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SUMMARY 

1) The purpose of the Rotterdam Conven-
tion is to advance environmental justice 
by providing a critical right - the Right 
to Prior Informed Consent – particularly 
to developing countries and countries 
with economies in transition, to whom 
hazardous chemicals and pesticides are 
increasingly being exported and where 
resources to safely monitor and manage 
these dangerous substances are often 
lacking or nonexistent.
ROCA calls on all Parties to the Convention to 
demonstrate commitment to environmental 
justice by supporting the consensus process, 
which enables the Right to Prior Informed 
Consent provision of the Convention to be 
implemented.

2) The Convention provides rights and 
imposes obligations in order to achieve 
responsible trade in Hazardous Sub-
stances.
ROCA calls on countries, who export a 
particular hazardous substance, to practice 
responsible trade by supporting the recom-
mendation of the Chemical Review Com-
mittee (CRC) regarding that hazardous sub-
stance. Exporting countries have a legal and 
moral duty not to undermine  the Right of 
Prior Informed Consent that the Convention 
grants to importing countries.

3) The Convention provides a specific 
science-based process for determining 
which substances should be listed in 
Annex III of the Convention.
ROCA calls on all Parties to the Conven-
tion to act with integrity and support the 
recommendation of the Chemical Review 
Committee for COP6 to approve the listing 
of the following six substances in Annex III: 
Azinphos-methyl; Chrysotile asbestos; Per-
fluorooctane sulfonic acid, Perfluorooctane-
sulfonates, Perfluorooctanesulfonamides and 
Perfluorooctanesulfonyls; Pentabromodi-
phenyl ether and Pentabromodiphenyl ether 

commercial mixtures; Octabromodiphenyl 
ether commercial mixtures; liquid formula-
tions (emulsifiable concentrate and soluble 
concentrate) containing paraquat dichloride 
at or above 276 g/L, corresponding to para-
quat ion at or above 200 g/L.

4) The Convention should not be held 
hostage by a handful of countries acting 
in bad faith.
ROCA calls on all Parties to the Convention to 
support the removal of the square brackets 
from Rule 45, Paragraph 1 of the Rules of Pro-
cedure, thus allowing a decision to be taken 
by a two-thirds majority vote, as a last resort, 
if all efforts to reach consensus have been 
exhausted, so that a handful of countries, act-
ing in bad faith, may not hold the rest of the 
world hostage and prevent the implementa-
tion of the Convention.

5) The actions of a handful of countries, 
allied to the asbestos industry, are endan-
gering the integrity and effectiveness of 
the Convention.
ROCA urges the Chair of COP6, at the open-
ing of the COP, to issue a call that any Party 
which intends to oppose the CRC recom-
mendation to list chrysotile asbestos, or any 
of the other five recommended substances, 
let the other Parties know right then at the 
outset of the conference, so that an opportu-
nity would be provided to allow the neces-
sary work to be done to achieve consensus. 

6) ROCA is gravely disturbed that a sham 
conference (“International scientific 
conference: Chrysotile Asbestos: Risk 
Assessment and Management”, Kiev, 
Nov. 21-22, 2012), aimed at defeating the 
recommendation of the CRC to list chry-
sotile asbestos was falsely represented as 
a recommendation made by COP5, and 
that the conference was promoted on 
the PIC website and was attended by the 
Secretariat.

ROCA urges the Secretariat not to promote 
or attend sham conferences that are initi-
ated to defeat the recommendations of the 
CRC. ROCA urges COP6 to reprimand the 
sponsors of the conference, “International 
scientific conference: Chrysotile Asbestos: Risk 
Assessment and Management” (the Ministry 
of Health of Ukraine, the National Academy 
of Medical Sciences of Ukraine SI Institute for 
Occupational Health, the Russian Academy 
of Medical Sciences FSBI Research Institute of 
Occupational Health) and a Ukrainian and a 
Russian institute for falsely stating in the Reso-
lution passed at the conference, which op-
posed listing of chrysotile asbestos by COP6, 
that the conference was held in accordance 
with the recommendations of COP5. 

7) ROCA encourages the Secretariat to 
continue its efforts to increase notifica-
tions in order to render the Convention 
more effective.
ROCA urges COP6 to approve the implemen-
tation of the Secretariat’s proposed areas 
for priority actions and to develop further 
strategies to achieve the goal of increased 
notifications, so as to increase the impact and 
effectiveness of the Convention.

8) ROCA urges the parties to COP6 to 
urgently move forward to implement a 
compliance mechanism.
ROCA urges COP6 to create a compliance 
committee and adopt concrete, effective 
procedures and mechanisms on compliance.

9) ROCA urges parties to COP6 to ap-
prove concrete and effective measures to 
provide needed financial and technical 
assistance for developing countries and 
countries with economies in transition.

10) ROCA urges parties to COP6 to exer-
cise careful oversight of the synergy pro-
cess and to ensure effective involvement 
of civil society. 



ROCA POSITION PAPER FOR COP6 

1) The purpose of the Rotterdam Conven-
tion is to advance environmental justice 
by providing a Right to Prior Informed 
Consent

Countries attending the Rio Earth Summit 
in 1992: 
 
•	 �Noted that control over the trade in haz-

ardous chemicals is an essential element 
in eradicating poverty and illness and in 
protecting the environment.

•	 �Expressed concern that hazardous 
chemicals and pesticides, that are banned 
or severely restricted in industrialized 
countries, are increasingly being shipped 
to low and middle income countries or 
countries with economies in transition, 
where resources to safely monitor and 
manage these dangerous substances are 
often lacking or nonexistent.

•	 �Expressed determination to protect 
human health, including the health of 
consumers and workers, and the environ-
ment against potentially harmful impacts 
from certain hazardous chemicals and 
pesticides in international trade.

The countries attending the Rio Earth Sum-
mit therefore decided that a legally bind-
ing international agreement was urgently 
required to control traffic in hazardous 
chemicals. 
Thus, the Rotterdam Convention was cre-
ated in 1998 and came into effect in 2004. 
One hundred and fifty countries have now 
ratified the Convention.

RECOMMENDATION

ROCA calls on all Parties to the 
Convention to demonstrate commit-
ment to environmental justice by 
supporting the consensus process, 
which enables the provisions of the 
Convention to be implemented.

2) The Convention provides a right to 
importing countries and imposes an ob-
ligation on exporting countries in order 
to achieve responsible trade in hazardous 
substances

The Convention does not ban trade in haz-
ardous substances. However, by ratifying 
the Convention, countries, which export a 
hazardous substance, make a commitment, 
under an international, legally binding Con-
vention, to fulfill the obligations that the 
Convention imposes on exporting countries. 

Exporting countries have a legal and moral 
duty to respect – and not to block - the 
right of Prior Informed Consent that the 
Convention grants to importing countries. 
The Convention contains legally binding 
provisions that:

•	 �Require that countries exporting haz-
ardous substances practice responsible 
trade.

•	 �Provide a basic human right – the Right 
of Prior Informed Consent – particularly 
to developing countries and countries 
with economies in transition, where 
hazardous substances are increasingly 
shipped. 

•	 �Enable low and middle income coun-
tries and countries with economies in 
transition to more effectively control 
their borders and protect health and the 
environment, empowered with the right 
to refuse hazardous substances which, 
in their judgment, they do not have the 
means and resources to manage safely, or 
to ensure that required safety measures 
are in place, if they choose to allow the 
import of the hazardous substance.

RECOMMENDATION
 
ROCA calls on Parties to the Con-
vention, who export a particular 
hazardous substance, to practice 
responsible trade by supporting the 
recommendation of the Chemical 
Review Committee (CRC) regard-
ing that hazardous substance and 
to refrain from blocking the right 
of Prior Informed Consent that the 
Convention provides to importing 
countries.

3) The Convention provides a specific 
science-based process for determining 
which substances should be listed in 
Annex III of the Convention

The Chemical Review Committee (CRC), 
made up of 32 government-appointed 
scientific experts is mandated by the Con-
vention to determine whether a specific 
substance meets the scientific and techni-
cal criteria of the Convention for listing as a 
hazardous substance under Annex III and, if 
so, to recommend that it be listed. The CRC 
follows a specific evidence-based process, 
prescribed in Annex I and II of the Conven-
tion.
 
The CRC is mandated by the Convention to 
play this important role in order to ensure 
that the recommendation whether to list a 

specific substance in Annex III is made by 
independent scientific experts, is objective 
and evidence-based, and is insulated from 
political pressures that may be exerted by 
vested interests, who derive financial ben-
efit in exporting the substance, and who 
may not wish to notify importing countries 
of the health risks and the costly safety 
measures required. 

RECOMMENDATION 

•	 �ROCA calls on all Parties to the 
Convention to act with integrity 
and support the recommenda-
tions of the Chemical Review 
Committee. 

•	 �ROCA particularly calls on coun-
tries, which export a hazardous 
substance and thus have a con-
flict of interest, not to put their 
vested interests ahead of their 
obligations under the Convention 
and not to block the recommen-
dation of the CRC to list in Annex 
III the particular substance they 
export.

•	 �ROCA calls on all Parties to the 
Convention to support the  
recommendations of the CRC to 
list the following substances in 
Annex III: 

1.	Azinphos-methyl. Azinphos-
methyl is extremely toxic following 
acute oral and dermal exposures. 
Acute toxic signs induced by azin-
phos-methyl include tremors, con-
vulsions, salivation and respiratory 
distress. Dose-related inhibition 
of plasma, erythrocyte and brain 
cholinesterase activity occurs by all 
exposure.

2.	Chrysotile asbestos, which is 
being put before the COP for the 
fourth time. The risk assessment 
concluded that human exposure to 
chrysotile is associated with an ex-
cess risk of asbestosis, lung cancer 
and mesothelioma.

3.	Perfluorooctane sulfonic acid, 
perfluorooctanesulfonates, perfluo-
rooctanesulfonamides and perfluo-
rooctanesulfonyls. PFOS fulfils the 
criteria for very persistent, very bio-
accumulative and toxic substances. 
There is a statistically significant 
association between PFOS exposure 
and bladder cancer and that there 
appeared to be an increased risk of 

episodes of neoplasm of the male 
reproductive system, the overall 
category of cancers and benign 
growths, and neoplasms of the gas-
trointestinal tract. 

4.	Pentabromodiphenyl ether and 
Pentabromodiphenyl ether com-
mercial mixtures. PentaBDE is 
widely recognized as a persistent 
organic pollutant with a high poten-
tial to bioconcentrate, bioaccumu-
late and a long-range transport to 
remote regions. 

5.	Octabromodiphenyl ether com-
mercial mixtures. OctaBDE is classi-
fied as a reproductive toxicant, due 
to its effects on human health, with 
the risk phrases “may cause harm to 
unborn child”, and “possible risk of 
impaired fertility”. Studies and as-
sessments provided evidence that 
OctaBDE may cause adverse effect 
such as effects on reproductive or-
gans and developmental effects. 

6.	Liquid formulations (emulsifi-
able concentrate and soluble 
concentrate) containing paraquat 
dichloride at or above 276 g/L, cor-
responding to paraquat ion at or 
above 200 g/L. The adverse effects 
appeared immediately to several 
hours after the application of the 
pesticide. Symptoms reported in-
cluded headaches, excessive sweat-
ing, itching, tingling, burning of the 
skin, skin rashes and sores, com-
plete destruction of contaminated 
areas, fever, dizziness, bone pain, 
loss of consciousness, breathing dif-
ficulties, cough, vision. 

4) The Convention should not be held 
hostage by a handful of countries acting 
in bad faith

The Rotterdam Convention (RC) Confer-
ences of the Parties (COPs) operate on a 
consensus basis. In order to ensure that the 
Convention cannot be made unworkable 
by a handful of Parties acting in bad faith, 
the Rules of Procedure for the COP allow 
decisions to be taken by a two-thirds ma-
jority vote, as a last resort, when “all efforts 
to reach consensus have been exhausted” 
(Rule 45, Paragraph 1). There are still square 
brackets around Paragraph 1, which means 
that this rule is not yet in effect. 

It should be noted that this same provi-

sion - allowing for a decision to be taken by 
a two-thirds majority vote, as a last resort, 
if consensus has proven impossible - is in 
effect under the Basel Convention (Rule 40 
of the Rules of Procedure). The existence of 
this option, as a last resort, serves, in fact, 
as an incentive for Parties to achieve con-
sensus. In the twenty years, since the Basel 
Convention came into effect, all decisions 
of the COPs have been made by consensus. 
It has thus proven unnecessary to take a 
vote.

RECOMMENDATION

ROCA calls on all Parties to the Con-
vention to support the removal of 
the square brackets from Rule 45, 
Paragraph 1 of the Rules of Proce-
dure, so that a handful of countries, 
acting in bad faith, may not hold 
the rest of the world hostage and 
prevent the effective implementa-
tion of the Convention.

5) The actions of a handful of countries, 
allied to the asbestos industry, are endan-
gering the integrity and effectiveness of 
the Convention 

A handful of countries, allied to the asbes-
tos industry and, until now, led by Canada, 
has repeatedly blocked the recommenda-
tion of the CRC to list chrysotile asbestos 
under Annex III. At COP5, in 2011, Canada 
single-handedly defied the wish of the COP 
and refused consensus to allow chrysotile 
asbestos to be listed. Canada stated that 
the recommendation of the CRC to list 
chrysotile asbestos under Annex III was “ap-
propriate” and that “the criteria for listing 
were met”. Canada, nevertheless, refused 
to allow consensus, refused to give any ex-
planation and refused to engage in efforts 
to achieve consensus. Canada thus violated 
its obligation to practice a consensus ap-
proach and rendered null and void any pos-
sibility of a consensus being reached.

The last two asbestos mines in Canada 
have closed down, due to environmental 
and financial problems, and the Canadian 
government no longer has a financial or po-
litical interest in the asbestos industry. The 
Canadian government has announced that 
it will therefore no longer block the listing 
of chrysotile asbestos in Annex III.

We are concerned, however, that other 
countries who export asbestos or who have 
governments allied to the asbestos indus-

try, may seek to block the listing, in order to 
continue to practice irresponsible export 
of chrysotile asbestos. Global asbestos pro-
duction has been around 2 million tonnes 
a year for the past twenty years. Russia pro-
duces half of this amount (1 million tonnes 
a year), of which it exported 748,564 tonnes 
in 2011.We are particularly concerned that 
Russia may seek to block the CRC’s recom-
mendation to list chrysotile asbestos.

Asbestos is the only substance that has 
encountered repeated refusal to allow the 
recommendation of the CRC to be im-
plemented. This blockage of the listing of 
chrysotile asbestos is political and is due to 
pressure exerted by the asbestos industry, 
which denies the overwhelming scientific 
evidence that chrysotile asbestos is a haz-
ardous substance and which lobbies to de-
feat the recommendations of the CRC.
 
Since the Rotterdam Convention was cre-
ated in 1998, the evidence that chrysotile 
asbestos is hazardous has grown even 
stronger. A requirement for a substance to 
be listed in Annex III is that the substance 
has been banned or severely restricted in 
at least two regions of the world. Between 
2000 and 2012, the number of countries 
banning chrysotile asbestos has tripled 
from 18 countries to 54. 

In light of the conduct by Canada and a 
tiny number of countries allied with the 
asbestos industry to make the achievement 
of consensus impossible, it is critical that 
other countries demonstrate the strong-
est determination to stop this destructive 
conduct, which violates the legal and moral 
obligation of every Party to the Convention 
to demonstrate bona fides (good faith). 

RECOMMENDATION

•	 �ROCA urges the Chair of COP6, 
after the preliminary organiza-
tional matters (Agenda items 1, 2 
and 3) have been dealt with, and 
prior to commencement of dis-
cussion of Agenda Item 4 (Rules 
of procedure), to issue a call that 
any Party which intends to op-
pose the CRC recommendation 
to list chrysotile asbestos, or any 
of the other five recommended 
substances, let the other Parties 
know at that moment at the out-
set of the conference.

•	 �ROCA urges that Parties support 
this call, so that an opportunity 



would then be provided to allow 
		 the necessary work to be done to 	
		 achieve consensus. 
•	 �ROCA urges that, if any country 

expresses an intention to oppose 
the CRC recommendation to list 
chrysotile asbestos, which has 
been put before COP3, COP4, 
COP5 and now COP6, then the 
Chair and Parties state the real-
ity that COP6 faces a breakdown 
of the Convention, where a 
small number of countries are 
rendering consensus impossible 
to achieve regarding chrysotile 
asbestos and that, until this 
impasse has been resolved, no 
decision will be taken by COP6 on 
Agenda item 4, regarding Rule 45, 
Paragraph 1 of the Rules of Pro-
cedure which allows a two-thirds 
majority decision to be taken, as a 
last resort, in exactly this extreme 
situation. 

6) ROCA is gravely disturbed that a 
sham conference, aimed at undermin-
ing the recommendation of the CRC to 
list chrysotile asbestos has been falsely 
represented as a recommendation made 
by COP5 

ROCA is gravely disturbed that a sham “In-
ternational scientific conference: Chrysotile 
Asbestos: Risk Assessment and Manage-
ment”, organized with the aim of prevent-
ing the listing of chrysotile asbestos under 
the RC, has been falsely represented as 
having been a recommendation of COP5. In 
reality, the conference was a recommenda-
tion put forward by Russia and Ukraine at 
COP5 and was not endorsed by COP5.

The Ukraine has unsuccessfully urged at 
earlier COPs that the recommendation of 
the CRC to list chrysotile asbestos be eradi-
cated, on the basis that a small number of 
Parties, allied to the asbestos industry, had 
blocked the recommendation at the COP. 

At COP5, Russia and Ukraine proposed “to 
conduct a scientific conference in order to 
make a grounded decision in respect of the 
problem concerned at the 6th Conference 
of (the) Parties”. The problem, to which The 
Ukraine and Russia referred, was how to 
eliminate the recommendation of the CRC 
to list chrysotile asbestos. The “International 
conference Chrysotile Asbestos: Risk Assess-
ment and Management”, sponsored by the 
government of The Ukraine and Russian 
and Ukrainian institutes allied to the asbes-
tos industry, took place on Nov. 21-22, 2012 

in Kiev, Ukraine. It brought together scien-
tists who have long been financed by and 
allied to the asbestos industry. As planned, 
the participants at the conference passed 
a motion, opposing the listing of chrysotile 
asbestos in Annex III of the RC.

The resolution falsely states: “The confer-
ence was held in accordance with recom-
mendations of the V Conference of the 
Parties to the Rotterdam Convention (19-25 
June 2011, Geneva).”

This sham conference, instigated to prevent 
chrysotile asbestos from being listed in 
Annex III, was promoted on the RC website. 
Members of the RC Secretariat attended it 
as observers.

RECOMMENDATION 

•	 �ROCA urges the Secretariat not to 
promote or attend sham confer-
ences, organized by allies of the 
asbestos industry, or any other 
industry, that are intended to un-
dermine and thwart the recom-
mendations of the CRC. 

•	 �ROCA urges COP6 to reprimand 
the Ministry of Health of Ukraine, 
the National Academy of Medical 
Sciences of Ukraine SI Institute for 
Occupational Health and the Rus-
sian Academy of Medical Sciences 
FSBI Research Institute of Occu-
pational Health for falsely stating 
in the Resolution, that was passed 
at the Kiev conference and which 
opposed  listing of  chrysotile as-
bestos by COP6, that the confer-
ence was held in accordance with 
the recommendations of COP5. 

7) ROCA encourages the Secretariat to 
continue its efforts to increase notifica-
tions in order to render the Convention 
more effective

ROCA supports the proposals submitted to 
COP6 by the Secretariat to increase the num-
ber of notifications of final regulatory action 
and guidance to assist Parties in their prepara-
tion. The Secretariat identified three proposed 
areas for priority actions:
(a) Encourage the increased use of existing 
training and guidance materials and develop 
additional materials;
(b) Support Parties in their submission of notifi-
cations through various initiatives;
(c) Focus on technical assistance activities to 
increase capacity and highlight the impor-
tance of notifications.

RECOMMENDATION

ROCA urges COP6 to approve the 
implementation of these proposed 
areas for priority actions and to de-
velop further strategies to achieve 
the goal of increased notifications 
so as to increase the impact and ef-
fectiveness of the Convention.

8) ROCA urges COP6 to urgently move 
forward to implement a compliance 
mechanism

Article 17 of the Rotterdam Convention 
calls on the COP to adopt procedures and 
institutional mechanisms for determining 
noncompliance with the provisions of the 
Convention and for treatment of Parties 
found to be in non-compliance, but, to 
date, this has not been achieved.

COP6 will review proposals for establishing 
a compliance committee and for adopting 
procedures and mechanisms on compli-
ance, which were developed at earlier COPs 
and by the contact group appointed at 
COP5.

RECOMMENDATION 

ROCA urges COP6 to create a 
compliance committee and adopt 
concrete, effective procedures and 
mechanisms on compliance.

9) ROCA urges COP6 to approve con-
crete and effective measures to provide 
needed financial and technical assistance

In order for the Convention to be effectively 
implemented, it is essential that developing 
countries and countries with economies in 
transition be provided with needed techni-
cal and financial assistance.

RECOMMENDATION

ROCA urges COP6 to:

•	 �Request the Secretariat to con-
tinue its collaboration with rel-
evant partners, such as the Global 
Environment Facility (GEF) and its 
implementing agencies and the 
participating organizations of the 
Inter-Organization Programme 
for the Sound Management of 

Chemicals, to ensure that provi-
sions relevant to the Rotterdam 
Convention are taken into ac-
count in the development of 
technical assistance projects and 
activities in follow-up to decision 
RC-3/5.

•	 �Encourage countries to incorpo-
rate sound chemicals manage-
ment into their national develop-
ment plans and programmes to 
help raise the profile of chemicals 
management and draw attention 
to its importance to donor coun-
tries and private sector; 

•	 �Encourage countries to involve 
civil society organisations in the 
activities aimed at awareness 
raising on hazardous pesticides 
and chemicals, and implementing 
practical solutions at the national 
level. 

•	 �Encourage countries to carry out 
educational work and training 
with PIC Secretariat to draw at-
tention to the benefits of under-
standing and using PIC to address 
problem pesticides and hazard-
ous chemicals. 

•	 �Encourage donor countries to 
continue and enhance their con-
tributions that support financial 
and technical support to devel-
oping countries and countries 
with economies in transition, and 
Recommend to the GEF that it re-
stores its past practice of allowing 
NGOs with the capability to do 
so to execute GEF Medium Sized 
Projects (MSPs).

10) ROCA urges COP6 to exercise careful 
oversight of the synergy process

Coordination and cooperation among the 
three Conventions on chemicals and waste 
– Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm – can 
bring increased effectiveness. It is essen-
tial, however, that the unique mandate of 
each Convention not be weakened in the 
measures being proposed and adopted to 
achieve synergy. It is also critical that civil 
society be involved in strategies across the 
three Conventions to achieve chemical 
safety goals and to advance public aware-
ness and education, as well as in monitor-
ing the effectivenss of the synergy process.

In addition, the success of the synergy  
initiative is also dependent on the effective 
involvement of civil society both in chemi-
cal safety issues across the three Conven-

tions as well as in public awareness and 
outreach. The synergy process should be 
under critical evaluation of the success and 
effectiveness of a common system for the 
development, management and distribu-
tion of information and outreach materials.  

 
RECOMMENDATION

ROCA urges COP6 to:

•	 �Ensure that the elements and 
goals unique to each of the three 
Conventions are not sacrificed in 
the goal of achieving synergies 
among the three Conventions. 

•	 �Ensure effective involvement 
by civil society in all aspects of 
promoting synergies among the 
three Conventions, in particular 
in public awareness and outreach 
activities on all three Conven-
tions.

•	 �Monitor and critically evaluate 
the success and effectiveness of 
the synergy process.

The ROCA (Rotterdam Convention Alliance) 
is an Alliance of Environmental, Labour and 
Health organizations around the world working 
to promote the full and effective implementa-
tion of the Rotterdam Convention.

The ROCA envisions a world in which all people 
are protected from hazardous chemicals, in 
which all people have access to credible scien-
tific information, and in which trade in hazard-
ous chemicals does not occur without prior, 
informed consent.

This ROCA Position Paper has been prepared 
and edited by Alexandra Caterbow, Kathleen 
Ruff, Olga Speranskaya, Emmanuel Odjam-
Akumatey, Madhumita Dutta, Laurie Kazan-
Allen, Fernanda Giannasi, Vladimir Korotenko, 
Najwa Bourawi, Sugio Furuya, Elina Doszhanova, 
Vladimir Korotenko from various ROCA member 
organisations including:

•	 �ABREA – Brazilian Association of People  
Exposed to Asbestos

•	 BIOM, Kyrgyzstan
•	 �Corporate Accountability Desk of The Other 

Media, India
•	 Eco-Accord, Russia
•	 Ecological Restorations, Ghana
•	 International Ban Asbestos Secretariat 
•	 Right on Canada 
•	 Social Ecological Fund NGF, Kazakhstan
•	 Thanal, India
•	 �WECF– Women in Europe for a Common Future  

Contact: 
www.rocalliance.org

Kathleen Ruff
Senior Human Rights Adviser 
Right on Canada / Rideau Institute
kruff@bulkley.net 
www.rightoncanada.ca

Alexandra Caterbow
Senior Policy Adviser Chemicals and Health
WECF – Women in Europe for a Common Future
alexandra.caterbow@wecf.eu
www.wecf.eu   

ROCA
Rotterdam Convention Alliance

This publication was made possible with support from the 
Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation 
and Nuclear Safety, Germany. The responsibility for the 
content of the publication lies solely with ROCA.



Country Organisation

Albania Association for New Environmental Policies

Argentina Research Centre, Habitat & Energy, Secretary of Reseach, Faculty of Achitecture, 
Design & Urbanism, University of Buenos Aires

Armenia Armenian Women for Health and Healthy Environment

Australia National Toxics Network Inc.

Azerbaijan Ecological Society "Ruzgar"

Bangladesh Bangladesh Occupational Safety, Health & Environment Foundation

Belgium Asbestos Victims Association of Belgium, NGO Shipbreaking Platform, ABEVA

Benin Action Group for the Promotion and Protection of the Fora and Fauna

Brazil Brazilian Association of Asbestos Exposed People, ABREA

Cameroon Research and Education Centre for Development

Canada Rideau Institute. Prevent Cancer Now. Canadian Environmental Network
Asbestos-related Research, Education & Advocacy Fund.A Walk to Remember Victims of Asbestos, Canada/USA. Sierra Club.  
RightOnCanada.ca. Canadian Voices of Asbestos Victims. Asbestos-related Research, Education & Advocacy Fund. India Canada 
Association, Waterloo Region.The Asian Journal.Victims of Asbestos/Industrial Disease of Canada. Canadian Society for Asbestos 
Victims. People's Health Movement. Saskatchewan Asbestos Disease Awareness Organization

France Ban Asbestos. Association Henri Pézerat. National Association of Asbestos Victims, ANDEVA

Germany German Asbestosis Victims Group 

Ghana Ecological Restorations

Hong Kong No More Asbestos in Hong Kong Alliance. Association for the Rights of Industrial Accident Victims

India Corporate Accountability Desk-The Other Media. Occupational and Environmental Health Network of India. Environics Trust.  
ToxicsWatch Alliance

Indonesia Local Initiative for Occupational Health & Safety Network. Indonesia Ban Asbestos Network

Italy Association of Asbestos Victims and Families, Casale, AFEVA

Japan Japan Association of Mesothelioma and Asbestos-related Disease Victims & their families. Ban Asbestos Network Japan. Japan 
Occupational Safety and Health Resource Center

Jordan Land and Human to Advocate Progress of Jordan

Kazakhstan Social-Ecological Fund NGF / EcoForum NGO Network

Korea Korean Association of Asbestos Mine Victims. Korean Association of Mesothelioma Victims. Busan Association of Asbestos Victims in 
Korea. Ban Asbestos Network Korea., BANKO. National Association of Asbestos Victims in Korea, Asian Citizen‘s Center for Environ-
mental Health

Kyrgyzstan BIOM

Lebanon IndyACT 

Morocco Association d'Éducation Environnementale et de Protection des Oiseaux au Maroc

Netherlands Dutch asbestos victims committee

Nigeria Pan African Vision for the Environment PAVE. Foundation for the Conservation of the Earth. 
Niger Delta Women's movement for Peace and Development

Pakistan Roots for Equity

Peru Asociación Frente al Asbesto. Agrupación  Peruana de Expuestos y Victimas del Asbesto
Consorcio por la Salud y el Ambiente. Foro Salud

Russia Eco-Accord

Spain Federación Española de Asociaciones de Víctimas y Colectivos del Amianto

Thailand Thailand Ban Asbestos Network, T-BAN

The Philippines The Associated Labor Unions-Trade union Congress of the Philippines

Tunisia Association pour la Protection de l'Environnement et le Développement Durable de Bizerte. 
Association de l'Education Environnementale pour les Futures Générations, Tunisia

Uganda Uganda Network on Toxic Free Malaria Control

U.K. Barrow Trades Union Council. North East Asbestos Support & Advice Group.Tyneside Occupational Health Project
Communities Against Toxics. Asbestos Victims Support Groups' Forum

Ukraine UNENGO MAMA-86

U.S. Asbestos Disease Awareness Organization, ADAO. World Information Transfer, Inc.

Uganda Uganda Network on Toxic Free Malaria Control

REGIONAL / International

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Building Workers International
International Association of Labour Inspection (IALI), which has members in more than 100 countries
International Ban Asbestos Secretariat, IBAS
Occupational Knowledge International
Asian Ban Asbestos Network, A-BAN
Asia Monitor Resource Centre, AMRC
Asian Network for the Rights of Occupational and Environmental Victims, ANROEV
Network Women's Popular Education. Latin America and Caribbean (REPEM LAC) 
Virtual-Citizen Network for the Ban of Asbestos in Latin America
Women International for a Common Future

ROCA
Rotterdam Convention Alliance


