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RECOMMENDATION SC4.2 
 

The use of driftnets in the Mediterranean Sea 
 
The Scientific Committee draws the attention of the Parties to its previous recommendations (1.2 and 2.2) 
regarding bycatches and driftnets in the Mediterranean Sea: 
The Scientific Committee yet again stresses that bycatches in driftnets are by far the primary cause of 
anthropogenic mortality for most pelagic cetacean populations within the Mediterranean Sea. In particular it 
highlights the severe problem they represent for the conservation status of striped dolphins, sperm whales 
and particularly common dolphins7, which appear to be continuing their rapid decline in many parts of the 
Mediterranean and which were classified by IUCN as Endangered in the Mediterranean. 
Despite the banning of driftnets for the capture of highly migratory species within the Mediterranean Sea by 
EU regulation, and despite the ICCAT recommendation endorsed by GFCM 8, 9 and the successive 
recommendations by this Committee endorsed by the Parties (e.g. Resolution 2.13), the number of driftnets 
operating in the Mediterranean Sea remains high10 due to both illegal operations and the exploitation of legal 
loopholes. 
The Committee once again expresses its grave concern over this situation. 
It strongly urges the Parties to take immediate action to ensure compliance by their nationals with the 
complete ban on driftnets and to encourage similar actions by relevant non-member states. The continued use 
of driftnets constitutes the most serious threat to cetacean populations in the Mediterranean Sea. Failure to 
enforce the driftnet ban can only be interpreted as a failure of the Parties to fulfil their commitment to 
‘maintain a favourable conservation status for cetaceans’ when ratifying ACCOBAMS. 
The Scientific Committee also noted that in order to justify relaxation of the driftnet ban, the deployment of 
pingers with driftnets had been presented to the EC as an effective mitigation measure. The Committee 
stresses, however, that existing relevant studies produced contradictory results11,12,13. The Committee insists 
on the difficulty in conducting appropriate experiments to demonstrate the effectiveness or otherwise of 
pingers both in the short and long-term. It draws attention to the guidelines drawn up by the IWC Scientific 
Committee in this regard14. It strongly emphasises the need for the results of any pinger experiments and 
field trials to be thoroughly reviewed by appropriate experts before any management decisions are taken. 
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