceanic waters: implications for population structure. Mar. Biol. 156:
179–92.

Stevick, P.T., Allen, J., Clapham, P.J., Katona, S.K., Larsen, F., Lien, J.,
Mattila, D.K., Palsbøll, P.J., Sears, R., Sigurjonsson, J., Smith, T.D.,

Vikingsson, G., Øien, N. and Hammond, P.S. 2006. Population spatial
structuring on the feeding grounds in North Atlantic humpback whales
(Megaptera novaeangliae). Journal of Zoology. 270: 244–55.

Stevick, P.T., McConnell, B.J. and Hammond, P.S. 2002. Patterns of
movement. pp.185–216. In: Hoelzel, A.R. (eds). Marine Mammal
Biology: an evolutionary approach. Blackwell Science, Oxford.

Stevick, P.T., Neves, M.C., Johansen, F., Engel, M.H., Allen, J., Marcondes,
M.C.C. and Carlson, C. 2010. A quarter of a world away: female
humpback whale moves 10,000km between breeding areas. Biol. Letters
October 13, 2010: doi: 10.1098/rsbl. 2010. 0717.

Stockin, K.A., Weir, C.R. and Pierce, G.J. 2006. Examining the importance
of Aberdeenshire (UK) coastal waters for North Sea bottlenose dolphins
(Tursiops truncatus). Journal of the Marine Biological Association of the
UK 86: 201–07.

Thompson, P.M., Cheney, B., Ingram, S., Stevick, P.T., Wilson, B. and
Hammond, P.S. 2011. Distribution, Abundance and Population Structure
of Bottlenose Dolphins in Scottish Waters. Report to the Scottish
Government and Scottish Natural Heritage, SNH Report No. 354. 94pp.
(Available from: http://www.snh.gov.uk).

Tregenza, N.J.C. 1992. Fifty years of cetacean sightings from the Cornish
coast, SW England. Biol. Conserv. 59: 65–70.

Wells, R.S. 2003. Dolphin social complexity: lessons from long-term study
and life history. pp.32–56. In: de Waal, F.B.M. and Tyack, P.L. (eds).
Animal Social Complexity: Intelligence, Culture, and Individualised
Societies. Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA. 640pp.

Wells, R.S., Hansen, L.J., Baldridge, A.B., Dohl, T.P., Kelly, D.L. and
Defran, R.H. 1990. Northward extension of the ranges of bottlenose
dolphins along the California coast. pp.421–31. In: Leatherwood, S. and
Reeves, R. (eds). The Bottlenose Dolphin. Academic Press, San Diego,
California. 653pp.

Wilson, B. 1995. The ecology of bottlenose dolphins in the Moray Firth,
Scotland: a population at the northern extreme of the species’ range. PhD
thesis, University of Aberdeen. 191pp.

Wilson, B., Reid, R.J., Grellier, K., Thompson, P.M. and Hammond, P.S.
2004. Considering the temporal when managing the spatial: A population
range expansion impacts protected areas based management for
bottlenose dolphins. Anim. Conserv. 7: 331–38.

Wilson, B., Thompson, P.M. and Hammond, P.S. 1997. Habitat use by
bottlenose dolphins: seasonal distribution and stratified movement
patterns in the Moray Firth, Scotland. J. Appl. Ecol. 34: 1365–74.

Wood, C.J. 1995. A study of the bottlenose dolphins (Tursiops truncatus)
in the south-west of England. PhD thesis, University of Greenwich,
London, UK.

Wood, C.J. 1998. Movement of bottlenose dolphins around the south-west
coast of Britain. J. Zool., London. 246: 155–63.

Würsig, B. and Würsig, M. 1977. The photographic determination of group
size, composition, and stability of coastal porpoises (Tursiops truncatus).
Science 198: 755–56.

Date received: December 2011
Date accepted: December 2011

J. CETACEAN RES. MANAGE. 12(3): 365–371, 2012 371





<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage false
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 400
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


