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Annex 

Carbon tetrachloride: notification from Canada reviewed by the 

Chemical Review Committee and the rationale for its conclusion 

List of documents:  

1. Notification of final regulatory action for carbon tetrachloride in the industrial chemicals 

category and supporting documentation submitted by Canada and reviewed by the Chemical 

Review Committee at its first meeting.  

2. Rationale adopted by the Chemical Review Committee at its first meeting for its conclusion on 

the notification of final regulatory action for carbon tetrachloride in the industrial category 

submitted by Canada.   
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Inclusion of chemicals in Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention:  
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or severely restrict a chemical: carbon tetrachloride 

 

Carbon tetrachloride: supporting documentation from Canada 

Note by the secretariat 
 

 The secretariat has the honour to provide, in the annex to the present note, the supporting 
documentation received from Canada in support of its notification of final regulatory action on carbon 
tetrachloride.  The focused summary is attached in annex I, and the full supporting documentation in 
annex II. 
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Annex I 

Focused summary for carbon tetrachloride by Canada 

Introduction 
 
Overview of Canada’s regulatory system 
 
As one of the signatories to the Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer in 1987, 
Canada has implemented measures to reduce the emissions of ozone-depleting substances (ODS) 
through strong control measures implemented by federal, provincial and territorial governments, 
changes in technologies and voluntary actions by industry. The federal government is generally 
responsible for implementing the provisions of the Montreal Protocol, including controls on the 
manufacture, import and export of ODSs under the Canadian Environmental Protection Act (CEPA). 
 
The Pest Control Products Act (PCPA) is the primary federal legislation to control the import, 
manufacture, sale and use of all pesticides in Canada.  
In keeping with Canada’s commitments to the Montreal Protocol, the operation of the PCPA respects 
the provisions of the ODS Regulations involving evaluation of risks to health and the environment. 
 
Events that led to the regulatory action in Canada 
 
On September 16, 1987, the Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer was signed 
by 24 countries, including Canada. The Montreal Protocol is an international agreement to control the 
production and exchange of certain ozone-depleting substances. The Ozone-depleting Substances 
Regulations, 1998 reflect Canada’s commitment to meet its requirements under the Montreal Protocol 
on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer (Montreal Protocol). 
 
Significance of the regulatory action 
 
The Regulations prohibit the manufacture, use, sell or offer for sale, import or export of bulk virgin 
carbon tetrachloride, except for the following, allowed uses: 

° essential uses, which are to be identified at the international level on the basis of 
essential-use criteria adopted by the Parties. Canada considers these exemptions on a 
case-by-case basis. 

° feedstock 
° analytical standard 

 
The Regulations prohibit the import of recovered, recycled, reclaimed or used carbon tetrachloride, 
except for use as feedstock or for an essential purpose. 
 
The Regulations prohibit the manufacture and import of products that contain or is intended to contain 
carbon tetrachloride, except for the following allowed uses. 

° military ships until January 1, 2003; 
° in a pest control product until January 1, 2000 provided that the product was registered 

under the Pest Control Products Act before January 1, 1999; 
° aircraft, ships or any vehicle manufactured before January 1999; 
° a product imported in a consignment of personal or household effects and intended for 

the importer’s personal use only; 
° a product that is an animal or human health care product, including any bronchial 

dilator, inhalable steroid, topical anaesthetic and veterinary powder wound spray; 
° a product that is supplied in a container of 3 L or less and that is to be used for an 

essential use that is a laboratory or analytical use. 
 
Scope of the regulatory action 
 
The ODS Regulations, 1998 includes controls for tetrachloromethane (carbon tetrachloride; CCl4) as 
bulk virgin product; as recovered, recycled, reclaimed or used product; and, products containing 
carbrontetrachloride. 
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Risk Evaluation 
 
The measures of the Montreal Protocol to control on the production and consumption of ozone-
depleting substances are science based and rely on the reports prepared by assessment panels of 
international experts (for example, the United Nations Environment Program report Environmental 
Effects of Ozone Depletion: 1991 Update, Panel Report, Pursuant to Article 6 of the Montreal Protocol 
on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer Under the Auspices of UNEP, November 1991). 
 
Key to the regulatory actions taken, is the fact that carbon tetrachloride has an ozone-depleting potential 
of 1.1. Stratospheric ozone depletion leads to an increase in the intensity of UV-B rays that reach the 
earth’s surface, where they can disrupt important biological processes and affect air quality. 
 
The ozone layer is beneficial to life on earth as it absorbs the harmful ultra violet (UV) radiation from 
the sun. Scientific research has explained the cause of ozone depletion - the release of certain industrial 
chemicals into the atmosphere, particularly CFCs (chlorofluorocarbons) and halons - and provided 
guidance for policy makers as to how these substances should be reduced. Scientific research is also 
providing information about the impacts of ozone depletion. 
 
The thinning off the earth's ozone layer has allowed greater amounts of skin-burning UV radiation from 
the sun to reach the earth. Increased exposure to UV has been shown to harm human health, damage 
freshwater and marine ecosystems, reduce crop yields, and affect forests. 
 
The most basic impact for humans is the increase in skin cancers. Over-exposure to the sun's UV rays 
can also cause eye damage, including cataracts, and may even weaken the immune system. 
 
Increased UV levels will also have an impact on agriculture, including many of the world's major food 
crops. It has been observed that some crops, such as barley and oats, have shown decreased growth as a 
result of exposure to increased UV radiation. 
 
In marine ecosystems, UV can damage the tiny single-celled plants, known as phytoplankton, which 
form the base of the food chain. Decreases in the food source at this early stage, may have effects 
throughout the entire system, and could ultimately affect fish populations. 
 
In the Arctic, the sun never rises very high above the horizon, and much of its rays are absorbed by the 
atmosphere, meaning levels of UV are normally very low. If considerable ozone loss occurs in the far 
north, UV could rise to levels as high as those encountered in southern Canada, and Arctic residents 
would have to take extra steps to protect themselves. UV reflecting off snow and ice could become a 
particular concern. Vegetation and wildlife in the Arctic have evolved under very low levels of UV, and 
may have only limited natural protection against over exposure. Some species may prove to be 
extreme ly sensitive to higher UV levels. 
 
Risk Reduction and relevance to other States  
 
Production of the industrial chemicals which once posed a major threat to the ozone layer has been 
greatly reduced, and levels of some of these chemicals are now beginning to decline in the lower 
atmosphere. 
 
The ozone layer is expected to eventually recover, if all nations maintain their efforts to reduce ozone-
destroying chemicals. However, it will probably be more than a decade before we begin to see definite 
signs of a recovery, and at least the year 2050 before any substantial recovery occurs. At present, the 
layer is still thinning, especially at the earth's poles. The "hole" over the Antarctic continues to remain 
large and considerable depletions are occurring in the Arctic. 
 
Trade 
 
Carbon tetrachloride is not manufactured in Canada, but has been imported in Canada in 2003. 



UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/25/Add.1 
 

 4 

Annex II 
 
 
 







































 
K0580813    090305 
 

 
 

Rotterdam Convention on the Prior Informed 
Consent Procedure for Certain Hazardous  
Chemicals and Pesticides in International Trade 
Chemical Review Committee  
First meeting 
Geneva, 11–18 February 2005 
 
 
 

Report of the Chemical Review Committee on the work of its first 
meeting 

I. Opening of the session 
 
1. The Chemical Review Committee, hereinafter referred to as the Committee, was established 
pursuant to decision RC-1/6 of the Rotterdam Convention on the Prior Informed Consent Procedure for 
Certain Hazardous Chemicals and Pesticides in International Trade, adopted in September 2004 at the 
first session of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention, with a membership of 31 
government-designated experts appointed on the basis of the regions identified by the Conference of the 
Parties at its first session. 

2. In accordance with paragraph 13 of that decision and pursuant to the provisions of articles 5, 6, 7 
and 9 of the Rotterdam Convention on the Prior Informed Consent Procedure for Certain Hazardous 
Chemicals and Pesticides in International Trade, the functions and responsibilities of the Committee are 
to make recommendations on the inclusion of chemicals notified as banned and severely restricted, 
make recommendations for the inclusion of severely hazardous pesticide formulations, prepare, as 
appropriate, relevant draft decision-guidance documents and make recommendations on the removal of 
chemicals from Annex III. 

3. The first session of the Committee was held at the Varembé Conference Centre in Geneva from 
11 to 18 February 2005. The session was opened at 10 a.m. on Friday, 11 February 2005, by 
Mr. Niek van der Graaff, Executive Secretary of the Rotterdam Convention, who welcomed all 
participants and noted that the Committee was a key component in the operation of the Rotterdam 
Convention. He reminded experts that their membership of the Committee was provisional, pending 
definitive appointment by the Conference of the Parties. He also stressed that they performed on the 
Committee in their individual capacity, independent of the Governments that had designated them. He 
expressed the hope that the Committee would be able to benefit from the work accomplished by its 
predecessor, the Interim Chemical Review Committee. He commended non-governmental organizations 
on their contribution to that work and looked forward to fruitful outcomes of the current meeting. 
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II. Election of officers 
4. At its opening meeting, the Committee agreed to defer the election of officers until after its 
consideration of the procedural and policy matters on the agenda, so that the benefit of those discussions 
could feed into its decisions on the election of the bureau and the chair. Accordingly, the Committee 
also agreed that, until the election of the bureau, Mr. van der Graaff, as representative of the secretariat, 
would serve as acting chair. 

III. Organizational matters 
5. The following officers served on the Bureau of the Committee: 

Chair:   Mr. André Mayne (Australia) 
 
Vice-Chairs:  Mr. Mohammed Jamal Hajjar (Syrian Arab Republic) 

Mr. Yuriy Kundiev (Ukraine) 
Ms. Norma Ethel Nudelman (Argentina) 

   Ms. Oluronke Ajibike Soyombo (Nigeria) 
  
Ms. Soyombo also agreed to serve as rapporteur. 
 

6. The session was attended by the following 26 experts: Mr. Hamoud Darwish Salim Al-Hasani 
(Oman), Mr. Leonello Attias (Italy), Mr. Klaus Berend (Netherlands), Ms. Mercedes Bolaños (Ecuador), 
Ms. Hyacinth Chin Sue (Jamaica), Ms. Kyunghee Choi (Republic of Korea), Ms. Ana Laura Chouhy 
Gonella (Uruguay), Mr. Isak Djumaev (Kyrgyzstan), Mr. Cesar Koppe Grisolia (Brazil), 
Mr. Mohammed Jamal Hajjar (Syrian Arab Republic), Mr. Sibbele Hietkamp (South Africa), 
Ms. Bettina Hitzfeld (Switzerland), Ms. Supranee Impithuksa (Thailand), Mr. Lars Juergensen 
(Canada), Mr. Aloys Kamatari (Rwanda), Mr. Mohamed Ammar Khalifa (Libyan Arab Jamahiriya), 
Mr. Yuriy Ilyich Kundiev (Ukraine), Mr. Halimi Bin Mahmud (Malaysia), Mr. Ernest Mashimba 
(United Republic of Tanzania), Mr. André Mayne (Australia), Mr. Mario Nichelatti (France), 
Ms. Norma Ethel Sbarbati Nudelman (Argentina), Mr. Magnus Nyström (Finland), Mr. John Pwamang 
(Ghana), Mr. Ousmane Sow (Senegal) and Ms. Oluronke Ajibike Soyombo (Nigeria). 

7. Observers from the following countries and regional economic integration organizations were also 
present: Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Brazil, Canada, China, Dominican Republic, 
El Salvador, European Commission, Germany, Jordan, Mexico, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Qatar, 
Russian Federation, Switzerland, Ukraine and United States of America.  

8. Representatives of the following intergovernmental organizations and United Nations specialized 
agency were also present: Economic Commission for Europe, International Programme for Chemical 
Safety and World Health Organization. 

9. The following non-governmental organizations were also represented: Bayer Crop Science, 
Chrysotile Association, DuPont Crop Protection, Syngenta Crop Protection AG, FMC Corporation, 
Indian Chemical Manufacturers Association, NGO Industrial Association and Pesticide Action Network 
UK.  

A. Adoption of the agenda 

10. At its opening meeting, the Committee adopted the following agenda on the basis of the 
provisional agenda (UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/1): 

1. Opening of the session. 
 

2. Election of officers. 
 
3. Organizational matters: 

(a) Adoption of the agenda; 

(b) Organization of work.  
 
4. Review of the outcome of the first meeting of the Conference of the Parties. 
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5. Review of the role and mandate of the Chemical Review Committee. 
 
6. Operational procedures for the Chemical Review Committee: working procedures and 

policy guidance forwarded from the Conference of the Parties: 

(a) Working procedures: 
 

(i) Process for drafting decision-guidance documents; 
(ii) Preparing internal proposals and decision-guidance documents for banned or 

severely restricted chemicals; 
(iii) Preparing internal proposals and decision-guidance documents for severely 

hazardous pesticide formulations; 
(iv) Determination of existing trade in chemicals; 
(v) Common and recognized patterns of use of severely hazardous pesticide 

formulations; 

(b) Policy guidance: 
 

(i) Preparation and use of focused summaries; 
(ii) Bridging information; 
(iii) Contaminants; 
(iv) Risk evaluation in the context of the Rotterdam Convention. 

 
7. Inclusion of chemicals in Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention: review of notifications 

of final regulatory actions to ban or severely restrict a chemical: 

(a) Chlordecone; 

(b) Endosulfan; 

(c) Endrin; 

(d) Methamidophos; 

(e) Methyl bromide; 

(f) Methyl parathion; 

(g) Phosphamidon; 

(h) 2-naphthylamine; 

(i) 4-aminobiphenyl; 

(j) Benzidine; 

(k) Bis(chloromethyl)ether; 

(l) Carbon tetrachloride; 

(m) Chrysotile asbestos; 

(n) Tributyl tin compounds. 
 

8. Other matters. 
 
9. Adoption of the report. 
 
10. Closure of the meeting. 

 

B Organization of work 

11. At its opening meeting, the Committee decided to conduct its work in plenary session at meetings 
between 9 a.m. and 12.30 p.m. and 2 p.m. and 5 p.m., and to form open-ended task groups and drafting 
groups as necessary. 

12. The acting chair introduced the scenario note for the Committee’s first meeting 
(UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/2), which set out its general objectives and possible outcomes. The Committee 
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would need to elect a bureau with representatives from each of the five United Nations regions and, 
from that bureau, a chair and rapporteur. It was noted that the Chair was to be appointed by the 
Conference of the Parties and would therefore be acting on a provisional basis until that time. Efforts 
would be made to ensure a common baseline of understanding by all Committee members of the 
operation of the PIC procedure and the role and responsibilities of the Committee. The primary task of 
the Committee at its first session would be to review the notifications of final regulatory actions and the 
supporting documentation for 14 candidate chemicals submitted in accordance with article 5 of the 
Convention. The secretariat had identified lead experts for each of those chemicals who could guide 
discussions in task groups and prepare preliminary assessments for presentation to the plenary 
Committee. He stressed that the task groups would be open-ended and would not take any decisions on 
the chemicals: it would be up to the Committee to decide whether or not to recommend to the 
Conference of the Parties the inclusion of any or all of those chemicals in Annex III to the Convention. 

IV. Review of the outcome of the first meeting of the Conference of the 
Parties 
13. The secretariat introduced the note on the outcome of the first meeting of the Conference of the 
Parties (UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/4). He noted that decisions RC-1/2, RC-1/6 and RC-1/7, which 
established the PIC regions, established the Committee and dealt with conflicts of interest, respectively, 
would be taken up by the Committee under agenda item 5.  

14. The Committee took note of the outcome of the first meeting of the Conference of the Parties. 

V. Review of the role and mandate of the Chemical Review Committee 
15. The secretariat introduced the note on the review of the role and mandate of the Committee 
(UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/3) and drew attention to the annex to that note, detailing the functions entrusted 
by the Convention to the Committee, as given in articles 5, 6, 7 and 9, and the establishment, 
composition, organization and operation of the Committee, as provided for by decisions RC-1/6 and 
RC-1/7 of the Conference of the Parties.  

16. The secretariat made presentations on the Rotterdam Convention and its operation, the 
development and use of decision-guidance documents and the role of the Chemical Review Committee. 

17. Following those presentations, members raised initial points on issues related to the review, 
updating and refinement of the decision-guidance documents; on the circulation of information on 
eventual continued safe use of a banned or severely restricted chemical; on follow-up by the Committee 
to new notifications for a chemical already in Annex III of the Convention; on the need to ensure full 
and representative participation of observers from intergovernmental and non-governmental 
organizations; and on the need for proactive action with relation to article 9, removal of chemicals from 
Annex III of the Convention. The issues raised were noted for further discussion under the relevant 
agenda items. 
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VI. Operational procedures for the Chemical Review Committee: 
working procedures and policy guidance forwarded from the 
Conference of the Parties 

A. Working procedures 

1.  Process for drafting decision-guidance documents 
 

18. The Secretariat introduced the working paper on the process for drafting decision-guidance 
documents (UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/5) and suggested that the process used during the interim PIC 
procedure was still valid and, with some rewording, could continue to be used for the work of the 
Committee. The Committee was reminded that the paper was a working document and could be 
modified in the light of growing experience in preparing decision-guidance documents. It was further 
noted that the Committee would work in English only. To ensure complete transparency, however, the 
decision-guidance documents would be prepared in the six official languages of the United Nations 
before their final consideration by the Committee. 

19. The Committee noted that the process used to date was a good one, owing its success largely to 
the willingness of members of the Interim Chemical Review Committee to work intersessionally. The 
attention of the Committee was drawn to the fact that the process was open and transparent. There was 
some debate as to the correctness of using the current titles of the explanatory notes to the process, since 
they might erroneously give the impression that the Rotterdam Convention was endorsing the banning 
or severe restriction of the chemicals for which decision-guidance documents were being prepared. Text 
was agreed that more closely reflected the exact wording of the Convention text for those titles. 

20. One member of the Committee noted the absence of a process for the implementation of article 9 
on the removal of chemicals from Annex III. 

21. The Committee adopted the paper, as amended, and agreed to forward it to the Conference of the 
Parties. The paper is contained in annex II to the present report. 

2. Preparing internal proposals and decision-guidance documents for banned or severely restricted 
chemicals 

 
22. The secretariat introduced the working paper on preparing internal proposals and 
decision-guidance documents for banned or severely restricted chemicals (UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/6), 
stressing that the paper was a work in progress. It was recognized that the information available for 
pesticides might differ from that for industrial chemicals and that separate guidance might be developed 
in future for the two categories. Following discussion as to what additional information could be 
included in the decision-guidance documents, the Committee noted the need to revert to the issue later 
during the session, in the light of the deliberations of the task groups. It was proposed, and the 
Committee agreed, that the title of the working paper be amended to read “Working paper on preparing 
internal proposals and decision-guidance documents for chemicals notified as banned or severely 
restricted in accordance with article 5”.  

23. The Committee adopted the working paper, as amended, as guidance and agreed to develop it 
further, if necessary, in the light of future experience. 

3. Preparing internal proposals and decision-guidance documents for severely hazardous pesticide 
formulations 

 
24. The secretariat introduced the working paper on preparing internal proposals and 
decision-guidance documents for severely hazardous pesticide formulations (UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/7). 
The Committee agreed that, as there was currently no severely hazardous pesticide formulation for it to 
consider, the wording of the working paper should be amended to delete reference to the interim PIC 
procedure and be brought forward when a proposal was submitted for the Committee’s consideration. In 
addition, the title of the working paper was amended to read “Working paper on preparing internal 
proposals and decision-guidance documents for severely hazardous pesticide formulations proposed in 
accordance with article 6”. 

25. The Committee adopted the working paper, as amended, as guidance and agreed to develop it 
further in the light of future experience. 
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4. Determination of existing trade in chemicals 
 

26. The secretariat introduced the note on working procedures for the determination of ongoing trade 
in chemicals (UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/8). Information on trade was particularly difficult to gather and 
the procedure presented in the annex to that note had worked well for the Interim Chemical Review 
Committee. Accordingly, it was recommended for adoption by the Committee. In the ensuing 
discussion, questions were raised regarding illegal trade and about the procedures for industry and other 
bodies to provide information on trade. The Committee agreed that, if there was no trade in a chemical, 
work on it should be accorded low priority by the Committee, as evidence of ongoing trade was a 
criterion, but not a prerequisite, for inclusion in Annex III. Attention was drawn to the issue of reliability 
of information, given the legal obligations which inclusion in Annex III placed on Parties under the 
Convention. 

27. The Committee agreed to adopt the process set out in the paper on working procedures for the 
determination of ongoing trade in chemicals and to forward it to the Conference of the Parties with the 
request that it encourage industry, non-governmental organizations and Parties to provide the requested 
information. The paper is contained in annex III to the present report.  

5. Common and recognized patterns of use of severely hazardous pesticide formulations 
 

28. The secretariat introduced the working paper on common and recognized patterns of use of 
severely hazardous pesticide formulations (UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/9) and noted that it was based only 
on a single experience which the Interim Chemical Review Committee had had relating to the issue.  

29. The Committee considered some patterns of use that might be construed as misuse, such as 
misreading of labels or use outside recommended zones or times of application. It was reiterated that the 
paper was guidance material and should be reviewed in the light of future experience. In that process, it 
was suggested that the notion of recognized patterns of use should be understood to mean common 
practice in a large proportion of the user community. 

30. The Committee adopted the working paper as guidance and agreed to develop it further in the 
light of future experience. 

B. Policy guidance 
 
1. Preparation and use of focused summaries 

 
31. The secretariat introduced the note on the preparation and use of focused summaries 
(UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/10). It noted that such summaries might be prepared by notifying countries 
where the supporting documentation was voluminous, or submitted in a language other than English. It 
was also noted that preparation of focused summaries was voluntary. In the ensuing discussion, the 
Committee recommended that the guidance for the preparation of focused summaries should point out 
that the summaries were intended to supplement, and not to supplant, the supporting documentation. 
The Committee was encouraged to identify good examples of focused summaries, for future reference.  

32. The Committee agreed to adopt the working paper on the preparation and use of focused 
summaries, as amended in the discussion, and to forward it to the Conference of the Parties with the 
request that it  encourage Parties to prepare focused summaries in accordance with that guidance. The 
amended text of the working paper is contained in annex IV to the present report.  

2. Bridging information 
 

33. The secretariat introduced the note on bridging information (UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/11) that 
would be used by the Committee in judging the acceptability of a notification where the notifying 
country had used a risk evaluation from another country or international body. The ensuing discussion 
turned on the scope of the information to be provided and whether bridging information was necessary 
for chemicals which had manifestly global effects in such cases as ozone-depleting substances. 
Attention was also drawn to the difficulties that might be faced by some countries in providing all the 
information listed.  

34. The secretariat noted that, as currently set out, the procedure was to be applied on a case-by-case 
basis and that it was not an obligatory requirement. Under the Convention, Parties were obliged merely 
to make a notification that a chemical had been banned or restricted. The procedure outlined in the paper 
was guidance to the Committee on the sort of bridging information that would be helpful in determining 
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whether the risk evaluation in the notifying country reflected the prevailing conditions in that country in 
accordance with criterion (b) (iii) of Annex II.  

35. The Committee adopted the working paper on bridging information, on the understanding that it 
would be applied on a case-by-case basis and that it would be developed further in the light of future 
experience. 

3. Contaminants 
 

36. The secretariat introduced the note on policy guidance on contaminants 
(UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/12) noting that the Interim Chemical Review Committee had encountered 
substantial difficulties with the issue and that, by decision INC-7/4, the Intergovernmental Negotiating 
Committee had, at its seventh session, adopted a policy on contaminants. 

37. The Committee took note of the policy on the understanding that further discussion on the issue 
would be deferred until such time as a notification relating to a contaminant was placed before the 
Committee.  

4. Risk evaluation in the context of the Rotterdam Convention 
 

38. The secretariat introduced the note on risk evaluation in the context of the Rotterdam Convention 
(UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/13), pointing out that the paper reflected the working definitions on risk 
evaluation used by the Interim Chemical Review Committee. It was emphasized that the work had only 
begun at the fifth session of the Interim Chemical Review Committee and was a work in progress. 

39. The Committee agreed to accept the policy guidance as a work in progress and to amend it as 
necessary in the light of further experience. 

VII. Inclusion of chemicals in Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention: 
review of notifications of final regulatory actions to ban or severely 
restrict a chemical 
40. The secretariat outlined the procedure for the work of the task groups during the Committee’s 
current session. The task groups were expected to review the notifications and available supporting 
documentation, confirm that they met the information requirements of Annex I and carry out an initial 
review against the criteria in Annex II. To assist them in conducting that review and to ensure 
consistency among the various task groups, the secretariat had prepared a template for the groups to use 
in reporting their findings back to the Committee. One of three outcomes could be expected from 
examination of a notification: that it met the criteria set out in Annex II to the Convention; that it did not 
meet the criteria; or that it only met some of the criteria. In each case, in reporting back to plenary, the 
chair of the task group would be expected to show how the criteria had been met, providing a brief 
rationale for a draft decision; to indicate where criteria had not been met and why; or to explain why the 
task group had been uncertain as to whether criteria had been met and to outline the areas of concern. 
The experts at the Committee had to be fully convinced of the conclusions which they had reached.  

41. The following experts agreed to lead the task groups on individual chemicals: Mr. Berend for 
chrysotile asbestos, Ms. Choi for 2-naphthylamine and 4-aminobiphenyl, Mr. Hajjar for endosulfan and 
endrin, Ms. Hitzfeld for chlordecone, carbon tetrachloride and methyl bromide, Mr. Juergensen for 
benzidine and bis(chloromethyl)ether, Mr. Grisolia for methamidophos and phosphamidon and 
Mr. Halimi for methyl parathion and tributyl tin.  

42. The secretariat noted that new notifications or, in some cases, additional information had been 
received for chemicals that had been previously reviewed by the Interim Chemical Review Committee. 
Giving due regard to that work and noting that it had no wish to revisit notifications previously 
examined, the Committee considered nonetheless that, time permitting and with the proviso that priority 
should be given to reviewing new notifications and information, it could re-examine those other 
notifications.  

A. Chlordecone 

43. Ms. Hitzfeld presented the work of the task group, comprising herself and Mr. Nichelatti as joint 
coordinators and Ms. Impithuksa and Mr. Mayne as members. The group had reviewed and analysed the 
new notifications on chlordecone received from Switzerland and Thailand and the supporting 
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documentation, contained in documents UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/14 and 14/Add.2, and had confirmed 
that both notifications, relating regulatory actions that banned all uses of chlordecone as a pesticide, 
complied with the information requirements of Annex I to the Convention. 

44. Taking into consideration the work of the task group, the Committee reviewed the criteria for 
listing banned or severely restricted chemicals as set out in Annex II. It agreed that, on the basis of the 
information currently available, the notifications from Switzerland and Thailand had met all the criteria 
of Annex II with the exception of criterion (b) (iii).  

45. Accordingly, the Committee concluded that chlordecone could not be proposed for inclusion in 
Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention at the current time. 

B. Endosulfan 

46. Mr. Hajjar presented the work of the task group, comprising himself as coordinator and 
Mr. Al Hasani, Ms. Bolaños, Ms. Chin Sue, Ms. Chouhy, Mr. Hietkamp, Mr. Khalifa, Mr. Mayne, 
Ms. Nudelman, Mr. Nyström, Mr. Pwamang, Mr. Sow and Ms. Soyombo as members. The group had 
reviewed and analysed the new notification on endosulfan received from Côte d’Ivoire and the 
supporting documentation, contained in documents UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/15 and 15/Adds.1–3, and 
had confirmed that the notification, relating regulatory actions that banned all uses of endosulfan as a 
pesticide, complied with the information requirements of Annex I to the Convention. The group had also 
noted that the notifications from Jordan, the Netherlands and Norway had previously been considered by 
the Interim Chemical Review Committee, which had concluded that the notification from the 
Netherlands had met all of the criteria of Annex II while those from Jordan and Norway had not. 

47. Taking into consideration the work of the task group, the Committee reviewed the criteria for 
listing banned or severely restricted chemicals as set out in Annex II. It agreed that, on the basis of the 
information currently available, the new notification from Côte d’Ivoire had met all the criteria of 
Annex II with the exception of criteria (b) (iii), (c) (i) and (c) (ii) but noted that supporting information 
had been referenced in the notification but had not been received by the Secretariat. The Committee also 
endorsed the conclusion of the Interim Chemical Review Committee that the notification from the 
Netherlands had met all the criteria of Annex II and that the notifications from Jordan and Norway had 
not met criterion (b) (iii).  

48. The Committee agreed that only the notification from the Netherlands fulfilled all the criteria of 
Annex II of the Convention. 

49. Accordingly, the Committee concluded that endosulfan could not be proposed for inclusion in 
Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention at the current time. 

C. Endrin 

50. Mr. Hajjar presented the work of the task group, comprising himself as coordinator and 
Mr. Al-Hasani, Mr. Attias, Ms. Choi, Mr. Halimi and Mr. Khalifa as members. The group had reviewed 
and analysed the four new notifications on endrin received from Japan, the Republic of Korea, Romania 
and Switzerland and the supporting documentation, contained in documents UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/16 
and 16/Adds.1–5, and had confirmed that the notifications, relating regulatory actions that banned all 
uses of endrin, complied with the information requirements of Annex I to the Convention. The group 
had also noted that the notifications from Jordan and Peru had previously been considered by the Interim 
Chemical Review Committee, which had concluded that the notification from Peru met all the criteria of 
Annex II with the exception of criteria (b) (i), (b) (ii) and (b) (iii) while for Jordan criteria (b) (iii) had 
not been met. 

51. Taking into consideration the work of the task group, the Committee reviewed the criteria as set 
out in Annex II to the Convention. It agreed that, on the basis of the information currently available, the 
four new notifications had met the criteria of Annex II with the exception of criterion (c) (iv) and in the 
case of the Republic of Korea, Romania and Switzerland criterion (b) (iii).  

52. The Committee further discussed whether the notification from Japan had met criterion (b) (iii), 
since it was not evident from the data provided whether or not they were based on a risk evaluation 
under prevailing conditions. As indicated in the supporting documentation, the risk evaluation was 
based on bioaccumulation and biodegradation factors, which some members considered valid as they 
demonstrated issues of global concern. It was also noted, however, that those data only referred to 
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screening studies in Japan that had been conducted under laboratory conditions rather than under the 
prevailing conditions and might therefore be considered hazard assessment rather than risk evaluation.  

53. Based on the documentation available to the Committee, it was not able to confirm that the 
notification from Japan met criterion (b) (iii).  

54. Accordingly, the Committee concluded that endrin could not be proposed for inclusion in Annex 
III of the Rotterdam Convention at the current time. 

D. Methamidophos 

55. Mr. Grisolia presented the work of the task group, comprising himself as coordinator and Ms. 
Bolaños, Ms. Impithuksa, Mr. Nichelatti and Ms. Nudelman as members. The group had reviewed and 
analysed the five new notifications on methamidophos received from Brazil, Côte d’Ivoire, El Salvador, 
Panama and Thailand and the supporting documentation, contained in documents 
UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/17 and 17/Adds. 3, 5 and 7, and had confirmed that the notifications, relating 
regulatory actions that banned or severely restricted uses of certain formulations of methamidophos, 
complied with the information requirements of Annex I to the Convention. It had noted that soluble 
liquid formulations of methamidophos that exceeded 600 g/l were already in Annex III.  

56. Taking into consideration the work of the task group, the Committee reviewed the criteria as set 
out in Annex II to the Convention. It agreed that, on the basis of the information currently available, all 
the notifications had met the criteria of Annex II with the exception of criteria (b) (iii) for all 
notifications and (c) (i) and (c) (ii) for Brazil, El Salvador and Panama and (b) (i) and (b) (ii) for Côte 
d’Ivoire. The Committee agreed that lack of data from Côte d’Ivoire had hindered determination of 
whether or not the notification met the criteria of Annex II. The task group had also questioned whether 
some of the notifications met the definition of a severely restricted chemical under the Convention.  

57. Accordingly, the Committee concluded that methamidophos could not be proposed for inclusion 
in Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention at the current time. 

E. Methyl bromide 

58. Ms. Hitzfeld presented the work of the task group, comprising herself and Mr. Nichelatti as joint 
coordinators and Mr. Berend, Ms. Bolaños, Ms. Chin Sue, Ms Choi, Mr. Juergensen, Mr. Mayne, 
Mr. Mashimba and Mr. Pwamang as members. The group had reviewed and analysed the three new 
notifications on methyl bromide received from the Netherlands, the Republic of Korea and Switzerland 
and the supporting documentation, contained in documents UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/18 and  
18/Adds.1–4, and had confirmed that the notifications, relating regulatory actions that banned or 
severely restricted uses of methyl bromide, complied with the information requirements of Annex I to 
the Convention. 

59. Taking into consideration the work of the task group, the Committee reviewed the criteria as set 
out in Annex II to the Convention. It agreed that, on the basis of the information currently available, all 
three of the notifications had met the criteria of Annex II with the exception of criterion (b) (iii) for the 
Republic of Korea and Switzerland.  

60. In the case of the data from Switzerland, the final regulatory action was based on data related to 
assessments carried out under the Montreal Protocol. Some experts were concerned about the use of 
such data as they did not necessarily take into account prevailing conditions within the Party taking the 
action (criterion (b) (iii)). Others considered that the effect of ozone depleting substances were of global 
concern and did not require individual national assessments.  
61. The Committee agreed that only the notification from the Netherlands fulfilled all the criteria of 
Annex II of the Convention. 

62. Accordingly, the Committee concluded that methyl bromide could not be proposed for inclusion 
in Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention at the current time. 
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F. Methyl parathion 

63. Mr. Halimi presented the work of the task group, comprising himself as coordinator and 
Ms. Chouhy, Mr. Grisolia, Mr. Kamatari, Mr. Mayne, Ms. Nudelman and Ms. Soyombo as members. 
The group had reviewed and analysed the seven new notifications on methyl parathion received from 
Brazil, Côte d’Ivoire, El Salvador, the European Community, the Gambia, Japan and Panama and the 
supporting documentation, contained in documents UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/19 and 19/Adds.1, 3, 4, 5, 7 
and 9, and had confirmed that the notifications, relating regulatory actions that banned or severely 
restricted uses of methyl parathion, complied with the information requirements of Annex I to the 
Convention. 

64. Taking into consideration the work of the task group, the Committee reviewed the criteria as set 
out in Annex II to the Convention. It agreed that, on the basis of the information currently available, all 
seven of the notifications had met the criteria of Annex II with the exception of criterion (b) (iii) for 
Brazil, Gambia and Japan, criteria (b) (iii), (c) (i) and (c) (ii) for El Salvador and Panama and criteria 
(b) (i), (b) (ii), (b) (iii), (c) (i) and (c) (ii) for Côte d’Ivoire.  

65. The Committee agreed that lack of data from Côte d’Ivoire, El Salvador and Panama had hindered 
determination of whether or not the notification met the criteria of Annex II.  

66. The Committee agreed that only the notification from the European Community fulfilled all the 
criteria of Annex II of the Convention. 

67. Accordingly, the Committee concluded that methyl parathion could not be proposed for inclusion 
in Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention at the current time. 

G. Phosphamidon 

68. Mr. Grisolia presented the work of the task group, comprising himself as coordinator and 
Mr. Attias, Ms. Bolaños, Ms. Impithuksa, Mr. Nichelatti and Ms. Nudelman as members. The group had 
reviewed and analysed the five notifications on phosphamidon received from Brazil, Côte d’Ivoire, 
Japan, Panama, and Thailand and the supporting documentation, contained in documents 
UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/20 and 20/Adds.1, 3 and 6, and had confirmed that the notifications, relating 
regulatory actions that banned or severely restricted uses of phosphamidon, complied with the 
information requirements of Annex I to the Convention. 

69. Taking into consideration the work of the task group, the Committee reviewed the criteria as set 
out in Annex II to the Convention. It agreed that, on the basis of the information currently available, all 
the notifications had met the criteria of Annex II with the exception of criteria (b) (i), (b) (ii) and (b) (iii) 
for Côte d’Ivoire and Japan and criteria (b) (ii) and (b) (iii) for Brazil, Panama and Thailand. The 
Committee agreed that lack of data from Côte d’Ivoire had hindered determination of whether or not the 
notification met the criteria of Annex II. 

70. Accordingly, the Committee concluded that phosphamidon could not be proposed for inclusion in 
Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention at the current time. 

H. 2-naphthylamine 

71. Ms. Choi presented the work of the task group, comprising herself as coordinator and Mr. Berend 
as member. The group had reviewed and analysed the three new notifications on 2-naphthylamine 
received from Japan, Latvia and the Republic of Korea and the supporting documentation, contained in 
documents UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/21 and 21/Adds.1–4, and had confirmed that the notifications, 
relating regulatory actions that banned or severely restricted the uses of 2-naphthylamine as an industrial 
chemical, complied with the information requirements of Annex I to the Convention. 

72. Taking into consideration the work of the task group, the Committee reviewed the criteria for 
listing banned or severely restricted chemicals as set out in Annex II. It agreed that, on the basis of the 
information currently available, all three of the notifications had met all the criteria of Annex II with the 
exception of criterion (b) (iii).  

73. Accordingly, the Committee concluded that 2-naphythylamine could not be proposed for inclusion 
in Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention at the current time. 
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I. 4-aminobiphenyl 

74. Ms. Choi presented the work of the task group, comprising herself as coordinator and Mr. Berend 
as member. The group had reviewed and analysed the three new notifications on 4-aminobiphenyl 
received from Japan, Latvia and the Republic of Korea and the supporting documentation, contained in 
documents UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/22 and 22/Adds.1–4, and had confirmed that the notifications, 
relating regulatory actions that banned or severely restricted the uses of 4-aminobiphenyl as an industrial 
chemical, complied with the information requirements of Annex I to the Convention. 

75. Taking into consideration the work of the task group, the Committee reviewed the criteria for 
listing banned or severely restricted chemicals as set out in Annex II. It agreed that, on the basis of the 
information currently available, all three of the notifications had met all the criteria of Annex II with the 
exception of criterion (b) (iii).  

76. Accordingly, the Committee concluded that 4-aminobiphenyl could not be proposed for inclusion 
in Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention at the current time. 

J. Benzidine 

77. Mr. Juergensen presented the work of the task group, comprising himself as coordinator and 
Mr. Attias, Ms. Bolaños, Ms. Choi, Mr. Djumaev, Mr. Mashimba, Mr. Pwamang and Mr. Sow as 
members. The group had reviewed and analysed the six new notifications on benzidine received from 
Canada, India, Japan, Jordan, Latvia and the Republic of Korea and the supporting documentation, as 
contained in documents UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/23 and 23/Adds.1, 2, 5, 6 and 7, and had confirmed that 
the notifications, relating regulatory actions that banned or severely restricted the uses of benzidine, 
complied with the information requirements of Annex I to the Convention. 

78. Taking into consideration the work of the task group, the Committee reviewed the criteria for 
listing banned or severely restricted chemicals as set out in Annex II. It agreed that, on the basis of the 
information currently available, all the notifications had met the criteria of Annex II with the exception 
of (b) (i), (b) (ii) and (b) (iii) for India, Jordan and Latvia, and (b) (iii) for Japan and the Republic of 
Korea.  
79. The Committee raised the issue of how to deal with notifications that covered not only a single 
substance but also, for example, the salts and esters of the substance. Clarification was provided on how 
such notifications, such as that for DNOC, had previously been handled and it was noted that it was up 
to the notifying Party to provide full clarification on the substances being notified. A similar situation 
was noted for benzidine. The Chair recalled that, while this issue was crucial when the time came to 
develop a decision-guidance document, it would not be of consequence during the initial phase of 
determining whether the criteria of Annex I and II were met. Similarly, when developing a decision-
guidance document, it was important to differentiate when a substance was being notified as a pesticide 
or as an industrial chemical. 
80. The Committee agreed that only the notification from Canada fulfilled all the criteria of Annex II 
of the Convention.  
81. Accordingly, the Committee concluded that benzidine could not be proposed for inclusion in 
Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention at the current time. 

K. Bis(chloromethyl)ether 

82. Mr. Juergensen presented the work of the task group, comprising himself as coordinator and Mr. 
Attias, Ms. Choi, Mr. Djumaev and Mr. Mashimba as members. The group had reviewed and analysed 
the three new notifications on bis(chloromethyl)ether received from Canada, Japan, and the Republic of 
Korea and the supporting documentation, as contained in documents UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/24 and 
24/Adds.1–4, and had confirmed that the notifications, relating regulatory actions that banned or 
severely restricted the uses of bis(chloromethyl)ether, complied with the information requirements of 
Annex I to the Convention. 

83. Taking into consideration the work of the task group, the Committee reviewed the criteria for 
listing banned or severely restricted chemicals as set out in Annex II. It agreed that, on the basis of the 
information currently available, all three of the notifications had met the criteria of Annex II with the 
exception of criterion (b) (iii) for Japan and the Republic of Korea. The Committee could not conclude 
that there was any evidence of ongoing international trade. 
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84.  The Committee agreed that only the notification from Canada fulfilled all the criteria of Annex II 
of the Convention 

85. Accordingly, the Committee concluded that bis(chloromethyl)ether could not be proposed for 
inclusion in Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention at the current time. 

L. Carbon tetrachloride 

86. Ms. Hitzfeld presented the work of the task group, comprising herself as coordinator and Mr. 
Attias, Ms. Bolaños, Ms. Choi, Mr. Djumaev, Mr. Hietkamp, Ms. Impithuksa, Mr. Juergensen, 
Mr. Mashimba, Mr. Nichelatti, Mr. Pwamang, Mr. Sow and Ms. Soyombo as members. The group had 
reviewed and analysed the five new notifications on carbon tetrachloride received from Canada, Latvia, 
the Republic of Korea, Switzerland and Thailand and the supporting documentation, contained in 
documents UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/25 and 25/Adds.1, 2, 3, 5 and 6, and had confirmed that the 
notifications, relating regulatory actions that banned or severely restricted the use of carbon 
tetrachloride, complied with the information requirements of Annex I to the Convention.  

87. Taking into consideration the work of the task group, the Committee reviewed the criteria as set 
out in Annex II to the Convention. As carbon tetrachloride had been notified both as a pesticide and an 
industrial chemical the results were separated into two categories. For carbon tetrachloride as a 
pesticide, notifications had been received from Canada, Switzerland and Thailand. The task group had 
determined that all the notifications had met the criteria of Annex II with the exception of criteria (b) 
(iii) for Switzerland and Thailand and (b) (i), (b) (ii) and (b) (iii) for Canada. For carbon tetrachloride as 
an industrial chemical, notifications had been received from Canada, Latvia, the Republic of Korea and 
Switzerland. The task group had determined that all the notifications had met the criteria with the 
exception of criteria (b) (i), (ii) and (iii) for Latvia, and criterion (b) (iii) for Switzerland and the 
Republic of Korea.  

88. The Committee agreed that only the notification from Canada in the category industrial chemical 
fulfilled all the criteria of Annex II of the Convention.  

89. Accordingly, the Committee concluded that carbon tetrachloride could not be proposed for 
inclusion in Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention at the current time.  

M. Chrysotile asbestos 

90. Mr. Berend presented the work of the task group, comprising himself as coordinator and 
Mr. Attias, Ms. Choi, Ms. Chouhy, Mr. Djumaev, Mr. Hietkamp, Ms. Hitzfeld, Mr. Juergensen, 
Mr. Kundiev, Mr. Mashimba, Mr. Mayne, Mr. Nyström, Mr. Sow and Ms. Soyombo as members. The 
group had reviewed and analysed the three new notifications on chrysotile asbestos received from 
Australia, Latvia and Switzerland and the supporting documentation, contained in documents 
UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/26 and 26/Adds.1, 4, 5 and 6, and had confirmed that the notifications, relating 
regulatory actions that banned or severely restricted the uses of chrysotile asbestos, complied with the 
information requirements of Annex I to the Convention. It also noted that the Interim Chemical Review 
Committee had already reviewed and analysed notifications from Chile and the European Community, 
as detailed in documents UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/26 and 26/Adds.2 and 3, and had found those 
notifications to meet the criteria of Annex I and Annex II. 

91. Taking into consideration the work of the task group, the Committee reviewed the criteria for 
listing banned or severely restricted chemicals as set out in Annex II. It agreed that, on the basis of the 
information currently available, all the new notification met the criteria of Annex II, with the exception 
of criterion (b) (iii) for Latvia and Switzerland. The Committee also endorsed the conclusion of the 
Interim Chemical Review Committee that the two previous notifications from Chile and the European 
Community had met all the criteria for inclusion in Annex II.  

92. The Committee agreed that the notifications from Australia, Chile and the European Community 
fulfilled all the criteria of Annex II of the Convention and that, in line with paragraph 11 of decision 
RC-1/13, on transitional arrangements, when the notifications included one from a participating State, a 
review by the Committee could be initiated and, if appropriate, a decision-guidance document 
developed. 

93. In reaching its decision, the Committee noted that, in line with its terms of reference, it would 
undertake a review of the notifications brought before it and would not undertake a comprehensive 
scientific evaluation of substances with information from all relevant sources including other Parties. 
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The Committee further noted that a decision-guidance document served the purpose of assisting 
Governments in making an informed decision on that chemical. 

94. Accordingly, the Committee decided to recommend to the Conference of the Parties that 
chrysotile asbestos be listed in Annex III. 
95. Following that decision, the Committee took note of the concerns expressed by two experts that 
the Committee had reached its decision on chrysotile asbestos without the benefit of the further 
assessment of alternatives to chrysotile asbestos fibres due to be undertaken by the World Health 
Organization (WHO) in September 2005. The Committee agreed that, should the findings of that study 
be available to the Committee at its second meeting, they would be taken into account in finalizing the 
decision-guidance document for chrysotile asbestos. 
96. One expert noted that one of the challenges in the risk evaluation of chrysotile asbestos in the 
context of prevailing conditions was that most of the country experiences and scientific evidence were 
based on mixed fibres, i.e., amphiboles and chrysotile. The expert further noted that the issue of mixed 
fibres or mixtures of hazardous substances should be seen in the broader context of other chemicals and 
could also pose a challenge for metallic mixtures such as alloys. In the context of alloys, if regulatory 
action was taken against a particular metal, the question arose as to whether the action would also apply 
to its alloys, given that alloys were not considered compounds. It was noted that the issue would 
probably require substantial debate in the future. 
97. In addition, one expert and one observer expressed their discomfort with the provisions of 
article 5, paragraph 6, particularly that the recommendation to the Conference of the Parties on inclusion 
of a chemical in Annex III followed a consideration of the submitted notifications in accordance with 
the criteria of Annex II, as that provision limited consideration of information to that provided by the 
notifying Parties. Furthermore, concerns were also expressed by some experts that the decision-guidance 
document might not contain all of the information that they thought might otherwise be available to 
assist a designated national authority in making an informed decision. 
98. A drafting group was established to prepare a decision-guidance document for chrysotile asbestos, 
with Mr. Mayne and Mr. Berend as lead experts, the membership of which is set out in section C of 
annex I to the present report.  

99. Subsequently, the chair of the drafting group on chrysotile asbestos introduced the decision on the 
chemical, the rationale for that decision and the timetable for preparing the decision-guidance document. 
He noted that the rationale followed the model agreed to by the Committee at the current meeting. He 
reiterated that the draft decision-guidance document would be circulated very widely on the date 
currently set, namely, 17 July 2005, so as to ensure maximum transparency at which time all Committee 
members and observers who wished had the opportunity to comment on the draft. 

100. During the ensuing discussion, one expert reiterated his concern that the results of the planned 
WHO workshop on substitutes to chrysotile asbestos should be taken into consideration when finalizing 
the draft decision-guidance document. The Committee agreed that the drafting group would take into 
account the result of that review should it be available to the Committee at its next meeting.  

101. With regard to the rationale, the Committee agreed to note in the text that the three notifications 
from Australia, Chile and the European Community took into account, among other references, the 
information available in the WHO/IPCS Environmental Health Criteria No. 203 (IPCS 1998). 

102. The Committee adopted the rationale, the decision and the timetable of work for chrysotile 
asbestos, as amended, for submission to the Conference of the Parties at its second meeting. The 
rationale, decision and timetable are contained in annex I to the present report. 

N. Tributyl tin compounds 

103. Mr. Halimi presented the work of the task group, comprising himself as coordinator and 
Ms. Chouhy, Mr. Hietkamp, Mr. Kamatari, Mr. Mayne, Ms. Nudelman and Ms. Soyombo as members. 
The group had reviewed and analysed the two new notifications on tributyl tin received from Japan and 
the Republic of Korea and the supporting documentation, contained in documents 
UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/27 and 27/Adds.1–4, and had confirmed that the notifications, relating 
regulatory actions that banned or severely restricted the use of tributyl tin, complied with the 
information requirements of Annex I to the Convention. The group had also noted that the notifications 
from the European Community had previously been considered by the Interim Chemical Review 
Committee, which had concluded that the notification had met all the criteria of Annex II.  
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104. Taking into consideration the work of the task group, the Committee reviewed the criteria as set 
out in Annex II to the Convention. It agreed that, on the basis of the information currently available, the 
notifications had met the criteria of Annex II with the exception of criterion (b) (iii) for Japan and the 
Republic of Korea. 

105. The Committee noted that the three notifications covered different tributyl tin compounds, of 
which only tributyl tin oxide was common to all three. The Committee confirmed that only chemicals 
common to at least two notifications meeting the criteria of Annex II could be recommended for 
inclusion in Annex III. 

106. The Committee agreed that only the previous notification from the European Community fulfilled 
all the criteria of Annex II of the Convention.  

107. Accordingly, the Committee concluded that tributyl tin could not be proposed for inclusion in 
Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention at the current time. 

VIII. Other matters 
A. Guidance to the Committee 

 
1. Risk evaluation 

 
108. The Committee noted that many of the new notifications on candidate chemicals did not meet the 
criteria of Annex II, in particular criterion (b) (iii) concerning regulatory action taken on the basis of a 
risk evaluation involving prevailing conditions in the notifying Party. Notifications frequently included 
a hazard assessment, but information on actual or expected exposure under prevailing conditions was 
lacking. Accordingly, the Committee agreed that there was a need for further guidance to countries on 
how to document or explain the exposure component of the risk evaluation.  

109. A task group was established to identify what sort of information should be included in the 
exposure evaluation. In that work, the group drew on the guidance already developed in the secretariat’s 
paper on risk evaluation, UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/13, as well as the policy guidance on bridging 
information contained in document UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/11. A paper was prepared and would be 
further developed intersessionally for submission to the Committee at its next session. 

110. It was also noted that, in the case of preventive bans including those taken on the basis of the 
intrinsic toxicity of a chemical (e.g., non-threshold carcinogens), an exposure evaluation would 
necessarily include a consideration of expected or anticipated exposure; it was not clear, however, that 
countries had a good understanding of how such exposure evaluations might be undertaken or reported.  

111. A task group was established to examine how to determine whether criteria (b) (i), on whether 
data had been generated according to scientifically recognized methods, and (b) (ii), on whether data 
reviews had been performed and documented according to generally recognized scientific principles and 
procedures, had been met. The task group was requested to draft guidance aimed at eliminating 
ambiguity and improving consistency in referring to those criteria in the analysis of the notifications as 
concerns had been raised on the sources of information provided in the notification. Those data were 
usually noted in sections 1.8, 2.3 and 2.4 of a notification. The task group identified four principles that 
were further refined in discussions in plenary: 

(a) When there were no data at all, the determination would be that the criteria had not been 
met; 

(b) When there were data but they were not referenced, the determination would be that the 
criteria had not been met; 

(c) When there were data provided and referenced in the notification or in supporting 
documentation, the determination would be that the criteria could be met, subject to the data provided 
and referenced being deemed to be acceptable; 

(d) When the reference was noted but no data were actually provided, the determination would 
be that the criteria could be met, subject to the reference being deemed to be acceptable. 

112. The task group noted that internationally recognized sources included the Organization for 
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), WHO, the International Agency for Research on 
Cancer (IARC) and UNEP, as well as data from decision-guidance documents. Information from 
regional or national sources – in particular exposure information – would be examined on a case-by-case 
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basis. The task group suggested that the secretariat ensure the availability of English translations of 
submissions if it was not clear that the review had been conducted in accordance with internationally 
recognized practices. The Committee recognized that the determination of cases where criteria (b) (i) 
and (b) (ii) of Annex II had been met, as set out above, was designed solely to serve as guidance to the 
Committee and could be modified in the light of experience gained. 

113. The Committee agreed that the chair of the task group, working in consultation with the 
secretariat, would refine the results of the deliberations in the task group, for submission to the 
Committee at its next session. 

2. Templates and associated guidance for the intersessional task groups on candidate chemicals  
 

114. To assist the Committee with its intersessional work on candidate chemicals, the Committee 
decided to set up a task group to consider the template that the secretariat had developed for the 
intersessional task groups to use in reporting their findings back to the Committee and to modify and 
develop them where necessary.  

115. Reporting back to plenary on the outcome of the group’s work, the group’s co-chairs and 
rapporteur reviewed the group’s discussions and presented the template, as modified and further 
developed by the group, and the associated guidance. They explained that guidance had not been 
prepared for the analysis of compliance by notifications with the requirements of Annex I of the 
Rotterdam Convention as that matter was considered relatively straightforward.  

116. The Committee noted that the paper presented by the task group was a working document and 
should be used on a case-by-case basis. It was emphasized that the templates and guidance would be 
improved over time and modified, as necessary, based on experience gained from using the document. 
The Committee flagged the possibility that some experts might have difficulty using the Excel 
programme on which the templates had been prepared.  

117. The Committee agreed to use the templates and guidance as a trial and to raise any concerns on its 
use with the Committee at its second meeting.  

B. Operational issues 
 

1. Rationales relating to individual notifications that were deemed to meet the criteria of Annex II 
 
118. The Committee agreed that, where a notification met the criteria of Annex II, but was not 
supported at that time by a second notification, a rationale should be developed which described how the 
information supplied in the notification and supporting documentation met those criteria. The rationale 
was not intended to duplicate the rationale prepared by a drafting group in support of a recommendation 
to list a chemical in Annex III.  

119. The Committee adopted a template for such rationales and proceeded to develop rationales for its 
findings on the five chemicals – benzidine, bis(chloromethyl)ether, carbon tetrachloride, methyl 
bromide and methyl parathion – where one or more notifications had been found to meet all the criteria 
of Annex II. The rationales, as amended by the Committee, are contained in annex V to the present 
report and the template in Annex VI. 

2. Notifications that were deemed not to meet the criteria of Annex II 
 
120. The Committee agreed that those notifications found not to meet all the criteria of Annex II would 
not be brought back to the Committee unless new or additional information was provided by the 
notifying Party. 

121. In the light of concerns expressed by experts that, at least at the Committee’s current session, no 
notifications from developing countries had been found to meet all the criteria of Annex II, there was 
discussion of how the procedure could be improved to enable more notifications from developing 
countries to be accepted. In particular, it was suggested that notifying countries could be informed 
whether their entire notification should be resubmitted, or if it was sufficient just to provide 
supplementary information and told precisely what supplementary information was needed. It was 
pointed out that the findings of the Committee’s first session, which would be made available to all 
Parties, would give guidance to Parties that had submitted unsuccessful notifications. The conference 
papers from that session would provide a useful resource to the secretariat in its future liaison with those 
Parties. In addition, the secretariat could assist experts in giving guidance to other countries in their 
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regions – notably those not represented on the Committee – and in sharing with them the benefits of 
their work on the Committee. 

3. Measures to promote the efficiency of intersessional work: prioritization and deadlines  

122. In order to improve the efficiency of the operation of the Committee at future meetings it was 
proposed that the secretariat, working with the bureau, should undertake a preliminary review of 
notifications of final regulatory action submitted in accordance with article 5. For those notifications 
where it appeared that the requirements of the Convention had been met, intersessional task groups 
would be created prior to the session of the Committee, in line with the agreed process for drafting 
decision-guidance documents. Where it appeared that the notification would not meet the requirements 
of the Convention, intersessional task groups would not be formed. The notifications and available 
supporting documentation for all candidate chemicals would be available to the Committee. The goal 
would be to help ensure that those notifications that were the subject of preliminary work in task groups 
were those where it appeared that sufficient information was available to determine that the criteria of 
Annex II had been met. 

123. To allay possible concerns about the screening process, the secretariat assured experts that the 
screening of notifications would be carried out in consultation with the bureau. 

124. The Committee agreed to entrust the secretariat with the preparation of a paper, for consideration 
by the Committee at its next session, setting out a possible procedure for dealing with notifications. 
When considering that paper, the Committee would also be able to take into account the experience 
gained by the secretariat, working with the bureau, during the intersessional period. 

125. In addition, the Committee recommended that the secretariat should establish deadlines for the 
submission of information sufficiently well ahead of meetings to enable the information to receive due 
consideration, with the understanding that information submitted after the deadline would not be 
considered. 

C. Issues for consideration by the Conference of the Parties 
126. In the course of the deliberations at the first session, the following issues were raised which the 
Committee agreed should be brought to the attention of the Conference of the Parties: 

(a) Difference between risk evaluation requirements conducted under different international 
bodies: the Committee observed that, at its first meeting, it had considered notifications concerning 
regulatory actions on methyl bromide and on carbon tetrachloride, some of which were based on 
decisions or assessments under the Montreal Protocol. The Committee had also considered notifications 
regarding actions in respect of endrin, a substance subject to the Stockholm Convention. The 
Committee decided to seek guidance from the Conference of the Parties on whether, in the context of 
criterion (b) (iii) of Annex II to the Rotterdam Convention, hazard or risk evaluations made under 
global multilateral environmental agreements such as the Montreal Protocol and the Stockholm 
Convention could be used by notifying Parties without the need to carry out additional national 
evaluations reflecting prevailing conditions in the notifying Party. The Committee also decided to ask 
the secretariat to seek clarifications from the secretariats of other multilateral environmental agreements 
regarding those agreements, in particular in respect of scientific principles and procedures for hazard or 
risk evaluations and whether and to what extent provisions relating to trade might overlap; 

(b) Possible confusion between trade names and brand names: while noting that the processes 
adopted by the Committee were practical and appropriate, one observer noted the need to clarify the 
distinction between trade names and brand names (or trademarks) when preparing decision-guidance 
documents. He was encouraged to raise the issue at the next session of the Conference of the Parties; 

(c) Guidance on the term “severely restricted”: for some of the notifications of final regulatory 
actions, the task groups voiced doubts as to whether the definition of “severely restricted chemical” had 
been met, as insufficient information had been provided to assess clearly the real or expected reduction 
in use of the chemicals as consequence of the regulatory action. One expert noted that the Committee’s 
terms of reference, as contained in document UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/3, did not contain a mandate to 
examine whether this definition was fulfilled, as it was not one of the criteria explicitly contained in 
Annex II of the Convention. The Committee recommended that the Conference of the Parties might 
wish to consider encouraging Parties, when submitting notifications, to describe clearly the effects, real 
or expected, of the regulatory action with regard to the use of the chemical in order to facilitate the task 
of the Committee in assessing whether criterion (c) (i) of Annex II of the Convention had been met; 
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(d) Additional information: in reviewing individual chemicals, there was interest in including 
information from a broad range of sources, including on the continued safe use of a banned or severely 
restricted chemical. The Chair stated that the mandate of the Committee constrained it to examining the 
information that had been submitted by the notifying Parties in accordance with article 5. It was also 
recalled that the Committee was confined to considering information that had been available at the time 
the final regulatory action was taken and which informed that action: information gathered subsequent 
to that action could not be considered by the Committee for the purposes of meeting the Annex I and 
Annex II requirements. Some experts felt that the scope of the decision-guidance document should not 
be limited to the information provided by the notifying Parties, but should be expanded to include other 
relevant information. In addition, one expert expressed his concern that there should be a process to 
update and refine decision-guidance documents, particularly in the light of new notifications for a 
chemical already in Annex III.  

D. Hosting of regional workshops 

127. The Committee noted with appreciation the proposal from the expert from Argentina to hold a 
workshop in the Latin American region, with the assistance of the secretariat, to inform countries of the 
region of the outcome of the work of the Committee. Regional discussions would be held as to the 
timing and venue of the workshop and the Committee noted the offer from the expert from Brazil to host 
the workshop in Brasilia. 

E. Dates of the Committee’s next meeting 

128. The Committee agreed to hold its next meeting early in 2006, the precise dates of the meeting to 
be determined subsequently. 

IX. Adoption of the report 
 
129. The Committee adopted its report on the basis of the draft report contained in document 
UNEP/FAO/RC/CRC.1/L.1, which had been circulated during the meeting, as amended, and on the 
understanding that finalization of the report would be entrusted to the Rapporteur, working in 
consultation with the secretariat. 

130. Following the adoption of the report, Mr. Mayne informed the Committee that professional 
commitments precluded his continuing in the chair of the Committee and that he was therefore obliged, 
with regret, to tender his resignation. The group of Western European and other countries nominated 
Ms. Hitzfeld to serve as the member of the bureau for the group. The Committee agreed that 
Ms. Hitzfeld would serve as Chair of the Committee until the end of its next session. It was further 
agreed that thereafter the Committee might wish to appoint a Chair from a developing country. 

X. Closure of the meeting 
131. Following the customary exchange of courtesies, the session was declared closed at 11.30 a.m. on 
Friday, 18 February 2005. 
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Annex I 
 

Rationale, decision and work plan for chrysotile asbestos 
 

A. Rationale for the recommendation that chrysotile asbestos (CAS No. 12001-29-5) 
should become subject to the prior informed consent procedure and to establish 
an intersessional drafting group to prepare a draft decision-guidance document 

 
1. In reviewing the notifications of final regulatory action by the European Community to ban 
chrysotile asbestos and the notifications by Australia and Chile to severely restrict chrysotile asbestos, 
together with the supporting documentary information provided by those Parties, the Chemical Review 
Committee was able to confirm that the regulatory actions had been taken in order to protect human 
health. The European Community action was based on a risk evaluation made by an independent 
scientific committee. Its conclusions were that chrysotile asbestos was carcinogenic to humans and that 
there was no threshold of exposure below which asbestos did not pose carcinogenic risks. The Chilean 
regulatory action was taken on the basis of a review of the health effects of chrysotile asbestos, the 
evaluation of occupational exposure and the fact that there were no thresholds for the carcinogenic 
effect of chrysotile asbestos. The basis of the Australian regulatory action was human health risk 
assessments, taken at national and state level that focused on the occupational, public health and 
environmental risks associated with current uses and applications in Australia. It was noted by Australia 
that chrysotile asbestos was classified as a known carcinogen and human exposure was associated with 
an excessive risk of asbestosis, lung cancer and mesothelioma. Among other references, the 
notifications from Australia, Chile and the European Community referred to Environmental Health 
Criterion No. 203 (IPCS 1998). 

  
2. The Committee established that the final regulatory actions had been taken on the basis of risk 
evaluations and that those evaluations had been based on a review of scientific data. The available 
documentation demonstrated that the data had been generated in accordance with scientifically 
recognized methods, and that the data reviews had been performed and documented in accordance with 
generally recognized scientific principles and procedures. It also showed that the final regulatory 
actions had been based on chemical-specific risk evaluations taking into account the conditions of 
exposure within the European Community, Chile and Australia.  

 
3. The Committee concluded that the final regulatory actions provided a sufficiently broad basis to 
merit including chrysotile asbestos in Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention in the industrial chemical 
category. It noted that those actions by Australia, Chile and the European Community would lead to a 
significant decrease in the quantities and uses of chrysotile asbestos and the risks for human health in 
each notifying Party were expected to be significantly reduced. 

 
4. There was no indication that there were any pesticidal uses for chrysotile asbestos. The Committee 
also took into account that the considerations underlying the final regulatory actions were not of limited 
applicability but of broader relevance since the effects on human health arising from exposure to 
chrysotile would be relevant in any country where it was used. On the basis of information provided to 
the members of the Chemical Review Committee and other relevant information, the Committee 
concluded that there was ongoing international trade in chrysotile asbestos. 

 
5. The Committee noted that the final regulatory actions were not based on concerns about 
intentional misuse of chrysotile asbestos. 

 
6. The Committee at its first meeting concluded that the notifications of final regulatory actions by 
Australia, Chile and the European Community met the information requirements of Annex I and the 
criteria set out in Annex II to the Convention. It was recommended that chrysotile asbestos be included 
in Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention as an industrial chemical. 
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B. Recommendation to the Conference of the Parties on the inclusion of chrysotile 
asbestos in Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention 

 

 

 The Chemical Review Committee, 
 

   Recalling article 5 of the Convention, 
 

 Concluding that the notifications of final regulatory actions by Australia, Chile and the European 
Community meet the criteria set forth in Annex II to the Convention, 

 
 Noting that the World Health Organization/International Programme for Chemical Safety will 
carry out a further assessment of substitutes to chrysotile asbestos in September 2005, which may be of 
relevance in the drafting of the decision-guidance document, 

 
 Decides, in accordance with paragraph 6 of article 5 of the Convention, to recommend to the 
Conference of the Parties that it should include chrysotile asbestos in Annex III of the Rotterdam 
Convention. 

 
C. Work plan for the intersessional drafting group on chrysotile asbestos 

 
The drafting group is composed of the following members: 

 
Chair: Mr. Berend (Netherlands)  

 
Co-chair: Mr. Mayne (Australia) 

 
Members: Mr. Al-Hasani (Oman), Ms. Bolaños (Ecuador), Ms. Chin Sue (Jamaica), Ms. Choi 
(Republic of Korea), Mr. Djumaev (Kyrgyzstan), Mr. Grisolia (Brazil), Mr. Hajjar (Syrian Arab 
Republic), Ms. Impithuksa (Thailand), Mr. Juergensen (Canada), Mr. Kundiev (Ukraine), 
Mr. Mashimba (United Republic of Tanzania), Ms. Nudelman (Argentina) and Mr. Pwamang 
(Ghana). 

   
The group agreed to the following work plan: 

 
Task Responsible persons Deadline 
Draft an “internal proposal” on chrysotile asbestos based on the 
information available to CRC-1. 

Chair 
Co-chair 

15 April 2005 

Send draft “internal proposal” to group members for comments via 
e-mail. 

Chair 
Co-chair 

15 April 2005 

Replies All DG members 16 May 2005 
Update “internal proposal” based on the comments from group 
members. 

Chair  
Co-chair  

17 June 2005 

Circulate updated internal proposal to drafting group members for 
further consideration 

Chair 17 June 2005 

Replies All DG members 1 July 2005 
Send updated “internal proposal” to CRC and its observers , 
including all Parties, participating states, NGOs and IGOs for 
comments via e-mail 

Chair  
Co-chair  

17 July 2005 

Replies All CRC members and 
observers 

15 August 2005 

Draft a DGD based on the comments from CRC and its observers Chair  
Co-chair  

15 September 2005 

Send the draft DGD and tabular summary of comments to group 
members for comments via e-mail 

Chair  
Co-chair  

15 September 2005 

Replies All DG members 7 October 2005 
Finalize draft DGD and tabular summary of comments based on the 
comments of the group 

Chair  
Co-chair  

14 October 2005 

Send the draft DGD and tabular summary of comments to 
secretariat 

Chair  
Co-chair  

14 October 2005 

CRC meeting  February 2006 
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Annex II 
 

Process for drafting decision-guidance documents and accompanying 
explanatory notes 

 
A.  Process for drafting decision-guidance documents 

 
 

Flow chart 

Article 5 

When the secretariat has identified at least 2  
verified notifications from 2 PIC regions  

Article 6 

When the secretariat has verified that a 
proposal contains information required (Annex 
IV, part 1) and has collected additional 
information (Annex IV, part 2) 

 

 

1. The secretariat forwards the notifications/proposal and accompanying documentation to the Chemical  
Review Committee experts. 

 
 
 

2. Chemical Review Committee experts, by correspondence, provide comments on the accompanying 
documentation and a Chemical Review Committee task group is established. 

 
 

 
3. The Chemical Review Committee task group incorporates comments and presents the notifications at a full meeting 

of the Chemical Review Committee. Where the Committee decides that a chemical meets the  
requirements of the Convention a drafting group is formed to develop an internal proposal. 

 
 
 

4. The internal proposal is circulated to the Chemical Review Committee and its observers (States, intergovernmental 
organizations, non-governmental organizations) for information and comments. 

 
 
 

5. The Chemical Review Committee drafting group incorporates comments from the Chemical Review 
Committee and its observers on the internal proposal and prepares a draft decision-guidance document. 

 
 
 

6. The draft decision-guidance document is distributed as a meeting document (in the six official languages of 
the United Nations) for discussion at a Chemical Review Committee meeting for finalization and approval. 

 
 

 
 

7. The Chemical Review Committee forwards the recommendation and  
draft decision-guidance document to the Conference of the Parties for decision. 
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B.  Explanatory notes to the process for drafting decision-guidance documents 

1.  Decision-guidance documents for chemicals notified as banned or severely restricted in 
accordance with Article 5 

The secretariat forwards to members of the Chemical Review Committee the notifications determined to 
meet the information requirements of Annex I, and relevant supporting documentation provided by the 
notifying Parties (as per Annex I and Annex II). 
 
The Chemical Review Committee must deem a notification and relevant supporting documentation to 
meet the requirements of the Convention prior to developing a decision-guidance document.  
 
(1) Where the information in the notification was deemed sufficient, the secretariat would forward the 
notifications and accompanying documentation to the experts of the Chemical Review Committee (2) 
for an initial round of comment. A Chemical Review Committee task group would be established.  
 
(3) The task group would incorporate comments provided by experts, as appropriate, indicating those 
comments taken up and those which were not and why. 
 
The task group would present the notifications and the accompanying documentation to the Chemical 
Review Committee along with the tabular summary of comments. The Chemical Review Committee 
will decide whether to make a recommendation to include the chemical in Annex III of the Convention. 
Where the decision is to recommend inclusion of a chemical a drafting group will be established. The 
drafting group prepares an internal proposal and circulates it within the drafting group for comments. A 
revised internal proposal is prepared. 
 
(4) The internal proposal is then circulated to the Chemical Review Committee and its observers for 
information and comments. Any comments would be directed to the secretariat, which would prepare a 
tabular summary for the review by the drafting group.  
 
(5) The drafting group would incorporate comments from the Chemical Review Committee and its 
observers on the internal proposal and prepare a draft decision-guidance document. 
 
(6) This draft decision-guidance document (and the tabular summary of comments) is distributed as a 
meeting document for discussion at a Chemical Review Committee meeting (in six languages) for 
finalization and approval. 
 
(7) The Chemical Review Committee forwards the recommendation and draft decision-guidance 
document to the Conference of the Parties for decision. The final documentation forwarded by the 
secretariat to all Parties and observers in advance of the Conference of the Parties session would include 
the draft decision-guidance document, the Chemical Review Committee recommendation for inclusion 
in Annex III, a summary of the Chemical Review Committee deliberations including a rationale based 
on the criteria listed in Annex II as well as the tabular summary of comments received under step 4 and 
how they were addressed. 
 
Regional coordination by members of the Chemical Review Committee in preparing and providing 
comments is encouraged. 

 
2.  Decision-guidance documents for severely hazardous pesticide formulations proposed in 

accordance with Article 6 

The secretariat will forward to members of the Chemical Review Committee the proposal and 
accompanying documentation, based on the information contained in the proposal and the additional 
information collected by the secretariat in accordance with Annex IV, part 2. 
 
The Chemical Review Committee must deem the proposal to meet the requirements of the Convention 
prior to developing a decision-guidance document.  

 
  Numbers refer to steps in the flow chart. 
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(1) Where the information in the proposal was deemed sufficient, the secretariat would collect the 
information in part 2 of Annex IV from designated national authorities and non-governmental 
organizations and forward the proposal and accompanying documentation to the experts of the 
Chemical Review Committee (2) for an initial round of comment. A Chemical Review Committee task 
group would be established.  
 
(3) The task group would incorporate comments, as appropriate, indicating those comments taken up 
and those which were not and why. 
 
The task group would present the proposal and the accompanying documentation to the Chemical 
Review Committee along with the tabular summary of comments. The Chemical Review Committee 
will decide whether to make a recommendation to include the pesticide formulation in Annex III of the 
Convention. Where the decision is to recommend inclusion of the formulation a drafting group will be 
established. The drafting group prepares an internal proposal and circulates it within the group for 
comment. A revised internal proposal is prepared.  
 
(4) The internal proposal is then circulated to the Chemical Review Committee and its observers for 
information and comments. Any comments would be directed to the secretariat, which would prepare a 
tabular summary for the review by the drafting group. 
 
(5) The drafting group would incorporate comments from the Chemical Review Committee and its 
observers on the internal proposal and prepare a draft decision-guidance document. 
 
(6) This draft decision-guidance document (and the tabular summary of comments) is distributed as a 
meeting document for discussion at a Chemical Review Committee meeting (in six languages) for 
finalization and approval. 
 
(7) The Chemical Review Committee forwards the recommendation and draft decision-guidance 
document to the Conference of the Parties for decision. The final documentation forwarded by the 
secretariat to all Parties and observers in advance of the Conference of the Parties session would include 
the draft decision-guidance document, the Chemical Review Committee recommendation for inclusion 
in Annex III, a summary of the Chemical Review Committee deliberations including a rationale based 
on the criteria listed in Annex IV, as well as the tabular summary of comments received under step 4 
and how they were addressed.  
 
Regional coordination by members of the Chemical Review Committee in preparing and providing 
comments is encouraged. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
   

 
  Numbers refer to steps in the flow chart. 
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Annex III 
 
 Process for determining evidence of ongoing trade 

 
1. The process for determining whether or not there is ongoing international trade in a chemical 
must be as simple and pragmatic as possible, in order that it does not needlessly complicate the process 
for the development of decision-guidance documents.  
 
2. The simplest solution would be to have trade (import/export) information provided by countries 
as part of their submitted notifications of regulatory action. Where no information on imports or exports 
is provided by the notifying countries specific follow-up with industry associations and designated 
national authorities in other countries will be needed.  
 
3. When the secretariat has received at least one notification from each of two PIC regions, the 
collection of information on evidence of trade could be undertaken from all possible sources 
simultaneously, as follows: 
 
 (a) For notifying countries, as a first step, the guidance on completing the notification form 
should make countries aware of the importance of including information on their imports and exports. 
Second, as part of the letter sent to countries to verify the completeness of their submitted notification 
of final regulatory action, they will be informed that, once a second notification from another PIC 
region is provided, they will be requested to provide, where available, information on:  

  (i) Whether or not they manufactured the chemical and, if so, whether they continue to export 
it;  

  (ii) The last time that they imported the chemical;  

 (b) The relevant industry association (pesticide or industrial chemical) will be requested to 
provide a response as to whether the particular chemical is manufactured and traded. A positive 
response would be taken as evidence of trade. A negative response would require specific follow-up;  

 (c) A general call for information on continued use, import and export of the chemical could 
be posted on the Rotterdam website or included in the PIC circular each time that there were two 
verified notifications from two regions. This would also allow non-governmental organizations and 
others to provide information on evidence of continued production, use or trade. 

4. Evidence of ongoing international trade for the chemical will be provided to the Committee for 
its consideration, along with the verified notifications of final regulatory action and supporting 
documentation submitted by the notifying countries. 
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  Annex IV 
 
  Working paper on the preparation and use of focused summaries 
 
 A. Purpose of focused summaries 
 

1. Focused summaries are important tools in facilitating the work of the Chemical Review 
Committee in reviewing notifications of final regulatory actions for banned or severely restricted 
chemicals which are candidates for inclusion in Annex III of the Convention. 
 
2. Focused summaries should summarize the notification of final regulatory action while ensuring 
that an adequate level of detail is provided so that the basis for the regulatory action is clearly presented. 
They should demonstrate how the notification fulfils the criteria in Annex II of the Convention by 
providing a summary of key decisions and key findings, with references to the associated documents. 
 
3. Designated national authorities (DNAs) are invited to submit focused summaries of the 
information used in support of regulatory actions when providing supporting documentation for review 
by the Chemical Review Committee. The use of a focused summary by the Committee is not intended to 
establish a new obligation for DNAs but remains a voluntary action aimed at facilitating the work of the 
Committee. Focused summaries should also assist DNAs in putting together a notification of final 
regulatory action for banned or severely restricted chemicals. 
 
4. The format and content of focused summaries are flexible. They should focus on the information 
which a Government has considered in support of its final regulatory action. Documentation already 
produced and published by national Governments may be adequate as focused summaries. Focused 
summaries should be as informative and as short as possible; depending on the nature of the notification, 
they could be in the order of 10 pages in length. In situations where the supporting documentation is not 
available in English, the focused summary would be that part of the documentation which is translated 
into that language. It should be noted, however that the focused summary is not intended to replace 
supporting documentation, and the supporting documentation should still be provided. 

 
 B.  Outline or key headings to include in a focused summary 

 
 1.  Introduction 
 

5. This section should provide a brief statement or summary of the final regulatory actions and the 
reasons for the action taken (e.g., occupational health concerns, environmental concerns). It may 
include: 
 

(a) The events that led to the final regulatory action; 
 

(b) The significance of the regulatory action, e.g., one use or many uses, level or degree of 
exposure; 
 

(c) An overview of the regulatory system of the notifying country, if relevant; 
 

(d) The scope of the regulatory action: a precise description of the chemicals subject to the 
regulatory action. 
 

 2.  Risk evaluation 
 
6. This section should contain evidence, as available, that a risk evaluation was carried out under the 
prevailing conditions of the notifying country. It should confirm that the criteria in Annex II, 
subparagraph (b), have been met. It may include: 
 
 (a) Key findings of the national risk evaluation; 
 
 (b) Key data reviews consulted together with a brief description; 
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 (c) Reference to national studies, e.g. toxicological and ecotoxicity studies; 
 
 (d) A summary of actual or potential human exposure and/or environmental fate.  

 
C.  Risk reduction and relevance to other States 

 
7. This section should contain evidence that the control action is of relevance to other States. It may 
include information on the following: 
 
 (a) Estimates of the quantity of chemicals used, or imported/exported, at the time of the 
regulatory action and, if possible, information on ongoing trade; 
 
 (b) Relevance of the control action to other States, i.e., those with similar conditions of use; 
 

  (c) Comments on the typical use of the chemical in the notifying country, with comments on 
possible misuse if appropriate. 

 
D. Worked example of a focused summary: monocrotophos 

 

 1.  Introduction 
 

1. This section should provide a brief statement or summary of the final regulatory action and the 
reasons for the action taken (e.g., occupational health concerns, environmental concerns). It may 
include: 
 

   (a) The events that led to the final regulatory action: 
 

The registration of monocrotophos and all products was withdrawn as the result of a review 
of monocrotophos conducted by the Australian National Registration Authority for 
Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (NRA) and its advisory agencies.  

 
 (b) Exposure: 
 

From 9 December 1999, the Australian registration of monocrotophos was cancelled by the 
NRA. The NRA’s decision cancels the registrations and all relevant approvals, and halts 
further imports. Use of monocrotophos will be phased out over a year to allow current 
stocks of monocrotophos to be used up. This was seen as the lowest-risk option for 
disposing of existing stocks of monocrotophos, in the light of risks associated with product 
recall, storage and disposal. It also allows users time to change over to other pesticides. 
Wholesale supply of products to cease by 30 June 2000; retail sale to cease by 31 
December 2000; and all minimum recommended levels will be withdrawn from 30 June 
2002. 

 
 (c) An overview of the regulatory system of the notifying country, if relevant 
 

The NRA is an independent statutory authority with responsibility for the regulation of 
agricultural and veterinary chemicals. The NRA’s Existing Chemicals Review Programme 
(ECRP) systematically examines agricultural and veterinary chemicals registered in the past 
to determine whether they continue to meet current standards for registration. Chemicals for 
review are chosen according to predetermined, publicly available selection criteria. The 
review’s findings are based on information collected from a variety of sources, including 
data packages and information submitted by registrants, information submitted by members 
of the public, questionnaires sent to key user/industry groups and Government 
organizations, and literature searches. 

 
 (d) Scope of the regulatory action: a precise description of the chemicals subject to the 
regulatory action: 
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Australia has withdrawn registration for monocrotophos and all products with a phase-out 
period of one year, ending 30 June 2002 for existing stocks. The Australian MRLs for 
monocrotophos are to be withdrawn on 30 June 2002. 

 
2.  Risk evaluation 

 
2. This section should contain evidence, as available, that a risk evaluation was carried out under the 
prevailing conditions of the notifying country. It should confirm that criteria in Annex II, subparagraph 
(b) have been met. It may include: 
 

(a) Key findings of the national risk evaluation 
 

Australia’s risk evaluation took into account toxicology and public health; occupational 
health and safety; environmental impact; trade impact; and availability of lower-risk 
alternatives. The review concluded that continued use of monocrotophos would pose an 
unacceptably high risk to workers, to wildlife, especially avian and aquatic species, and to 
trade. The environmental risk of monocrotophos use is primarily through exposure of non-
target species. Monocrotophos is very highly toxic to birds exposed on an acute oral and 
subacute dietary basis. Monocrotophos was determined to be the cause of mortality or was 
strongly implicated in a large number of bird-kill incidents affecting a wide variety of avian 
species. Monocrotophos posed serious risks to birds even when application was performed 
in a manner consistent with label directions. Monocrotophos is also highly toxic to 
freshwater invertebrates. The human health risk arises because monocrotophos is a potent 
cholinesterase inhibitor and applicators and workers are potentially at risk of acutely toxic 
effects. In laboratory studies on rats and rabbits, monocrotophos was found to induce 
maternal toxicity and developmentally toxic effects (runting), but no major teratological 
abnormalities, at low doses. 

 
(b) Key data reviews consulted together with a brief description: 

 
FAO/WHO, 1995. Pesticide Residues in Food – 1995 evaluations. Part II - Toxicological 
and Environmental. Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues (JMPR); WHO Geneva 
WHO/PCS/96.48. 
 
FAO/WHO, 1993. Pesticide Residues in Food – 1993; Report, Joint Meeting on Pesticide 
Residues (JMPR); FAO Plant Production and Protection Paper 122. 
 
FAO/WHO, 1995. Pesticide Residues in Food – 1995; Report, Joint Meeting on Pesticide 
Residues (JMPR); FAO Plant Production and Protection Paper 133. 
 
WHO/PCS/96.3. World Health Organization, IPCS, Geneva. 
 
USEPA, 1985. Guidance for the re-registration of manufacturing use and certain end use 
pesticide products containing monocrotophos. USEPA, Washington, D.C. (Sept. 1985). 
 
USEPA, 1985. Pesticide fact sheet No 72: Monocrotophos. USEPA, Washington D.C. 

 
(c) Reference to national studies, e.g. toxicological and ecotoxicity studies: 

 
The NRA review of monocrotophos, January 2000. NRA Review Series 00.1. National 
Registration Authority for Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals 
(http://www.nra.gov.au/chemrev/chemrev.shtml). 
 
National Registration Authority for Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (NRA) Board 
Resolution 793, Action 99-77a, 9 December, 1999. 

 

http://www.nra.gov.au/chemrev/chemrev.shtml
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(d) Summary of actual or potential human exposure and/or environmental fate: 
 

Human exposure assessment 
 
General public: The only exposure path relevant to the general public was considered to be 
food. An estimate of monocrotophos intake was derived from the Australian Market Basket 
Survey. This procedure is based on measured monocrotophos residues found in food 
surveys rather than assuming that the pesticide is present at the maximum residue limit 
(MRL). In 1994, the estimated intake in the group with the highest consumption of 
monocrotophos residues (toddlers aged two) was 7.2 ng/kg bw/day which accounts for less 
than 3 per cent of the acceptable daily intake (ADI). 
 
Workers: In accordance with internationally accepted practice, the occupational risk 
assessment was based on hazard characterization and worker exposure. The latter took into 
consideration the mixing, loading and application activities involved in the use of the 
pesticide. However, there were no measured worker exposure studies for mixing, loading or 
application of monocrotophos and therefore, the United Kingdom Prediction Operator 
Exposure Model (UKPOEM) was used to estimate exposure, from which margins of 
exposure (MOE) for the Australian use pattern were determined wherever possible. 
 
 The conclusions of the occupational health and safety assessment were that: 
 

• High-volume air-blast spraying of fruit and vegetables posed a high and 
unacceptable risk for workers applying monocrotophos, even if mixer/loader 
exposure was eliminated.  

 
• High-volume and low-volume boom-spraying on flowers, tomatoes, French 

beans and maize are not supported as the risk is unacceptable.  
 
• Ground-spraying on broadacre crops is not supported as the risk is unacceptable.  

 
• Aerial spraying is the only application method which was supported because of 

the comparatively minimal likely exposure to users. 
 
Environmental exposure assessment 
 
Australia’s environmental assessment calculations using standard methodology showed that 
there was a high risk to birds from the use of monocrotophos when avian food items were 
sprayed. There was also a high aquatic risk to sensitive invertebrates from spray drift at all 
application rates, except for boom-spray applications at 140 g a.i/ha, where, provided 
suitable measures to reduce spray drift are in place, the risk is moderate. The risk to bees 
and other non-target insects was high. There is also a potentially high risk to aquatic 
organisms from runoff if rain occurs within days of application. 

 
3.  Risk reduction and relevance to other States 

 
3. This section should contain evidence that the control action is of relevance to other States. It may 
include information on the following: 
 

(a) Estimates of the quantity of chemicals used, or imported/exported, at the time of the 
regulatory action and, if possible, information on ongoing trade 
 
  No information 
 

(b) Relevance of the control action to other States, i.e. those with similar conditions of use 
 

The restriction of use of monocrotophos should be considered by all States because of the 
high risk associated with all uses but particularly ground spraying, of monocrotophos even 
when rigorous occupational health and safety practices are employed. The Australian 
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review identified risks to users, trade and the environment and especially to avian and 
aquatic species. 
 
Alternatives: The following alternatives are considered to pose lower risks to workers and 
the environment. World Health Organization hazard classifications are provided as an aid to 
the consideration of relative risks. The classifications are for active constituents. Actual 
hazard depends on formulations. 
 
Moderately hazardous: chlorpyrifos, diazinon; dimethoate; fenitrothion. 
 
Slightly hazardous: azamethiphos; malathion. 

 
(c) Comments on the typical use of the chemical the notifying country, with comments on 

possible misuse if appropriate 
 

Typical and supported uses of monocrotophos were: aerial application to bananas, potatoes, 
and broadacre crops including tobacco, cereals, wheat, oilseeds and cotton; high-volume 
air-blast spraying of fruit and vegetables; high-volume and low-volume boom-spraying on 
flowers, tomatoes, French beans and maize; ground spraying on broadacre crops. After the 
NRA review, aerial spraying was the only application method which was supported 
because of the comparatively minimal likely exposure to users. 
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  Annex V 
 
 

Rationales for conclusions by the Committee that notifications had 
met the criteria of the Annex II of the Rotterdam Convention 

 
A. Notification for methyl bromide (CAS No. 74-83-9) from the Netherlands  

 
1. In reviewing the notification of final regulatory action by the Netherlands to severely restrict 
methyl bromide, together with the supporting documentary information provided by the Party, the 
Committee was able to confirm that the action had been taken in order to protect human health and the 
environment. The major health concern is from acute exposure. Delayed onset of symptoms may occur. 
Fatal poisoning has resulted from exposures to relatively high concentration (from 33,000 mg/m3 or 
8,600 ppm onwards) of methyl bromide vapours. Non-fatal poisoning has resulted from exposure to 
concentrations as low as 390–1,950 mg/m3. Organs affected by exposure include the nervous system, 
lung, nasal mucosa, kidney, eye and skin. Methyl bromide is an ozone-depleting substance and also has 
high toxicity for aquatic organisms. In addition, it was shown that it had potential following uses as a 
soil disinfectant to pollute surface water and to leach to groundwater. 

 
2. The Committee established that the final regulatory action had been taken on the basis of risk 
evaluation and that the evaluation had been based on a review of scientific data. The available 
documentation demonstrated that the data had been generated in accordance with scientifically 
recognized methods, and that the data reviews had been performed and documented in accordance with 
generally recognized scientific principles and procedures. It also showed that the final regulatory action 
had been based on chemical-specific risk evaluations taking into account the conditions of exposure 
within the Netherlands.  

 
3. The risk evaluation of the Netherlands focused on the behaviour and effects of methyl bromide in 
air, groundwater and surface water. It took into account data on the ozone-depleting potential, data on 
the leaching potential and data on the ecotoxicological effects of methyl bromide, e.g., the toxicity for 
fish. The ozone-depletion factor of methyl bromide was approximately 0.6, related to the substance 
CFC13. The estimated concentration in groundwater amounted to approximately 100 µg/L, based on a 
soil degradation half-life time of about 15 days and a sorption constant of about 2.5 L/kg. The measured 
concentrations in surface water amounted to approximately 9 mg/L, which resulted in the expectation of 
a very high risk for fish. The Committee agreed that the evaluation of the risks to aquatic organisms met 
the requirements of the criterion linked to the prevailing conditions of use in the Netherlands. With 
regard, however, to the effects of ozone depletion as a global concern, the Committee noted that the 
relevance of prevailing conditions for risk evaluation needed further discussion and guidance from the 
Conference of the Parties. 

 
4. The Committee concluded that the final regulatory action provided a sufficiently broad basis to 
merit including methyl bromide in Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention in the pesticide category. It 
noted that the action had led to a decrease in the quantities of the chemicals used in the notifying Party. 
Previous uses as a soil disinfectant had been banned since 1992, and only the uses as space fumigant in 
gas proof rooms were still registered. The use of methyl bromide in Dutch agriculture had been reduced 
dramatically because of the decision to ban the substance from the use as a soil fumigant. As a result, 
emissions to air and to ground and surface water had been minimized. Hence, the risk for human health 
or environment in the notifying Party had been significantly reduced. 

 
5. The Committee also took into account that the considerations underlying the final regulatory 
action were not of limited applicability since use of methyl bromide poses human health risks, 
environmental risks and global effects (methyl bromide is included in the Montreal Protocol). On the 
basis of information provided to the members at the first session of the Chemical Review Committee 
and other available information, the Committee concluded also that there was evidence of ongoing 
international trade in methyl bromide. 

 
6. The Committee noted that the final regulatory action was not based on concerns about intentional 
misuse of methyl bromide. 
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7. At its first session, the Committee concluded that the notification of final regulatory action by the 
Netherlands met the information requirements of Annex I and the criteria set out in Annex II to the 
Convention.  

  
B. Notification for methyl parathion (CAS No. 298-00-0) from the European 

Community  
 

8. In reviewing the notification of final regulatory action by the EC to ban methyl parathion, together 
with the supporting documentary information provided by that Party, the Committee was able to 
confirm that the action had been taken in order to protect human health, in particular workers and the 
environment, in particular non-target organisms.  
 
9. In both cases the main concern related to the toxic effects of the substance as a result of inhibition 
of choline esterase. 
 
10. The Committee established that the final regulatory action had been taken as a consequence of a 
risk evaluation and that the evaluation had been based on a review of scientific data. The available 
documentation demonstrated that the data had been generated in accordance with scientifically 
recognized methods, and that the data reviews had been performed and documented in accordance with 
generally recognized scientific principles and procedures. It also showed that the final regulatory action 
had been based on chemical-specific risk evaluations taking into account the conditions of exposure 
within the European Community. The risk evaluation of the pesticidal uses of methyl parathion 
concluded that, on the basis of the results of several exposure models, there were unacceptable risks to 
workers and non-target organisms (insects, birds, aquatic organisms and mammals) due to the acute and 
chronic toxic effects of methyl parathion.   
 
11. The Committee concluded that the final regulatory action provided a sufficiently broad basis to 
merit including methyl parathion in Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention in the pesticide category. It 
noted that the action had led to a decrease in the quantities of the chemicals used in the notifying Party 
since all uses as a plant protection product were prohibited. Hence, the risk for human health and the 
environment in the notifying Party were expected to be significantly reduced. 
 
12.  There was no indication that there were any industrial uses of methyl parathion. The Committee 
also took into account that the considerations underlying the final regulatory action were not of limited 
applicability but of broader relevance since similar problems were likely to occur in other countries, 
particularly developing countries. On the basis of information provided to the members at the first 
session of the Chemical Review Committee and other available information, the Committee concluded 
also that there was evidence of ongoing international trade in methyl parathion. 
 
13. The Committee noted that the final regulatory action was not based on concerns about intentional 
misuse of methyl parathion. 
 
14. At its first session, the Committee concluded that the notification of final regulatory action by the 
European Community met the information requirements of Annex I and the criteria set out in Annex II 
to the Convention.  

 
C. Notification for benzidine (CAS No 92-87-5) and benzidine dihydrochloride (CAS 

No. 531 85-1) from Canada 
 

15. In reviewing the notification of final regulatory action by Canada to severely restrict benzidine 
and benzidine dihydrochloride, together with the supporting documentary information provided by the 
Party, the Committee was able to confirm that the action had been taken in order to protect human 
health. Canada had concluded that benzidine was a non-threshold carcinogen in humans. Benzidine 
dihydrochloride was also addressed because it dissociates in water into benzidine.  
 
16. Generally speaking, benzidine is used as an intermediate in the manufacture of dyes and pigments, 
in very limited specialty laboratory applications, and for research and development purposes. Because 
benzidine is a non-threshold toxicant, it is understood that there is some probability of adverse effect at 
any level of exposure. 
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17. Data used in the Canadian risk evaluation had been identified through the evaluation of existing 
review documents (United States Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, United States 
Environmental Protection Agency and the International Agency for Research on Cancer), as well as 
information from published reference texts and literature identified through on-line searches of various 
databases (Hazardous Substances Data Bank, Registry of Toxic Effects of Chemical Substances, 
Integrated Risk Information System, etc.). All original studies used in the risk evaluation had been 
critically evaluated by Canada. Although levels at the time of the regulatory action did not pose a threat 
to human health, the regulatory action was put in place as a precautionary measure to protect the health 
of Canadians. This approach is consistent with the objective that exposure to non-threshold carcinogens 
should be reduced wherever possible, and obviates the need to establish an arbitrary de minimis level of 
risk. 
 
18. Based on this, the Committee established that the final regulatory action had been taken on the 
basis of risk evaluation and that the evaluation had been based on a review of scientific data. The 
available documentation demonstrated that the data had been generated in accordance with scientifically 
recognized methods and that the data reviews had been performed and documented in accordance with 
generally recognized scientific principles and procedures. It also showed that the final regulatory action 
had been based on chemical-specific risk evaluations taking into account the conditions of exposure 
within Canada.  
 
19. The Committee concluded that the final regulatory action provided a sufficiently broad basis to 
merit including benzidine and benzidine dihydrochloride in Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention in 
the industrial category. Given that preventive action precludes future exposure, the Committee noted 
that the action would lead to a decrease in the quantities of the chemicals potentially used in the 
notifying Party. Hence, potential use and the risk for human health in the notifying Party had been 
significantly reduced. 
 
20. Use of benzidine and benzidine dihydrochloride is severely restricted in Canada, and allowed only 
in very limited specialty laboratory applications, and for research and development purposes. There was 
no indication of any pesticide uses for benzidine. The Committee also took into account that the 
considerations underlying the final regulatory action were not of limited applicability since benzidine is 
a non-threshold carcinogen and conditions of exposure can apply to most countries. On the basis of 
information provided to the members at the first session of the Chemical Review Committee and other 
available information, the Committee concluded also that there was evidence of ongoing international 
trade in benzidine. 
 
21. The Committee noted that the final regulatory action was not based on concerns about intentional 
misuse of benzidine. 
 
22. At its first session, the Committee concluded that the notification of final regulatory action by 
Canada met the information requirements of Annex I and the criteria set out in Annex II to the 
Convention.  

 
D. Notification for bis(chloromethyl)ether (CAS No. 542-88-1) from Canada 
 

23. In reviewing the notification of final regulatory action by Canada to ban bis(chloromethyl)ether, 
together with the supporting documentary information provided by the Party, the Committee was able to 
confirm that the action had been taken in order to protect human health. Canada concluded that 
bis(chloromethyl)ether was a non-threshold carcinogen in humans.  
 
24. Generally speaking, bis(chloromethyl)ether is used primarily in the synthesis of plastics and ion-
exchange resins. Because bis(chloromethyl)ether is a non-threshold toxicant, it is understood that there 
is some probability of adverse effect at any level of exposure. 
 
25. Data used in the Canadian risk evaluation were identified through evaluation of existing review 
documents (United States Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry and United States 
Environmental Protection Agency), as well information from published reference texts and literature 
identified through on-line searches of various databases (Hazardous Substances Data Bank, Registry of 
Toxic Effects of Chemical Substances, Integrated Risk Information System, etc.). All original studies 
used in the risk evaluation had been critically evaluated by Canada. Although levels at the time of the 
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regulatory action did not pose a threat to human health, the regulatory action was put in place as a 
precautionary measure to protect the health of Canadians. This approach is consistent with the objective 
that exposure to non-threshold carcinogens should be reduced wherever possible, and obviates the need 
to establish an arbitrary de minimis level of risk. 
 
26. Based on this, the Committee established that the final regulatory action had been taken on the 
basis of risk evaluation and that the evaluation had been based on a review of scientific data. The 
available documentation demonstrated that the data had been generated in accordance with scientifically 
recognized methods, and that the data reviews had been performed and documented in accordance with 
generally recognized scientific principles and procedures. It also showed that the final regulatory action 
had been based on chemical-specific risk evaluations taking into account the conditions of exposure 
within Canada.  
 
27. The Committee concluded that the final regulatory action provided a sufficiently broad basis to 
merit including bis(chloromethyl)ether in Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention in the industrial 
category. Given that preventive action precludes future exposure, the Committee noted that the action 
would lead to a decrease in the quantities of the chemicals potentially used in the notifying Party. 
Hence, potential use and the risk for human health in the notifying Party had been significantly reduced. 
 
28. Use of bis(chloromethyl)ether is banned in Canada except for use in a laboratory for scientific 
research purposes or as a laboratory analytical standard. There was no indication of any pesticide uses 
for bis(chloromethyl)ether. The Committee also took into account that the considerations underlying the 
final regulatory action were not of limited applicability since bis(chloromethyl)ether is a non-threshold 
carcinogen and conditions of exposure can apply to most countries. On the basis of information 
provided to the members at the first session of the Chemical Review Committee and other available 
information, the Committee could not conclude that there was evidence of ongoing international trade in 
bis(chloromethyl)ether, although this criterion is not a mandatory requirement of Annex II. 
 
29. The Committee noted that the final regulatory action was not based on concerns about intentional 
misuse of bis(chloromethyl)ether. 
 
30. At its first session, the Committee concluded that the notification of final regulatory action by 
Canada met the information requirements of Annex I and the criteria set out in Annex II to the 
Convention.  

 
E. Notification for carbon tetrachloride (CAS No 56-23-5) from Canada 
 

31. In reviewing the notification of final regulatory action by Canada to severely restrict carbon 
tetrachloride, together with the supporting documentary information provided by the Party, the 
Committee was able to confirm that the action had been taken in order to protect the environment. Key 
to the regulatory actions taken was Canada’s conclusion that carbon tetrachloride had an ozone-
depleting potential and created indirect hazards via the environment. Stratospheric ozone depletion leads 
to an increase in the intensity of UV-B rays that reach the earth‘s surface, where they can disrupt 
important biological processes and affect air quality. The most basic impact for humans is the increase 
in skin cancers, but can also cause eye damage, and may weaken the immune system. In the Canadian 
Arctic, UV levels can increase substantially from season to season, owing to the hole in the ozone layer, 
which is caused by ozone-depleting substances, such as carbon tetrachloride. 
 
32. On that basis, the Committee established that the final regulatory action had been taken as a 
consequence of risk evaluation. In addition, the evaluation had been based on a review of scientific data 
in the context of the conditions prevailing in Canada. The supporting documentation (UNEP assessment 
report) indicated that the data had been generated in accordance with scientifically recognized methods, 
and that the data reviews had been performed and documented in accordance with generally recognized 
scientific principles and procedures. Other supporting documentation also showed that the final 
regulatory action had been based on chemical-specific risk evaluations taking into account the 
conditions of exposure within Canada. 
 
33. As an industrial chemical, it was mainly used in the synthesis of chlorofluoromethane (chemical 
feedstock), and also, in smaller quantities, in fire extinguishers, as a dry-cleaning agent, in 
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pharmaceuticals, paints and solvents. As a pesticide, it was used as a fumigant to control insect pests in 
stored grains and garments. 
 
34. The regulatory action taken in Canada prohibits the manufacture, use, sale, import or export of 
carbon tetrachloride, except for certain limited uses. It was therefore considered that the severe 
restriction had led to a significant decrease in the quantities of the chemicals used in Canada. Hence, the 
risk for human health or environment in the notifying Party has been significantly reduced. 
 
35. The Committee also took into account that the considerations underlying the final regulatory 
action were not of limited applicability since carbon tetrachloride caused a global environmental 
problem. On the basis of information provided to the members at the first session of the Chemical 
Review Committee and other available information, the Committee concluded also that there was 
evidence of ongoing international trade in carbon tetrachloride. 
 
36. The Committee noted that the final regulatory action was not based on concerns about intentional 
misuse of carbon tetrachloride. 
 
37. At its first session, the Committee concluded that the notification of final regulatory action by 
Canada met the information requirements of Annex I and the criteria set out in Annex II to the 
Convention. 
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 Annex VI 
 
 

Template for rationales for conclusions by the Committee that notifications 
had met the criteria of the Annex II of the Rotterdam Convention 
 

Rationale for the conclusion that the notification for XXX (CAS No. YYY) from 
ZZZ meets the criteria of Annex II of the Rotterdam Convention 

 
1. In reviewing the notification of final regulatory action by ZZZ together with the supporting 
documentary information provided by the Party, the Committee was able to confirm that the action had 
been taken in order to protect human health/the environment. INSERT description of health/environment 

effects, uses, exposure  

 
2. The Committee established that the final regulatory action had been taken on the basis of risk 
evaluation and that the evaluation had been based on a review of scientific data. The available 
documentation demonstrated that the data had been generated in accordance with scientifically 
recognized methods, and that the data reviews had been performed and documented in accordance with 
generally recognized scientific principles and procedures. It also showed that the final regulatory action 
had been based on chemical-specific risk evaluations taking into account the conditions of exposure 
within ZZZ . INSERT summary of the risk evaluation. 

 
3. The Committee concluded that the final regulatory action provided a sufficiently broad basis to 
merit including CHEMICAL XXX in Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention in the pesticide / 

industrial category. It noted that the action had led to a decrease in the quantities of the chemicals used 
in the notifying Party (brief description of uses banned or severely restricted and those still allowed), 
insert effects resulting from the decrease in quantity or expected effect from the preventive action. 
Hence, the risk for human health or environment in the notifying Party had been significantly reduced. 

 
4. (Where applicable) There was no indication that there were any pesticide / industrial uses of 
CHEMICAL XXX. The Committee also took into account that the considerations underlying the final 
regulatory action were not of limited applicability since INSERT REASON. On the basis of information 
provided to the members at the first session of the Chemical Review Committee and other available 
information, the Committee concluded also that there was evidence of ongoing international trade in 
CHEMICAL XXX. 

 
5. The Committee noted that the final regulatory action was not based on concerns about intentional 
misuse of CHEMICAL XXX. 

 
6. At its first session, the Committee concluded that the notification of final regulatory action by 
ZZZ met the information requirements of Annex I and the criteria set out in Annex II to the Convention. 
When a second notification for the same chemical from a Party in a region other than *** be found by 
the Committee as meeting the criteria of Annex II, the Committee will recommend to the Conference of 
the Parties that CHEMICAL XXX be included in Annex III to the Rotterdam Convention. 

 
 
 

________________ 


