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Annex I. PSU feedback to stakeholders comments during the second public consultation. 

Refer-
ence 

T
y
p
e 

Comment Category 
Proposed 
change 

Contri-
butor 

PSU feedback 

General 
1.1.c 
2.1.c 
3.1.a 
4.1.a 

G FSC should not use GHS classifications to 
identify HHP unless a specific international 
or national authority can be identified to 
serve as the single official source of a list of 
GHS-classified pesticides. 
As pointed out by the European Centre for 
Ecotoxicology and Toxicology of Chemicals 
(ECETOC), “Regulatory authorities 
worldwide are beginning to use the GHS 
criteria and it is already being noticed that 
their interpretation varies in different parts 
of the world.” Similarly, the most recent 
report from the 7th Annual FAO/WHO Joint 
Meeting on Pesticide Management reported 
that “An important issue that arose during 
the project is that the international 
classification of hazards may have been 
harmonized through the GHS but the 
outcome of health evaluations may still not 
be similar; the result is that reputable 
sources disagree about whether a pesticide 
is a carcinogen, mutagen, etc.” 
 Given that various national/international 
authorities may generate different lists 
depending on interpretation, the FSC I&T 

Sources 
(GHS) 

The phrase “as 
classified by 
national/internati
onal authorities” 
should be 
changed to read 
“as classified by 
WHO,” or similar 
international 
body. 

Member 
economic 
North 

The GHS is an internationally agreed 
classification system. The GHS is 
implemented by national authorities or in 
case of the EU by the ECHA (European 
Chemical Agency). 
 
Pesticides which were never authorized in 
the EU, but might be widely used in other 
nations will not appear in EU GHS 
legislation. 
 
There is no single source and probably 
there won't be one, because no country 
can and will classify chemicals not 
registered nationally, because a) needed 
registration data are not available and b) 
there is simply no need to spend 
resources on the classification of 
nationally non-registered substances. 
 
ECETOC is a think-tank of the chemical 
industry 
(see http://www.ecetoc.org/members-2). 
They are not in favour of classification 
systems, which potentially threat their 
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Contri-
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PSU feedback 

should specify a single GHS classification 
scheme, preferably an international 
scheme. For example, the WHO 
Recommended Classification of Pesticides 
by Hazard now includes some GHS hazard 
category information. 

business. 
 
The recommendation of using the GHS 
classification was agreed by consensus 
by the expert panel in 2012. 

General T The I&Ts and sources of information are 
wide and many are based on single country 
or regional guides.   
FSC should not impose requirements of 
single or grouped nations (appearing very 
Eurocentric) on others (i.e. BCPC Pesticide 
Manual). There is also debate from 
reputable sources regarding whether a 
pesticide is a carcinogen, mutagen, etc in 
the sources used by FSC.  Only 
internationally recognized I&Ts or 
information sources should be used – i.e. 
the WHO or international convention 
recommendations. 

Sources 

 

CH North If a pesticide is classified as a carcinogen 
or mutagen by a national governments or 
a group of nations (such as the EU), then 
this is usually done based on data 
provided by the pesticide industry for the 
authorization process. 
Commonly, the pesticide industry 
provides the very same data to all 
nations, because there are international 
OECD guidelines for pesticide testing. 
Tests will not be repeated for each 
national authorization, provided they meet 
the guidelines. 
Therefore, there is no reason not to 
believe such classification regardless, if 
they come from a single country or an 
international organization. 
However, in case the classification 
changes, FSC does adopt those changes. 

General 
 

T Los criterios no pueden estar basados en 
guías o documentos nacionales o 
regionales, sino en aquellos que surgen de 

Source Quitar fuentes 
de información 
diferentes a 

CH South It is important to recognize the difference 
between data sources and the foundation 
of objectives, indicators and thresholds. 
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acuerdos multilaterales adoptados por la 
mayoría de los países. Llevado a una 
comparación con los derechos de los 
trabajadores, los mismos están basados en 
las convenciones acordadas en el ámbito 
de la OIT (ILO) y no en criterios nacionales, 
aun cuando formen parte de la normativa 
legal. 

aquellas 
provenientes de 
organismos 
multilaterales o 
convenciones 
internacionales 
reconocidos por 
los países. 

FSC policy has the objective to protect 
human health and the environment from 
highly toxic pesticides. To achieve that 
objective, indicators and threshold were 
developed. 
In order to evaluate whether or not a 
pesticide meets one or several indicators 
and the respective threshold different 
reliable sources are available. 
A globally approved data source for all 
I&T is not available, but the GHS is major 
step towards such a source, but it will be 
always based on nationally derived 
decisions (see above). Because there is 
no single source, FSC tries to identify 
reliable and frequently updated data 
sources, which identify HHP. 
 

General 
. 

U
s
e 

The BCPC manual is an excellent 
reference, but because of the constant 
updating of regulatory data, should not be 
relied upon to be completely up to date. 

Sources 
Use of the 
BCPC 
Pesticide 
Manual 
for data 

Replace with the 
EFSA pesticide 
Draft 
Assessment 
Reports which 
are up to date 
and based and 
provide highly 
reliable data. 

CH North EFSA was installed in 2006 and only 
publishes report on pesticide currently 
authorized (or re-authorized) in the 
European Union. Therefore EFSA reports 
exist maybe for a limited number of 
pesticides, and thus do not present a 
comprehensive database. The IUPAC 
database extracted all relevant data from 
existing EFSA reports, therefore the 
information from EFSA is considered. 
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Contri-
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General G We have major concerns about the review 
in general and the I&Ts will have on the list 
of Highly Hazardous (HH) chemicals. The 
development of I&Ts for forestry should be 
completely different to other agricultural 
crops because the amounts of chemicals 
used in forestry activities are significantly 
less that the amounts used in agriculture 
because they are used only once or twice 
during a long rotation. In addition, forest 
products are not eaten. Consequently I&Ts 
should be modified to take these factors 
into account.  

Concern 
about 
impact 

I&Ts should 
take into 
account usage 
and frequency 
rates and 
product end use 
to determine 
risks .i.e. 
develop 
volume/concen- 
tration limits per 
hectare per year 
and if these are 
not exceeded a 
derogation is not 
needed.  

Member 
economic 
North 

These factors are taken into account 
during the derogation process, but do not 
affect the hazard classification of the 
active ingredients themselves.  
 
The hazard approach could only be 
replaced by a risk approach in the 
revision of the FSC Pesticides Policy. 

General  It should be possible to reduce the need for 
derogations by developing 
volume/concentration limits per hectare per 
year and if these are not exceeded a 
derogation is not needed. In addition, many 
chemicals are not as hazardous as others. 
For example one chemical may breach only 
one of the thresholds whereas another may 
breach many of the thresholds. There 
should be some scope to account for this in 
the ease of seeking a derogation in the 
case of a less hazardous chemical that still 
breaches the HH thresholds. 

Concern 
about 
impact 

Same as above. Member 
economic 
North 

The idea of a use threshold (amount) per 
hectare does not significantly reduce the 
human exposure to workers handling 
pesticides, because they mix and apply 
pesticides more frequently, independent 
from the usage per site. 
In order to achieve a certain plant 
protection goal with a pesticide, the 
concentration cannot be reduced 
“arbitrarily.” 
No auditor or other independent body 
would be able to control such a ‘threshold 
of no concern’. The hazard approach 



 Forest Stewardship Council® 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5 of 22 

 

Refer-
ence 

T
y
p
e 

Comment Category 
Proposed 
change 

Contri-
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PSU feedback 

could only be replaced by a risk approach 
in the revision of the FSC Pesticides 
Policy. 

Part 1. 
Indica- 
tors and 
thres- 
holds 

E/
T 

Following EU Directives, regulations and 
the proposed approaches to plant 
protection 
(http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/plant_protect
ion_products/index_en.htm), it is proposed 
to change the wording. 

Wording Change the 
wording, instead 
Pesticide use 
Plant Protection 
Products. 
This should be 
done to the 
entire 
document. 

Member 
economic 
South 

Plant protection product can also refer to 
the formulated product; it could be 
misleading to use that terminology. In 
addition, not all pesticides are used for 
plant protection. They can be used to 
protect human health, biodiversity, etc. 

General G
e
n
e 
r 
a 
l 

En el documento de productos químicos 
indicados como altamente riesgosos, se 
indica que se somete a consulta la 
incorporación de 10 productos nuevos. Sin 
embargo la lista que figura en el anexo, 
contiene casi 400 productos que no figuran 
en el documento FSC-GUI-30-001 con 
fecha Mayo 5, 2007.   
En este último documento, el número de 
productos que figuran es sustancialmente 
menor. Esta actitud es contraria a lo que se 
estipuló en el documento del 2007 en 
donde se indica (página 9, punto 5.3, 
párrafo 2) que la lista de productos 
pesticidas peligrosos será considerada 
definitiva.   

FSC 
Policy 

Se solicita 
utilizar la lista de 
2007 como 
referencia, y no 
otra lista que no 
tiene consulta 
en ningún 
momento. 

CH South The cited document was part of the first 
public consultation in 2013. 
The document says that due to the new 
I&T, 10 new pesticides would be added to 
the HHP list. The rest of the pesticides 
(ca. 390) on that list meet the I&T from 
2007. 
 
The length of the list is the result of 
screening the I&T against a global list of 
pesticides instead of against a list of 
pesticides used in forestry (based on a 
survey from around the year 2002). 
 
FSC-GUI-30-001, 5.3 states ‘The most 
recently published version of’ highly 
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PSU feedback 

hazardous' pesticides shall be considered 
definitive at any point in time’. This does 
not mean that the list from 2007 is the 
definitive list. 

General 

G
e
n
er
a 
l 

The current exercise to update the highly 
hazardous list has resulted in a 
considerable number of additional 
pesticides being listed, presumably 
because they were not considered at the 
last review in 2007.  
This is the case whether the old or 
proposed new criteria are used.  
This is frustrating for forest management 
units who have been striving to move away 
from systems based on particular highly 
hazardous chemicals, only to find that the 
alternatives they have been adopting will 
now be included on the new highly 
hazardous list.  
One specific example is the insecticide 
acetamiprid, which although registered in 
various countries from or before 2007 was 
not on the old (2007) highly hazardous list, 
but  is on the proposed new list. The UK 
forest industry has spent considerable time 
and effort in recent years researching 
potential alternatives to cypermethrin, and 
had identified acetamiprid as a likely non 
highly hazardous substitute. That work has 

FSC 
Policy 

It is therefore 
requested that 
the FSC make 
more regular, 
preferably 
annual updates 
to their highly 
hazardous list, 
or if resources 
do not allow 
this, allow a 
longer period of 
grace of 36 
months during 
which pesticides 
newly listed 
could still be 
used on certified 
estates without 
a derogation. 

CH North 
(4) 

According to FSC-POL-30-001, FSC IC 
shall publish and regularly update a list of 
pesticides that FSC considers to be 
‘highly hazardous’.  
In the future, FSC will try to update the list 
annually.  
Between the updates the FSC list is 
'definitive', but if a certificate holder 
conducts research with new chemicals, 
which may meet the HHP criteria, the CH 
is recommended to consult FSC IC on the 
characteristics of that chemical to qualify 
as HHP. 
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Proposed 
change 

Contri-
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now been put into question.  

 G
e
n
e 
r 
a 
l 

La nueva lista de HHP haría más restrictivo 
los niveles de evaluación, principalmente 
en lo que respecta a los parámetros eco-
toxicológicos.  
A nuestro juicio existirían inconsistencias, 
que estarían incluso yendo en contra de la 
misión de FSC (Ambientalmente 
apropiadas, Socialmente beneficiosas y 
Económicamente viables) 
Por lo anterior, algunos de los nuevos 
indicadores estarían afectando en forma 
directa a estos tres principios, de acuerdo 
a: Ambientalmente apropiadas. Si bien es 
cierto al aumentar la exigencia respecto a 
parámetros ecotoxicológicos (Ej. Efectos 
taratogénicos o carcinogénicos o toxicidad 
de los plaguicidas sobre organismos 
acuáticos, etc.) se lograría proteger la 
integridad de organismos que viven o 
utilizan recursos naturales como el agua. 
Sin embargo, si no se consideran los 
riesgos de contaminación de los 
plaguicidas, podría llevar en varios casos a 
tomar decisiones erradas. 
Así, de acuerdo a estos nuevos criterios 
que propone FSC, los herbicidas 
flumioxazin e isoxaflutole estarían en la 

FSC 
Policy 

El criterio de 
selección de 
productos que 
garanticen una  
producción 
“Sustentable” no 
solo debe ser 
sólo o 
mayoritariament
e basado en el 
perfil eco 
toxicológico, 
sino que debe 
balancearse y 
ponderarse con 
el riesgo 
ambiental. 
Para esto 
existen 
diferentes 
modelos que 
permiten 
determinar este 
“Riesgo de uso”. 
Modelos más 
complejos como 
PRZM, TOXWA, 

CH South FSC not only aims at the protection of the 
environment, but also at the protection of 
pesticide users, which may come more 
frequently in contact with pesticides than 
a specific plantation site. Therefore 
indicators and thresholds that reflect 
human toxicity are included. In general, 
the separation of human and 
environmental toxicity is an artificial 
construction, because tests (e.g. LD50 for 
mammals/bird, long term test for chronic 
effects) are conducted with animals – that 
means for example that a carcinogen, a 
mutagen or a reproductive toxin shows 
these effect on animals. Most indicators 
thus reflect human AND environmental 
toxicity. 
 
Most models mentioned are outdated and 
they are not transparent enough to allow 
an update or use for new pesticides. 
Furthermore, the environmental 
conditions within the 80 FSC countries 
are too different to develop or use one 
model for all. 
 
Simazine and terbuthylazine are not on 
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Refer-
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T
y
p
e 

Comment Category 
Proposed 
change 

Contri-
butor 

PSU feedback 

lista de HHP,  y por otra parte, de acuerdo 
al listado de Mayo del 2013 (Tabla 1, 
Background Report May 2013), se estaría 
nuevamente autorizando el uso de 
simazina y terbutilazina, o sea, se estaría 
autorizando productos con un muy alto 
riesgo ambiental respecto a contaminación 
de aguas profundas. 
Darle mayor importancia al impacto (Ej. 
efecto carcinogénico, etc.) que al riesgo 
ambiental, no sería lo más adecuado dado 
que un producto de bajo riesgo de 
contaminación de aguas, y con una muy 
baja frecuencia de uso (como sucede con 
los plaguicidas en el ámbito forestal en 
comparación al agrícola y frutícola), es una 
apreciación muy restringida, ya que es 
prácticamente imposible que un producto 
de “bajo riesgo ambiental” y de “baja 
intensidad de uso” llegue a encontrarse en 
una fuente de agua, en una  concentración 
que genere algún “impacto sobre los 
organismos”.  Por otra parte, como va a 
manejar FSC este criterio, por ejemplo, en 
el caso de las triazinas, las cuales en 
Europa están prohibidas para su uso 
agrícola y fueron reemplazadas por 
productos de “bajo riesgo ambiental”, como 
flumiozaxin, isoxaflutole, isoxaben, entre 

o PEARL 
(Waterbone 
Environmental 
Inc.) u otros 
más simples 
como el EIQ 
(Kovach et al., 
1992), PIRI 
(Kookana, 
1996), PERI 
(Nilsson et al., 
1999), SyPEP 
(Pussemier, 
1999), ERI 
(Alister and 
Kogan, 2006), 
entre otros. 
Todos estos 
modelos han 
sido validados 
en variadas 
condiciones 
productivas y 
que permiten 
realizar un 
ranking de 
productos 
ponderando 
riesgo ambiental 

the current HHP list due to environmental 
thresholds. They are known to leach to 
the groundwater, when used frequently, 
but that was not the reason for the HHP 
listing. 
 
The hazard approach can only be 
changed while revising the FSC 
Pesticides Policy. 
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Comment Category 
Proposed 
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Contri-
butor 

PSU feedback 

otros.  De seguir adelante FSC con  este 
proceso generará inconsistencias graves 
respecto a la protección ambiental. Así, 
muchas investigaciones en ámbito del 
riesgo ambiental de plaguicidas, en 
diferentes países, han ido generando 
información respecto a la dinámica de los 
plaguicidas en el ambiente, logrando en el 
ámbito de las empresas de agroquímicos y 
en organismos reguladores oficiales (EPA, 
EFSA, entre otros) ir disminuyendo el uso 
de productos de alto riesgo ambiental como 
por ejemplo las triazinas (ya indicadas), 
hexazinona, entre otros, y remplazándolos 
por productos de “bajo riesgo ambiental”, 
como flumioxazin, isoxaflutole, diclosulam, 
oxifluorfen, metsulfuron, entre otros, y que 
de acuerdo a los nuevos criterios algunos 
de ellos no podrían ser utilizados. 

e impacto sobre 
seres vivos.   

Criterion 
1 
Indicator 
1.1 
Thres-
hold c 

T El riesgo de toxicidad aguda por inhalación 
de pesticidas no gaseosos está basado en 
test de laboratorio. En pesticidas con baja 
volatilidad, aplicaciones en condiciones de 
terreno, esta situación no significaría una 
condición de riesgo para la salud humana. 

Specific 
criterion 

Eliminar Umbral  
c) ‘Fatal if 
inhaled’ (H330), 
according to the 
GHS as 
classified by 
national/internati
onal authorities. 

Member 
economic 
South  

H330 is not only set for gases, but also 
for dusts and mists. 
 
This proposal completes the gap in acute 
toxicity to those handling pesticides in 
forestry operations not addressed by 
WHO classifications (dermal and oral 
exposure only). This indicator would add 
one active ingredient to the HHP list. 
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Contri-
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PSU feedback 

Criterion 
4 
Indicator 
4.1 
Thres-
hold a 

T According to EU Regulation nº 1107/2009, 
an active substance is only approved if it is 
not classified as toxic for reproduction 
under category 1A or 1B, unless the 
exposure for humans to that active 
substance, under realistic proposed 
conditions of use, is negligible, that is, the 
product is used in closed systems or in 
other conditions excluding contact with 
humans and where residues of the active 
ingredient on food and feed do not exceed 
the default  value set in accordance with 
related regulation (EC nº 396/2005). 
Thus, the suggestion is to consider 
category IA only, which is based on 
evidence in humans. Therefore, the 
proposal is to exclude the category IB, once 
this is related to presumed human 
reproductive toxicants. Furthermore, for 
active ingredients used in forestry area, the 
human exposure can be considered 
negligible both for forestry workers and 
consumers, because the type and 
frequency of application (early stage period, 
extended cycle and suitable equipment 
used) do not allow contact with pesticides 
and the lack of concern related to food and 
feed residues can lead to this conclusion.  

Specific 
criterion 

New wording 
Threshold a) 
Category IA 
(Known human 
reproductive 
toxicant), as 
classified by 
national/internati
onal authorities 
according to the 
classification for 
reproductive 
toxicants of the 
GHS. 

CH South "Negligible exposure" is defined in the 
regulation: use in closed systems and/or 
no human contact. Pesticides use in 
forestry are handled, mixed and spray by 
people in the open field.  
 
The GHS category 1B for CMR is 
basically the highest toxicity category, 
because a 1A classification can only be 
derived from evidence of human toxicity, 
which is almost impossible because a) 
there are no experiments with humans 
and b) people are exposed to multiple 
chemical so that causal associations 
cannot be made. 
 
The classification of pesticides which are 
in category 1A (for CMR) usually come 
from sources, where the human exposure 
was limited to the specific pesticide (e.g. 
in production facilities). 
 
The proposal was agreed by consensus 
by the expert panel in 2012. 
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Contri-
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Criterion 
5 
Indicator 
5.1 
Thres-
hold  
b and c 

T It is suggested a consideration of the 
indicators for classification of active 
ingredients since many of them do not meet 
the laws of the countries, such as Brazil, 
which does not adopt the GHS 
classification for pesticides. For that reason, 
there would be a conflict to meet FSC 
Principle 1 (Compliance with laws) which 
complies with national legislation. The ED 
definition to consider pesticides with both 
GHS Category 2 for carcinogenicity and for 
reproduction toxicity was a preliminary 
definition, which was introduced as 
provisional measure without concrete 
scientific evidence until a scientifically 
justifiable definition is implemented. These 
criteria have been empirically as they have 
the potential to identify a chemical as an 
EDC based upon separate and unrelated 
tumorigenic and reproductive effects 
without any consideration of the overall 
weight-of-the-evidence for effects on the 
endocrine system. 

Specific 
criterion 
 
GHS 

Delete 
thresholds b and 
c: b) Category 2 
(Suspected 
human 
carcinogens) of 
the classification 
for carcinogens 
of the GHS, 
ANDc) Category 
2 (Suspected 
human 
reproductive 
toxicant) of the 
classification for 
reproductive 
toxicants of the 
GHS. 

CH South The usage of certain GHS classifications 
as indicator/threshold does not violate 
Brazilian law. Brazil is on the way of 
implementing the GHS since 2001 
(http://www.unece.org/trans/danger/publi/
ghs/implementation_e.html#c25750). 
If pesticides were differently classified by 
the upcoming Brazilian GHS, FSC will 
attempt to find a solution to those 
conflicts. 
 
The European Union takes endocrine 
disrupting chemicals seriously enough to 
exclude them from authorization. There is 
scientific evidence that chemical which 
have carcinogenic properties AND which 
are toxic to reproduction are also 
endocrine disruptors. 
 
The proposal was agreed by consensus 
by the expert panel in 2012. 
 
 
 

Criterion 
5.  

 

Although considerable work is being 
undertaken to find a scientifically sound 
classification system, the complexity of the 
system means that no agreed international 
agreed testing system or criteria have been 

Specific 
criterion 

Exclude until a 
reliable 
classification 
system has 
been agreed. 

CH North The European Union takes endocrine 
disrupting chemicals serious enough to 
exclude them from authorization. There is 
scientific evidence that chemical which 
have carcinogenic properties and which 

http://www.unece.org/trans/danger/publi/ghs/implementation_e.html#c25750
http://www.unece.org/trans/danger/publi/ghs/implementation_e.html#c25750
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Comment Category 
Proposed 
change 

Contri-
butor 

PSU feedback 

agreed. The current EFSA (European Food 
Safety Authority) proposals are based on 
opinions which can be regarded as 
estimates as best. 

are toxic to reproduction are also 
endocrine disruptors. 
 
 

Part II, 
Criterion 
6,  
I. 6.1.a 

G Usually, the toxicity tests for Daphnia 
magna, according to OECD 202 
methodology, used in risk assessment of 
pesticide use on water organisms take 24-
48 hours. The majority of data for active 
substances used in pesticides comes from 
tests lasting 48 hours. 

Specific 
criterion 

Has aquatic 
toxicity 
LC50/EC50 < 
100 μg/l, using 
Daphnia as the 
test organism 
(acute test, 24-
48 h) or other 
invertebrate or 
vertebrate 
aquatic 
organisms that 
show greater 
sensitivity than 
Daphnia 
according to 
adequate OECD 
methodology. 

CH North The up to 96 hours is correct. 
Daphnia species usually present the most 
sensitive species and test duration 
usually end after 48 hours. Sometimes 
the toxicity is too high and the test ends at 
24h (or earlier). The range of up to 48 
hours is therefore sufficient to reflect 
acute toxicity to Daphnia, but the FSC 
indicator also includes ‘(…) other 
invertebrate or vertebrate organisms that 
show greater sensitivity than Daphnia 
(…)’. Fish species are in some cases 
more sensitive to specific pesticides than 
Daphnia species and for fish the common 
test duration is  96 hours. 
The suggested test range of ‘up to 96 
hours’ correctly represents max. acute 
test duration for Daphnia species and fish 
 
The proposal was agreed by consensus 
by the expert panel in 2012. 

Criterion 
6,  
6.1 a) 

T Not to change the LC50 < 50 µg/l threshold. 
The expert group did not question the limit. 
After this the limit was changed to LC50 < 

Specific 
criterion 

LC50 < 50 µg/l CH North The expert panel did not agree on the 
newly suggested limit and will therefore 
be consulted again. 
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100 µg/l according to US EPA threshold. 
We still think it should remain at  LC50 < 50 
µg/l. This threshold makes many 
substances classified as “highly hazardous” 
and only because of this threshold. A 
substance can be very toxic in its 
concentrated form. A practical usable dose 
can be very low in comparison to its pure 
form. We think is wrong to discard 
substances due to this alone.    

However, there are not many pesticides, 
which would be HHP only because of the 
increase to LC50 < 100 µg/l. 
 
FSC will ask again for advice to the 
expert panel on the proposal of increasing 
or not this threshold in the revised 
version. 

Criterion 
6 
Thres-
hold b 

T
e
c
h
ni
c
al 

Adopting a simple cut off criteria based on 
hazard takes no account of the risk of each 
application. For example, if no flowering 
plants or bees are present, there is little or 
no risk of harm to bees even with otherwise 
hazardous chemicals. 

Hazard 
approach 

 

CH North 
(4) 

But in general, wild bee species and other 
hymenoptera may live in forest soils, tree 
stumps, and dead material. They may 
also be present on other plants than the 
trees. 
As mentioned before, the hazard 
approach can only be reviewed during the 
revision of the FSC Pesticides Policy. 

Criterion 
6(ii) 
Acute 
toxicity 
to honey 
bees 

 This criterion does seem unnecessary as 
there is little connectivity between bees and 
forest trees. This is particularly the case in 
the establishment phase of woodland, 
where transplants will typically be less than 
0.5 m in height and have no flowering parts. 

Specific 
criterion 

Exclude this 
criteria 

CH North Wild bee species and other hymenoptera 
may live in forest soils, tree stumps, and 
dead material. They may also be present 
on other plants than the trees. 
However, in 2012 the expert panel did not 
reach consensus and will be consulted 
again on the proposal of adding this 
indicator to the revised version.  

Part II, 
Criterion 

G The majority of pesticides allowed for use in 
forestry are insecticides which mean the 

Specific 
criterion 

A pesticide, 
which is toxic to 

CH North That is true for all non-target organisms – 
they are not affected if absent. 
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6,  
6.1.b 

possibility of its toxic influence on bees. For 
pesticides containing active substances of 
toxicity LD50 (oral or contact) for bees <2 
µg/ a bee a risk assessment should be 
provided and possible safety procedures 
should be suggested (use beyond the 
flowering season, use after the evening 
swarms, etc.)  

honey bees, at 
the levels of 
LD50/LC50 (oral 
or contact test) 
< 2 μg/bee 
should undergo 
a further 
evaluation of 
threat posed to 
water 
organisms. After 
risk assessment 
for  bees, on the 
basis of it the 
decision should 
be made 
whether to place 
the given 
pesticide on the 
"highly 
hazardous" list. 

However, wild bee species and other 
hymenoptera may live in forest soils, tree 
stumps, and dead material. They may 
also be present on other plants than the 
trees. 
A hazard approach can only be replaced 
by a risk approach during the revision of 
the FSC Pesticides Policy. 

Criterion 
7 

T Persistence should not be a stand-alone 
highly hazardous indicator. It should only be 
used to indicate that there is a greater 
POTENTIAL that a pesticide be highly 
hazardous if one or more of the other 
criteria I&Ts are passed. Picloram is a good 
example of this. It appears to be on the 
HHP list solely due to its persistence (it 

Specific 
criterion 

Change 
Criterion 7 to be 
an indicator of 
POTENTIAL 
hazard to be 
considered in 
combination 
with the other 

Member 
economic 
North 

Persistence in soil is not an indicator 
alone, either the indicator high solubility 
or low Koc must be also be met. 
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shows 1 applicable criterion on the list, 
though it is not identified). Persistence is 
part of the reason that picloram is so 
effective in controlling Kudzu in the 
Southern U.S. Kudzu is a highly invasive, 
common plant that smothers all other 
vegetation, including trees, and is very 
difficult to eradicate.  Picloram is, by far, the 
most effective pesticide available.   

Criteria. If no 
other thresholds 
are passed, 
persistence 
alone should not 
cause a 
pesticide to be 
named highly 
hazardous. 

Criterion 
7 
Indicator 
7.1 
Thres-
holds a), 
b) and c) 

T The contamination risk of surface water 
should be a major factor in a risk analysis of 
pesticides in aquatic environments. Not 
only environmental toxicity should be 
considered, but the exposure factor in the 
contextual, that is, soil type, Kow of the 
substance, Koc, S, etc., that is why 
Environmental Risk analysis is a 
fundamental tool. Furthermore, in 
management units are applied 
management practices that result in greater 
safety in the use of pesticides, for example: 
suitable application techniques, PPE, 
training, monitoring, transportation, waste 
management, as required by the FSC 
certification system. The suggestions of 
technical changes on this criterion should 
consider that the parameter of half-life must 
be separated for pre-emergent herbicides 
and insecticides in relation to other 

Specific 
criterion 

New wording 
thresholds a, b 
and c:a) Low 
soil sorption 
coefficient (Koc 
< 300ml/g), 
AND/ORb) High 
water solubility 
(> 
30mg/l).Delete 
threshold c 
(DT50) or adopt 
new wording:If 
the active 
ingredient meets 
the previous 
thresholds 
consider:  
c) Persistent 
(DT50> 180 

CH South The FCS Indicators and thresholds have 
to be based on the properties of the 
active ingredient. The specific 
environmental conditions in 80 countries 
cannot be reflected. 
 
The half-life in soil (DT50) is a major 
parameter for the definition of a potential 
leaching chemical. The widely recognized 
leaching formula Groundwater Ubiquity 
Score (GUS) incorporates Koc AND half-
life in soil. 
 
The threshold for persistence (based on 
half-life) has changed in the past: the EU 
defined persistence in soil earlier at soil 
DT 90 days and now at soil DT120 days. 
That change might be more a result of 
political decision making than of scientific 
considerations. 
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pesticides.For pre-emergent herbicides and 
insecticides is required persistence in soil 
for obtaining the desired effect. The current 
criterion will condition the use of products 
that will be biologically active for a short 
period. Therefore, to guarantee the 
management sustainability new 
applications are required and, because of 
this, the use of pesticides will increase, 
against the criterion of mitigation and 
reduction of use*.If the active ingredient 
meets S, Koc, the DT50 must be >180 
days, by doing that pesticide will be fixed in 
the soil without leaching or runoff. Thus, it is 
suggested the half-life indicator be deleted, 
or the threshold of DT50>180 days be 
adopted. The elimination of half-life 
indicator is also justified due to the high 
variability of the possible residual period, 
which depends on the type of soil and 
environmental conditions, for example. The 
suggestions of technical changes on this 
criterion should consider that a potential 
mobility is essential to characterize the 
potential risk that the pesticide can pose.   
In this case, the effect on non-target 
organisms, for example, fish and Daphnia, 
should be considered for pesticides which 
have a possibility to reach areas where 

days)  
However, the risk of run-off might be 
higher, than the risk for leaching to the 
groundwater especially in tropical regions 
where very strong and frequent rainfalls 
occur and soils with little binding carbon 
exist. These environmental conditions 
make a run-off and leaching more likely 
than in temperate regions and therefore 
thresholds should be stricter. 
 
However, it could be considered if 
‘mobility’ alone is a ‘cut-off’ criterion. 
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these organisms are found.  It is suggested 
the adoption of parameters more complete 
and adequate to evaluate the risk of 
pesticide mobility in the soil, such as the 
PLP (Pesticide Leaching Potential) ** or 
more complete models that consider 
toxicological characteristics of the pesticide 
and its behavior in the environment. This 
procedure will be more realistic considering 
the environmental variations where the 
pesticide is used. Only in situation where 
there are no reliable data on exposure or 
where exposure cannot be accurately 
predicted, the hazard information should be 
used alone in the risk management. 
Pesticides therefore can most effectively be 
managed through risk assessment and not 
only by considering its intrinsic hazard.* 
FSC-STD-01-001 (V5-0) EN Criterion 
10.6**PLP = (T1/2 x R x F) /KocT1/2= 
pesticide persistence, measured as half-life 
in days. R=  rate of application F = Fraction 
of pesticide reaching the soil during 
application Koc= Affinity for soil organic 
matter 

Criterion 
7 

 Persistency is greatly affected by  
adsorption onto soil colloids – particularly 
organic matter, so that the Koc can be 
misleading without associating with soil 

Specific 
criterion 

Refine the 
threshold taking 
into account soil 
type. 

CH North The half-life in soil (DT50) is a major 
parameter for the definition of a potential 
leaching chemical. The widely recognized 
leaching formula Groundwater Ubiquity 



 Forest Stewardship Council® 

 

 

 

 

 

 

18 of 22 

 

Refer-
ence 

T
y
p
e 

Comment Category 
Proposed 
change 

Contri-
butor 

PSU feedback 

type Score (GUS) incorporates Koc AND half-
life in soil. FSC also combines both 
indicators. 
 
There are thousands of soil types and 
climates - a soil specific analysis is not 
feasible. 

Criterion
7 

 

Many pesticides with good toxicity / 
environmental characteristics are water 
soluble.  Some of the most heavily used 
water soluble herbicides are also be highly 
adsorbed onto soil colloids making passage 
into aquafers highly unlikely. In addition, 
water soluble pesticides generally require 
little in the way of  formulation chemistry, 
which reduces any inherent hazard to the 
operator. 

Specific 
criterion 

Exclude or 
refine this 
criteria 

CH North Water solubility alone is not sufficient to 
identify a HHP. The criterion has three 
indicators. Solubility, Koc and soil-half-
life. 

Criterion 
8 
Indicator 
8.1 
Thres-
hold b 

T KOW logP should be considered only for 
pesticides that do not have a BCF data 
available, once BCF is already considered 
a more suitable data as described in the 
“Note”. The BCF is only a poor indicator of 
accumulation of a substance in the food 
chain (compare recommendations of the 
SETAC workshop on POPs and PBT held 
in 2008). Therefore, it is suggested to 
consider BCF only for pesticides that do not 
meet the persistence criterion  (Criterion 7, 

Specific 
criterion 

b)      New 
wording 
Threshold b 
Octanol-water 
partition 
coefficient 
(KOW) for the 
active ingredient 
is > 1000 i.e. 
logP (KOW) >3, 
for active 

CH South Existing BCF data should supersede log 
Kow data. The suggestion of the 
stakeholder is already proposed. 
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Indicator 7.1, threshold a) and the soil 
sorption coefficient (Criterion 7, Indicator 
7.1, threshold b) 

ingredients 
which do not 
have enough 
information to 
obtain BCF. 

Part II, 
Criterion 
8, 
8.1a,b.  

G Pesticides containing an active substance 
where: a) Bio-concentration factor (BCF) for 
the active ingredient is ≥ 1000, OR b) 
Octanol-water partition coefficient (KOW) 
for the active ingredient is > 1000 i.e. logP 
(KOW) > 3 should not be automatically 
placed on the „highly hazardous" list but 
undergo a further evaluation. The 
mentioned indicators do not always indicate 
bioaccumulation, eg. diflubenzuron, has 
log. P 3,89, but does not show 
bioaccumulation. "The risk of bio 
concentration and bioaccumulation in 
aquatic food chains was considered as low 
because of the rapid elimination from fish 
tissues (clearance time CT50 = 0.6 days) 
and the rapid dissipation of diflubenzuron 
from the water phase. The experts agreed 
that the risk of 
bioconcentration/bioaccumulation in aquatic 
organisms was low." EFSA Scientific 
Report (2009) 332, 1-111 Peer review of 
the pesticide risk assessment of the active 
substance diflubenzuron 

Specific 
criterion 

Pesticides 
containing an 
active 
substance 
where: a) Bio-
concentration 
factor (BCF) for 
the active 
ingredient is ≥ 
1000, OR b) 
Octanol-water 
partition 
coefficient 
(KOW) for the 
active ingredient 
is > 1000 i.e. 
logP (KOW) > 3 
should undergo 
a further 
evaluation in 
order to verify 
their ability of 
bioaccumulation
. 

CH North Pesticides containing an active substance 
where: 
a) Bio-concentration factor (BCF) for the 
active ingredient is ≥ 1000, OR 
b) Octanol-water partition coefficient 
(KOW) for the active ingredient is > 1000 
i.e. logP 
(KOW) > 3 should not be automatically 
placed on the „highly hazardous"   
list but undergo a further evaluation.  
The mentioned indicators do not always 
indicate bioaccumulation, eg. 
diflubenzuron, has log. P 3,89, but does 
not show bioaccumulation. "The risk of 
bio concentration and bioaccumulation in 
aquatic food chains was considered as 
low because of the rapid elimination from 
fish tissues (clearance time CT50 = 0.6 
days) and the rapid dissipation of 
diflubenzuron from the water phase. The 
experts agreed that the risk of 
bioconcentration/bioaccumulation in 
aquatic organisms was low." EFSA 
Scientific Report (2009) 332, 1-111 Peer 
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review of the pesticide risk assessment of 
the active substance diflubenzuron" 
 
The suggested I&T do exactly that: if the 
BCF data show no bioaccumulation 
above BCF 1000, the log P (KOW) is not 
considered as threshold. 
Real experimentally derived data 
supersede calculated results. 
 
However diflubenzuron meets criteria 6. 

Criterion 
9 

 Montreal Protocol products are no longer 
available in Europe 

Specific 
criterion 

 

CH North FSC certifies forests globally, not only in 
Europe. 

Criterion 
10 

 

FAO specifications have removed all 
products associated with with dioxins from 
Europe. 

Specific 
criterion 

 

CH North FSC certifies forests globally and even in 
Europe are pesticide authorized which 
may contain dioxins (Prochloraz). 
 
 

Criterion 
10, 10.1. 

G This criterion should be deleted. Its 
verification is not possible – research on 
dioxin content in pesticides is not 
conducted, it is not required by law. 
Moreover, the suggested threshold is 
groundless – the content reaching 10 ng/kg 
is lower than the natural content level in 
European soils.  

Specific 
criterion 

This criterion 
should be 
deleted. 

CH North All impurities including dioxins are part of 
the registration process; pesticides 
containing dioxins are still on the market. 

Criterion 
11, 11.1.  

G Lack of the definition of the content 
threshold of heavy metals. Following the 

Specific 
criterion 

A pesticide is 
considered 

CH North This can be reworded, to make is more 
precise. 
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criterion formulated as it is, a vestigial 
content of eg. lead might be disqualifying.  

‘highly 
hazardous’ if it 
contains among 
its components 
or significant 
contaminations 
(impurities) any 
of the following 
heavy metals: a) 
lead (Pb), OR b) 
cadmium (Cd), 
OR c) arsenic 
(As), OR d) 
mercury (Hg) 

 

For example: A pesticide is considered 

‘highly hazardous’ if it contains any of the 

following heavy metals as active 

ingredient, inert or known impurity: 

a) lead (Pb), OR 

b) cadmium (Cd), OR 

c) arsenic (As), OR 

d) mercury (Hg) 
 

Criterion 
11 

T Certainly the four heavy metals named in 
this criterion can be hazardous, but there 
are no minimum levels provided. For 
example, arsenic occurs naturally in air, 
water, soil, plants, and even rocks. 
Analytical tools continue to improve, to the 
point where it is becoming possible to 
detect elements at extremely de minimis 
levels in pesticides that are not part of their 
documented formulation.   

Specific 
criterion 

Replace the 
word “any” with 
something 
achievable. 

Member 
economic 
North 

Can be reworded, to make is more 
precise 

A pesticide is considered ‘highly 

hazardous’ if it contains any of the 

following heavy metals as active 

ingredient, inert or known impurity: 

a) lead (Pb), OR 

b) cadmium (Cd), OR 

c) arsenic (As), OR 

d) mercury (Hg) 
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Impurities are usually declared within the 
authorization process and on the Material 
Safety and Data Sheets a volume 
threshold seems not necessary. 
 

Criterion 
11 

 These I&Ts will have the effect of the 
inclusion of copper based compounds 
(copper sulphate, copper oxychloride and 
cuprous oxide) without further specification.  
Copper based sprays are a critical tool for 
radiata pine growers worldwide to manage 
the decimation of their planted forests by 
the fungus Dothistroma.  Dothistroma.  
Including the most effective control 
mechanism on the list of highly hazardous 
chemicals is problematic.  

Concern 
about 
impact 

I&Ts should 
take into 
account usage 
and frequency 
rates and 
product end use 
to determine 
risks.i.e. 
develop 
volume/concentr
ation limits per 
hectare per year 
and if these are 
not exceeded a 
derogation is not 
needed 

Member 
economic 
North 

Copper based compounds (copper 
sulphate, copper oxychloride and cuprous 
oxide) products do meet the current 
(2007) I&T - it has nothing to do with 
proposed changes. These substances 
just escaped the attention as the first lists 
were created. 
 
 
 

 


