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Report of the revision of the Criteria, Indicators and Thresholds 
for the identification of FSC ‘highly hazardous’ pesticides 

1. Summary of the revision process 

As required under the FSC Pesticides Policy, FSC International regularly updates a list of 

pesticides that, FSC considers to be ‘highly hazardous’ based on specific Criteria, Indicators 

and Thresholds. 

Following the mandate of the FSC Board of Directors to start a review of the FSC Pesticides 

Policy in July 2012, the Policy and Standards Committee requested a revision of the Highly 

Hazardous Pesticides list (HHP list) in September 2012.  

In December 2012 FSC commissioned a panel of experts to review and, if necessary, propose 

changes to the indicators and thresholds (I&T), included in the document FSC-GUI-30-001. 

The expert panel consisted of the same experts appointed in 2007 by the FSC Board of 

Directors: Stefan Gous, Maren Kern, Lars Neumeister, Steve Radosevic, Gerhard Verdoorn, 

Carlos Wilcken and Stephanie Williamson.  

The revision process has been done in line with ISEAL requirements and FSC-PRO-01-001. 

Two stakeholder consultations were done.  

The first consultation was carried out between the 3rd June and 3rd August 2013. 106 

comments were received, most of them (65) from the economic south. No feedback was 

received from environmental and social stakeholders from the south. Most of the comments 

were general comments on the Pesticides Policy or related to the process itself. Only a small 

percentage of the comments focused specifically on the proposed indicators and thresholds.  

After analyzing and considering all feedback received, a new consultation was conducted 

between the 29th February and 30th April 2014. 68 comments were received. This time only 

from the economic chamber. 

Following the analysis of the comments, FSC asked the expert panel for advice on the 

proposals from the second draft that had not been agreed in 2012.  

The final version has been prepared according to the recommendations of the experts. Where 

consensus could not be reached, the majority opinion has prevailed.  

The table in the following page shows the timeline of this revision process. 
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Table 1. Timeline of the revision process 

 

2012 2013 2014 

J A S O  N D J F M A M J J A S O  N D J F M A M J J A S O  N 

FSC Board of Directors (BoD) approved 
Policy and Standards Committee proposal 
to start a review of the FSC Pesticides 
Policy                                                           

Policy and Standards Committee (PSC) 
requested a revision of Highly Hazardous 
Pesticide list                                                           

A panel of experts is commissioned to 
review and revise  I&T                                                           

Public consultation of Draft 1                                                           

Analysis of comments received and 
preparation Draft 2                                                           

Public consultation of Draft 2                                                           

Analysis of comments received                                                           

Panel of expert asked for final 
recommendations                                                           

Preparation of Final Draft                                                           

PSC meeting and decision.                                                           

BoD meeting and decision                                                           
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2. Second stakeholder consultation  

This section summarizes and addresses the main comments received during the second 

round of public consultation. 

About 120 comments from 68 stakeholders were received during this consultation period.  

Most of the comments were submitted by stakeholders associated with the economic 

chamber, with the exception of one national office, one governmental scientific committee and 

one of the technical advisors to FSC. Groups representing the social or environmental 

chambers did not participate. 

Most comments were not made on specific I&T, but generally criticizing the hazard approach 

of the FSC Pesticides Policy and the potential impact of the I&T on the HHP list. There were 

also comments referring to the use of the Globally Harmonized System of Classification and 

Labelling of Chemicals (GHS) and minor comments on missing information, wording and 

references. Only a small percentage of the comments referred to specific criteria, indicators 

and thresholds.  

Figure 1. Distribution of comment categories 

 

In the following sections we address the main comments received.  
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2.1 The hazard approach of the FSC Pesticides Policy 

FSC pursuits the hazard approach which imply a prohibition of pesticides based on properties 

of the active ingredient, regardless the applied concentration and use conditions. This 

approach is criticized by economic stakeholders. 

However, when following a precautionary approach it is totally justified. It excludes severe or 

even fatal consequences, in cases of accidents, misuse or abuse and prevents long term 

exposure to chronically toxic pesticides.  

Most standard setting organizations follow the hazard approach (RSPO, SAN, UTZ Certified, 

FLO, 4C, etc.). International intergovernmental organization such as the Food and Agriculture 

Organization (FAO) and the European Union either demand a ban (FAO) or deny registration 

(EU) of active ingredients with specific properties regardless whether or not risk could be 

managed.  

In any case, this aspect can only be changed during a revision of the FSC Pesticides Policy, 

not in the revision of the I&T. 

 

2.2 Impact of the revised I&T on the list of HHPs 

Some comments expressed concern about the impact of the proposed I&T on the HHPs list. 

These concerns can be summarized as follows: 

 Unavailability of needed pesticides.  

 Potential negative impact on the search for alternatives (too few pesticides are not 

considered ‘highly hazardous’). 

 Loss of significant investment in researching and registering of alternatives in the past 

 Increased list of banned pesticides also increases the number of derogation 

applications, which requires many resources. 

Answer: FSC policy aim is that Organizations “shall use integrated pest management and 

silviculture systems which avoid, or aim at eliminating, the use of chemical pesticides”. 

Certificate holders which aim at substituting HHPs by other pesticides should consult FSC IC 

and clarify, if a potential alternative qualify as HHP.  

During the processing of derogation application, the technical advisors recommend many non-

chemical and preventative methods and also screen all potential chemical substitutes for HHP 

properties. These information is available to CHs. FSC also maintains an alternative database.  
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2.3 The Globally Harmonized System (GHS) 

There are two major concerns regarding the use of the GHS:  

 The national hazard classification may differ from each other despite a harmonized 

system.  

 The GHS is premature. 

Some stakeholders suggest using an international GHS reference list. 

Currently, pesticide products containing hazardous ingredients come with information on the 

potential risk and the respective safety rules. This information can usually be found in the 

Material Data and Safety Sheets (MSDS). There are already some sort of more or less 

harmonized international standard called Risk and Safety Phrases, which is a system of 

hazard codes and phrases for labeling dangerous chemicals and compounds. 

In the European Union, a regulation for classification and labelling has been in place since 

1967. The Globally Harmonized System is nothing more than a further global harmonization, 

and it is already implemented. The European Union already converted all existing 

classification and labelling into the GHS – which by no means – changes the toxicity of a 

pesticide. 

All pesticides which are now classified probable carcinogenic, mutagenic and/or toxic to 

reproduction etc. according to the GHS are also classified probable carcinogenic, mutagenic 

and/or toxic to reproduction etc. to the old, more established regulation.  

The argument promoted by the pesticide industry, that the GHS may lead to different national 

interpretations has little to do with the GHS, but with the nature of science. Not even the 

simplest toxicological experiment will ever result in the exact same results. In addition, data on 

which all classification is based (regardless whether GHS or other systems), usually comes 

from the pesticide industry derived from harmonized testing.  

The requirement of some stakeholders to wait until an international list of GHS classified 

pesticides is available shows the misconception of the GHS. Pesticide registration data are 

needed for the classification, therefore each nation can only classify pesticides, for which 

authorization was requested on national level. Since pesticide registration data are mostly 

confidential information it is very unlikely to impossible that any international body will collect 

all globally available data and create a ‘true’ classification.  

 

2.4 Other comments  

Two stakeholder state that the HHP list from 2007 is not definite, and that alternatives, which 

were investigated since 2007 could now be rated as HHPs. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hazard
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chemical
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Answer: The policy documents state that the list will be frequently updated according to the 

latest scientific knowledge. If an Organization conducts research with new chemicals, which 

may meet the HHP criteria, they should consult FSC IC.  

One stakeholder requires that I&T are based on international guidelines, like the International 

Labor Organization (ILO) standards and not on national guidelines and documents. 

Answer: That requirement is already partly met. Data and guidelines from the World Health 

Organization (WHO) and the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) are used 

and the usage of the GHS ensures a common approach. Also the regulations from the 

European Union (EU) should be seen as international – not only the EU (27 countries), but 

many European non-EU countries use them as references. 

One stakeholder comments that FSC sets with the new I&T the wrong priorities. While in his 

view environmental hazardous pesticides like simazine and terbuthylazine could be allowed 

again, pesticides with low environmental concern would be prohibited. 

Answer: FSC not only aims at the protection of the environment, but also at the protection of 

the pesticide users. Simazine and terbuthylazine are not on the current HHP list due to 

environmental mobility thresholds. Both pesticides are very mobile and frequently detected in 

ground water, but they are on the current list for other reasons.  

One stakeholder would like to see all relevant documents in Spanish.  

Answer: FSC will publish the normative document FSC-STD-30-001 in Spanish. 

 

3. Drafting the final version.  

The proposals agreed by the expert panel in 2012 have been included in the final version.  

In addition, after the second consultation PSU asked the expert panel for recommendations 

on the proposals from the second draft that had not been agreed in 2012: 

 Adding the acute toxicity indicator ‘Fatal if inhaled’ (H330) to criterion 1. 

 Adding indicator for toxicity to honey bees to criterion 6. 

 Increase threshold for aquatic toxicity from LC50/EC50 < 50 μg/l to LC50/EC50 < 100 

μg/l in criterion 6.  

And on a new proposal originated during the consultation period: 

 Combine indicators for mobility and bioaccumulation (criterion 7 + criterion 8). 
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These are the impacts that these proposals would have on the level of protection of the HHP 

list: 

New acute toxicity indicator ‘Fatal if inhaled’ (H330) 

The indicator would add more information about the kind of toxicity of HHPs, considering the 

inhalation exposure, in addition to dermal and oral exposure. 

The added level of protection would not be much higher if the I&T is added, because a 

preliminary data screening showed that only one pesticide would be added to the HHP list. 

The rest of pesticides classified as H300 already meet other I&T.  

New indicator for toxicity to honey bees 

FSC honey bee protection is an important global issue and relevant in forests.  

Most pesticides highly acutely toxic to bees (113) already fall under other I&T (103) and a new 

indicator would not add a much higher level of protection, especially when considering that 

insecticide use in forestry usually occurs in 1-3 year old in non-flowering plantations. 

Increased threshold for aquatic toxicity  

The added level of protection might not be higher, if the threshold is changed. Most pesticides 

toxic to aquatic organisms (177) have a LC/EC50 of <50µg/l (166).  

There is no sufficient evidence that pesticides in the LC/EC50 range of 50-100 µg/l play a 

significant role in species decline. 

Combine indicators on ‘mobility’ with bioaccumulation  

High mobility of a pesticide or bioaccumulation alone do not pose a high hazard. If a non-toxic 

mobile pesticides run-off in waterways, the impact is probably smaller, the same is true for a 

non-toxic but bio-accumulating pesticide. The toxicity indicators provide sufficient protection. 

However, a mobile and bio-accumulating pesticide should not be released into the 

environment, because it may cause unknown harm off-site. Altogether the combination both 

indicators would make the focus stronger on toxic pesticides and the HHP list would be 

reduced by 90 pesticides. 
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3.1 Final version 

The final version has been developed in line with the consensus recommendations from the 

expert panel. Where consensus could not be reached, the majority opinion has prevailed.  

As a result of the recommendations from the members of the expert panel, the indicator for 

toxicity to honey bees has not been added to criterion 6 and the threshold for aquatic toxicity 

has not been increased. 

There was a tie for the proposal of adding toxicity by inhalation (H330), with two opinions in 

favor and two against. PSU made further research on the consequences of adding this 

indicator to the updated version of the I&T. Eventually, by adding the indicator, one additional 

pesticide is included in the list. Its use on forest stands is unlikely.  

Although the impact of adding this indicator is not very significant, following a precautionary 

approach PSU agreed on including it to the set of revised C, I and T.  

These are the other proposals that have been integrated in the final version: 

 Criterion 1: new acute toxicity indicator ‘Fatal if inhaled’ (H330). 

 Criterion 7: combination of indicators for mobility and bioaccumulation (old criterion 7 + 

old criterion 8). 

In addition, the final version includes the changes agreed by the expert panel in 2012 and 

included in the consulted drafts:  

 Criterion 2: new indicator Category IA (Known to have carcinogenic potential for 

humans) or Category IB (Presumed to have carcinogenic potential for humans), as 

classified by national/international authorities according to classification for 

carcinogens of the GHS have been included. 

 Criterion 3: new indicator Category IA (Substances known to induce heritable 

mutations in germ cells of humans) or Category IB (Substances which should be 

regarded as if they induce heritable mutations in the germ cells of humans), as 

classified by national/international authorities according to the classification for 

mutagenicity of the GHS. 

 Criterion 4: new indicator Category IA (Known human reproductive toxicant) or 

Category IB (Presumed human reproductive toxicant), as classified by 

national/international authorities according to the classification for reproductive 

toxicants of the GHS. 

 Criterion 5: new indicator Category 2 (Suspected human carcinogens) of the 

classification for carcinogens of the GHS and Category 2 (Suspected human 

reproductive toxicant) of the classification for reproductive toxicants of the GHS.  

 Criterion 7: new note BCF data shall supersede the logP (KOW) data. 
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 Criterion 8: new indicators b) listed in Annex III of the Rotterdam Convention on the 

Prior Informed Consent (PIC) Procedure for Certain Hazardous Chemicals and 

Pesticides in International Trade, and c) listed as ozone depleting substance under the 

Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer. 

 

4. Update of the HHP list 

This section explains the need of screening the new indicators and thresholds against a global 

list of pesticides and describes how this list was generated, and the impacts of the new 

criteria, indicators and thresholds on the list of pesticides that are prohibited in FSC certified 

forests and plantations unless a temporary derogation for use has previously been approved 

by the FSC Board of Directors. 

4.1 Need to base the HHP list on a global list of pesticides 

The current FSC HHP list was originally based on the pesticides obtained from a survey of 

pesticides use in forestry carried out in 2001 and 2002. Later, in 2007, it was supplemented by 

all WHO Ia/b pesticides. The resulting HHP list was incomplete because the I&T had been 

only applied to a limited number of pesticides. Therefore, there were pesticides used in 

forestry that fulfilled the I&T but were not listed. 

To have an accurate and complete HHP list, the revised I&T had to be screened against a 

global list of marketed pesticides used in forestry.  

Currently, there are natural forests and plantations managed according to FSC Principles and 

Criteria in 80 countries. Pesticide authorizations change frequently in each country. Therefore 

creating a list of pesticides globally used in forestry was not feasible.  

To create a global list of marketed pesticides (not only those used in forestry), the active 

ingredients from the most comprehensive sources have been compiled. Their marketing 

status has been verified and obsolete and non-marketed pesticides have been removed.  

The result is a global list of 891 active ingredients (a.i). It contains a large number of 

pesticides which are not relevant for forestry, but the use of the global list as reference 

ensures that the HHP list will be comprehensive.  
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4.2 Updated HHP list 

The HHP list resulting from applying the revised I&T to the global list of pesticides contains 

389 active ingredients.  

Although the updated list is longer than the current HHP list (137 active ingredients), this is 

due to the global list that has been used as reference and not to an increased demand of the 

revised C, I and T. 

The global list has been matched with the currently valid I&T as well as the different proposals 

of I&T from the revision process. The following figure shows the length of the potential HHP 

lists resulting from applying the different proposals of criteria, indicators and thresholds to the 

global list of pesticides.  

  

EU GHS List 
Ca. 4200 

substances 
incl.  ca. 700 

ai 

Footprint 
Database 

ca. 1400 ai 

EU EDC List 
ca. 580 ai 

Merged Global List of ca. 
900 marketed pesticide 

active ingredients 

Marketing status 
verified by available 
authorization lists 

 

WHO List 
ca. 890 ai 

EPA Cancer 
List 

ca. 650 ai 

BCPC e-
Manual 
ca. 1600 

ai 

Figure 2. Generation of a global list of pesticides 
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Figure 3. Number of pesticides qualifying as HHP for different I&T versions 

 

 

Most pesticides qualify as HHP because of the unchanged criteria for acute toxicity 

(mammals/bird) and aquatic acute toxicity (n=286). 
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Figure 4.  Number of active ingredients that meet new criteria, indicator & thresholds 

 

 

The definition of bioaccumulation and the combination of bioaccumulation with mobility have 

the strongest impact on the length of the list.  

The note in criterion 7: “BCF data shall supersede the logP (KOW) data.” alone reduces the 

HHP list by about 60 pesticides and the combination of the criteria on bioaccumulation and 

mobility (criterion 7) by another 90 pesticides.  

The stricter indicators and thresholds on human health as well as the international 

conventions do not add many pesticides. There are only eleven pesticides added to the HHP 

list due to the revised criteria, indicators or thresholds. 
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Table 2. Pesticides added to the HHP list due to revised criteria, indicators or thresholds. 

Active ingredients CAS Number 
GHS 
H330 

GHS 
Carc. 1 

GHS 
Muta. 1 

GHS 
Repr. 1 

EDC R2 
& C2 

Carbendazim 10605-21-7  
 

x x 
 

Coal tar oils 65996-82-9; 8002-29-7  x x 
  

Azafenidin 68049-83-2  
  

x 
 

Chlorotoluron 15545-48-9  
   

x 

Flumioxazin 103361-09-7  
  

x 
 

Glufosinate-
ammonium 

77182-82-2  
  

x 
 

Guazatine 108173-90-6 x     

Molinate 2212-67-1  
   

x 

Mineral oils; 
paraffin oils cont. > 

3 % DMSO 
(Dimethyl 

sulphoxide) 

Group  x 
   

Tepraloxydim 149979-41-9  
   

x 

Borax; disodium 
tetraborate 

1330-43-4  
  

x 
 

 

On the other hand eight pesticides, which are relevant in FSC forestry and for which 

derogations have requested will be now off of the HHP list.  

Table 3. Pesticides removed from the HHP list due to revised criteria, indicators or thresholds. 

Active ingredients Previous Criterion 

2,4-D-2-ethylhexyl (EHE) Bioaccumulation 

Dicamba-DMA salt Reproductive toxicity 

Hexazinone Mobility 

Pendimethalin Bioaccumulation 
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Active ingredients Previous Criterion 

Simazine Reproductive toxicity 

Tebufenozid Bioaccumulation 

Terbuthylazine Reproductive toxicity 

Triadimenol Bioaccumulation 

 

 


