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• 10 large hoop nets and 10 small hoop nets were placed along the canal
• Traps were checked every 24 hrs for 7 consecutive days in June and July
• Traps were baited with sardines and rebaited at least every other day
• Captured turtles were measured for carapace length in millimeters with large 

calipers and weighed in grams with an electronic scale
• Turtles were marked along marginal scutes based on the system of Cagle (1939)
• Histogram bin sizes were calculated based on the equation of Sturges (1926)

• The main goal of our study was to understand the demographic 
ecology of a turtle assemblage living within an urban wetland

• We also investigated the influence of hoop-net trap size on 
number and size of captures for freshwater turtles

• There was an effect of varying trap size on the number of captures (2x2 
contingency table, X2 = 4.6, P = 0.032)

• When analyzed by species, painted turtles (X2 = 1.92, df = 1, P = 0.17) 
and snapping turtles (X2 = 2.9, df = 1, P = 0.088) showed no difference 
between number of captures by large versus small traps

• The mean carapace length of painted turtles did not differ between 
small (x̄ = 129.1 ± 48.5 mm, n = 9) and large traps (x̄ = 164.3 ± 34.4 
mm, n = 4) (t = 1.49; df = 8; P = 0.18)

• The mean carapace length of snapping turtles caught in small traps was 
smaller (x̄ = 94.6 ± 23.6 mm, n = 7) than the mean of those caught in 
large traps (x̄ = 130.8 ± 75.4 mm, n = 15) (t = -6.36; df = 18; P < 0.001)

In mean carapace length, males 
were larger (x̄ = 270.7 ± 50.8 
mm, n = 10) than juveniles (x̄ =
108.9 ± 31.9 mm, n = 11) (t = 
8.64; df = 14.9; P < 0.001)

In mean weight, males were 
heavier (x̄ = 5457.7 ± 2778.3 g, 
n = 10) than juveniles (x̄ = 366.7 
± 399.3 g, n = 11) (t = 5.76; df = 
9.24; P < 0.001)

Figure 8: Large hoop net (top) versus 
small minnow trap (bottom).
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Chelydra serpentina (snapping turtle) (n = 22)

In mean carapace length, females 
were larger (x̄ = 175 ± 14.3 mm, n = 
7) than males (x̄ = 123.2 ± 18.6 mm, 
n = 5) (t = 5.2; df = 7.2; P = 0.001) 
and males were larger than juveniles 
(x̄ = 77.6 ± 16.1 mm, n = 5) (t = 
4.14; df = 7; P = 0.004)

In mean weight, females were 
heavier (x̄ = 697 ± 190.7 g, n = 7) 
than males (x̄ = 266 ± 119 g, n = 
5) (t = 4.81; df =  9.91; P = 0.001) 
and males were heavier than 
juveniles (x̄ = 64 ± 42.7 g, n = 5) 
(t = 3.58; df = 5; P = 0.016)

= painted turtles (n = 13) = snapping turtles (n = 22)

Figure 2: Body size distribution by class (male, female, and juvenile) for painted turtles.

Figure 3: Box plots showing the carapace length of painted turtles by class (male, female, and juvenile).

Figure 4: Box plots showing the weight of painted turtles by class (male, female, and juvenile).

Figure 5: Body size distribution by class (male, female, and juvenile) for snapping turtles.

Figure 6: Box plots showing the carapace length of snapping turtles by class (male, female, and juvenile).

Figure 7: Box plots showing the weight of snapping turtles by class (male, female, and juvenile).
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Impacts of Varying Trap Size

Chrysemys picta (painted turtle) (n = 13)

The aquatic turtle community at Cedar Lake in Cedar Rapids, Iowa has never been examined. In this study, we will attempt to assess the community composition, body sizes, and effects of trap size on captures for the turtle populations at Cedar Lake.
We trapped aquatic turtles with 20 sardine-baited hoop nets 7 consecutive days during June and July of 2021. To test for the effect of trap size on turtle captures, we deployed 10 large hoop nets and 10 smaller minnow traps during each trapping session.
We captured 13 painted turtles (Chrysemys picta), 22 snapping turtles (Chelydra serpentina), and 1 spiny softshell turtle (Apalone spinifera). We found that 75% of painted turtle captures came from smaller traps, whereas 65% of snapping turtle captures
came from large traps. By conducting baseline research on local populations, future studies can build off off our data to understand how projected environmental changes may affect Cedar Lake’s turtle populations in the future.
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Figure 1: The study site, Cedar Lake, in eastern Iowa, and the photos of the canal where traps were deployed in 2021.
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• The turtle community (Apolone spinifera, Chelydra serpentina, and Chrysemys picta) 
was depauperate relative to other Midwest urban assemblages (Conner et al., 2005)

• The sexual size dimorphism detected in C. serpentina and C. picta was consistent 
with that found in other populations across these species’ respective ranges elsewhere

• Deploying traps of different sizes revealed variation in the assemblage structure and 
affected the mean sizes of the turtles captured (Gulette et al., 2019)
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