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 Chrysotile asbestos 

 Note by the secretariat 
 

1. In line with article 5 of the Rotterdam Convention on the Prior Informed Consent Procedure for 
Certain Hazardous Chemicals and Pesticides in International Trade, when the secretariat has received at 
least one notification from each of two prior informed consent (PIC) regions that contain the 
information required in Annex I of the Convention, it shall forward the notifications and accompanying 
documentation to the members of the Chemical Review Committee. The Committee shall review the 
information provided in such notifications and, in accordance with the criteria set out in Annex II, 
recommend to the Conference of the Parties whether the chemical in question should be included in 
Annex III and a decision guidance document drafted. 

2. The secretariat has received four notifications from three PIC regions that meet the information 
requirements of Annex I relating to chrysotile asbestos (South West Pacific - Australia; Latin America 
and the Caribbean – Chile; Europe – European Community and Latvia). Summaries of these 
notifications were included in PIC Circular XIII, June 2000; PIC Circular XV, June 2001; PIC Circular 
XIX, June 2004; and PIC Circular XX, for December 2004.   

3. The notifications as they were received from the notifying countries are annexed to the present 
note. 

                                                      
*  UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/1. 

 



UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/26 
 

 2 

4. The notifications from Chile and the European Community were considered by the interim 
Chemical Review Committee at its third session.  The interim Chemical Review Committee concluded 
that: 

“the notifications by Chile and the European Community met the criteria of Annex II for 
the chrysotile form of asbestos. The existence of ongoing international trade in asbestos 
was reconfirmed by information provided by Committee members and by reference to 
production, import and export figures for various countries. 

… 

The Committee agreed that all criteria for listing all the notified forms of asbestos had 
been met and it decided to recommend to the Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee 
that it should make the actinolite, anthophyllite, amosite, tremolite and chrysotile forms 
of asbestos subject to the interim PIC procedure.” 

(UNEP/FAO/PIC/ICRC.3/19, paras. 68, 70.) 

5. The inclusion of all forms of asbestos was considered by the Intergovernmental Negotiating 
Committee at its tenth session. With regard to chrysotile asbestos, the report of that session states:  

“A number of representatives indicated that they were not prepared to agree to 
include chrysotile at the current time and proposed that a decision on chrysotile 
should be postponed until a future meeting. A number of representatives, noting that 
chrysotile was different from the amphibole forms of asbestos, expressed concern 
about the sufficiency of the scientific evidence of its carcinogenicity. Some 
representatives were of the view that there was insufficient information on the 
long-term effects of the proposed alternatives for chrysotile, which might prove to be 
more harmful than chrysotile itself.” 

(UNEP/FAO/PIC/INC.10/24, para 48.) 

6. The report also notes the following regarding the debate on chrysotile asbestos. 

“Many representatives expressed support for the inclusion of all five forms of 
asbestos in the interim PIC procedure. They considered that sufficient and clear 
information had been provided to enable the Interim Chemical Review Committee to 
reach its consensus recommendation that the criteria for inclusion of chrysotile had 
been met, and the proper procedures had been followed. They expressed the view that 
the desire for additional information should not be used to stop the approval of a 
decision guidance document or the inclusion of the chemical in Annex III. It was also 
noted that Parties that had additional national risk evaluations or information on 
alternatives could provide that documentation to the secretariat for posting on the 
Rotterdam Convention web site.” 

(UNEP/FAO/PIC/INC.10/24 para 50.) 

7. A representative of the secretariat noted that the Interim Chemical Review Committee had done 
its work well, and no one had challenged the process or recommendation. (UNEP/FAO/PIC/INC.10/24 
para 53.) 

8. The Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee decided “that the secretariat should compile the 
extracted chrysotile material into a decision guidance document for subsequent consideration at the 
eleventh session of the Committee, under a process similar to the one to be used for the inclusion of the 
other chemicals pending consideration….” (UNEP/FAO/PIC/INC.10/24, para 54). 

9. At its eleventh session, the Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee did not reach consensus 
on the inclusion of chrysotile asbestos in the interim PIC procedure. (UNEP/FAO/PIC/INC.10/7.) 

10. Following the receipt of the notification from Australia and Latvia, the secretariat has forwarded 
these notifications for the review of the Chemical Review Committee. 
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11. The supporting documentation provided by Chile and the European Community that was 
available to the fifth session of the Interim Chemical Review Committee and the supporting 
documentation submitted by Australian and Latvia, where available, will be found in documents 
UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/26/Add.1, UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/26/Add.2, UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/26/Add.3 
and UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/26/Add.4, respectively.
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