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Úvod 

Vyhláškou č. 83/2014 Sb. byla s platností od 29. května 2014 provedena novela vyhlášky č. 

252/2004 Sb., kterou se stanoví hygienické požadavky na pitnou a teplou vodu a četnost a rozsah 

kontroly pitné vody. Tato novela mj. změnila znění vysvětlivky (č. 27) k ukazateli „pesticidní 

látky“ v příloze 1: 

„Pesticidy se rozumí organické insekticidy, herbicidy, fungicidy, nematocidy, akaricidy, algicidy, 

rodenticidy, slimicidy, příbuzné produkty (např. regulátory růstu) a jejich relevantní metabolity, 

rozkladné nebo reakční produkty. Stanovují se pouze pesticidy s pravděpodobným výskytem v 

daném zdroji, nestanovení pesticidních látek se zdůvodní.“ 

Klíčovou změnou je především doplnění přívlastku „relevantní“, který v textu – oproti evropské 

směrnici 98/83/ES – chyběl. Dělení metabolitů na relevantní a nerelevantní má svůj smysl, protože 

některé metabolity pesticidů jsou stejně toxické jako jejich mateřské látky, zatímco jiné jsou 

nebezpečné jen velmi málo – vždyť konečnými metabolity (rozkladnými produkty) mnoha 

pesticidů jsou např. voda a oxid uhličitý. 

 

Legislativní souvislosti 

Pokud je v pitné vodě analyzován a nalezen metabolit pesticidní látky (nad hodnotu 0,1 µg/l nebo 

v sumě s ostatními pesticidy či relevantními metabolity nad hodnotu 0,5 µg/l) a tento metabolit je 

posouzen jako relevantní – a trvá-li překročení této limitní hodnoty déle než 30 dní v roce – 

postupuje se dále jako v případě nadlimitního nálezu „mateřské“ pesticidní látky čili podle § 3a 

zákona o ochraně veřejného zdraví: provozovatel vodovodu musí příslušný orgán ochrany 

veřejného zdraví požádat o určení mírnějšího hygienického limitu (výjimku), kterou lze udělit 

nevýše na tři roky atd. Pro relevantní metabolity platí limitní hodnota 0,1 µg/l, dočasný mírnější 

hygienický limit se stanovuje pro konkrétní zásobovanou oblast na základě hodnocení zdravotních 

rizik. 

Pokud je v pitné vodě analyzován a nalezen metabolit pesticidní látky (nad hodnotu 0,1 µg/l nebo 

v sumě s ostatními pesticidy či relevantními metabolity nad hodnotu 0,5 µg/l) a tento metabolit není 

posouzen jako relevantní (jedná se o nerelevantní metabolit) – a trvá-li překročení této limitní 

hodnoty déle než 30 dní v roce – postupuje se dále podle § 4 odst. 6 zákona o ochraně veřejného 

zdraví čili jako v případě nálezu jakékoliv další látky neupravené prováděcím právním předpisem 

(vyhláškou 252/2004 Sb.): provozovatel vodovodu oznámí tuto skutečnost příslušnému orgánu 

ochrany veřejného zdraví, který na základě hodnocení zdravotních rizik určí hygienický limit pro 

výskyt takové látky. Pokud je obsah této látky ve vodě nižší než stanovený hygienický limit, není 

třeba žádat (udělovat) výjimku. 
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Definice pojmu „relevantní“ 

Je s podivem, že ač se pojem „relevantní metabolit“ objevoval řadu let hned ve dvou směrnicích EU 

(ve směrnici 98/83/ES
1
 a dnes již zrušené směrnici 91/414/EHS), nebyl zde vůbec nijak definován. 

Určitá definice se objevila až v nařízení č. 1107/2009, které nahradilo směrnici 91/414/EHS: 

„Metabolit se považuje za významný (v anglickém znění nařízení je použit termín „relevantní“
2
), 

existuje-li důvod předpokládat, že jeho přirozené vlastnosti jsou srovnatelné s vlastnostmi mateřské 

látky, pokud jde o účinek na biologický cíl, nebo že představuje pro organismy vyšší riziko než 

mateřská látka nebo riziko srovnatelné anebo že má určité toxikologické vlastnosti, jež jsou 

považovány za nepřijatelné. Takový metabolit je významný pro rozhodnutí o celkovém schválení 

nebo pro stanovení opatření ke snížení rizika;“ (Nařízení Evropského parlamentu a Rady (ES) č. 

1107/2009 ze dne 21. října 2009 o uvádění přípravků na ochranu rostlin na trh a o zrušení směrnic 

Rady 79/117/EHS a 91/414/EHS; článek 3, odstavec 32) 

Avšak ani tato definice nepodává jednoznačné kritérium, jak posoudit, který metabolit je a který 

není relevantní. Vychází však z metodiky, kterou vydala v roce 2003 Evropská komise a která 

potřebná kritéria obsahuje: Guidance document on the assessment of the relevance of 

metabolites in groundwater of substances regulated under Council directive 91/414/EEC 
(Metodický návod pro hodnocení relevantnosti metabolitů látek regulovaných podle směrnice Rady 

91/414/EHS v podzemní vodě)
3
. 

Vzhledem k tomu, že neexistuje jiná oficiální metodika, Evropská komise ji považuje za stále 

platnou
4
 a i my ji shledáváme po odborné stránce za vyhovující, doporučujeme ji používat pro 

hodnocení relevantnosti metabolitů pesticidů v pitné vodě i v České republice. 

 

Praktický přístup 

Teoreticky může nastat situace, že o nalezeném metabolitu nebude dosud známo, zda je či není 

relevantní, a odborně způsobilá osoba (nejspíše osoba autorizovaná v hodnocení zdravotních rizik 

nebo v hodnocení bezpečnosti přípravku na ochranu rostlin) bude požádána, aby podle metodiky 

provedla jeho hodnocení. 

Domníváme se však, že v praxi nastane obvykle situace, kdy už někdo toto hodnocení provedl, a to 

před uvedením účinné látky na trh. Zákon č. 326/2004 Sb., o rostlinolékařské péči, ve znění 

pozdějších předpisů, ukládá povinnost žadateli o registraci pesticidního přípravku (navrhovateli), 

aby před uvedením přípravku na ochranu rostlin na trh požádal Ministerstvo zdravotnictví o 

posouzení přípravku včetně jeho použití z hlediska ochrany zdraví na základě hodnocení 

vypracovaného Státním zdravotním ústavem (SZÚ). Součástí předkládané dokumentace k tomuto 

posouzení musí být také informace o známých metabolitech, které vznikají v životním prostředí; 

někdy je již předloženo i jejich hodnocení z hlediska relevantnosti. Dokumentace prochází po 

odborné stránce posouzením SZÚ (Oddělením chemické bezpečnosti), který zpracuje hodnocení a 

to předává Ústřednímu kontrolnímu a zkušebnímu ústavu zemědělskému (ÚKZÚZ)
5
, který se 

zabývá pesticidy (přípravky na ochranu rostlin) také z hlediska ochrany vod. Součástí hodnocení 

bývá obvykle i informace, které metabolity jsou relevantní pro danou účinnou látku přípravku na 

ochranu rostlin. 

                                                           
1
 Směrnice Rady 98/83/ES o jakosti vody určené pro lidskou spotřebu. 

2
 A metabolite is deemed relevant if there is a reason to assume that it has intrinsic properties comparable to the parent 

substance in terms of its biological target activity, or that it poses a higher or comparable risk to organisms than the 

parent substance or that it has certain toxicological properties that are considered unacceptable. Such a metabolite is 

relevant for the overall approval decision or for the definition of risk mitigation measures; 
3
 European Commission, DG Health and Consumer protection: Guidance document on the assessment of the relevance 

of metabolites in groundwater of substances regulated under Council directive 91/414/EEC. Sanco/221/2000-rev.10-

final; 25 February 2003. 14 stran. Dostupné např. na 

http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/protection/evaluation/guidance/wrkdoc21_en.pdf.  
4
 European Commission, DG Health and Consumers, osobní sdělení 31.3.2014. 

5
 Jeho součástí je od 1.1.2014 i dříve samostatná Státní rostlinolékařská správa, nyní Odbor přípravků na ochranu rostlin 

ÚKZUZ. 

http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/protection/evaluation/guidance/wrkdoc21_en.pdf
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Provozovatel vodovodu pro veřejnou potřebu či jiná osoba, která dodává pitnou vodu veřejnosti
6
, se 

v případě nálezu metabolitu pesticidu v pitné vodě obrátí na ÚKZÚZ
7
 s žádosti o informaci, zda 

daný metabolit je či není považován za relevantní z hlediska pitné vody. Pokud ÚKZÚZ takovou 

informaci nemá, obrátí se provozovatel s žádostí o hodnocení na Státní zdravotní ústav – Oddělení 

chemické bezpečnosti
8
. 

Pokud se jedná o metabolit hodnocený jako nerelevantní, obrátí se provozovatel vodovodu na 

některou z osob autorizovaných v hodnocení zdravotních rizik expozice chemickým látkám 

v prostředí9 s žádostí o stanovení limitní koncentrace této látky v pitné vodě. Pokud by autorizované 

osoby tuto službu odmítly, je možné se obrátit na Státní zdravotní ústav – Oddělení hygieny vody 

(voda@szu.cz). 

 

Seznam relevantních a nerelevantních metabolitů 

Zástupci Sdružení oboru vodovodů a kanalizací České republiky (SOVAK ČR), Ministerstva 

zdravotnictví ČR a Státního zdravotního ústavu se dohodli na postupném vytváření seznamu 

metabolitů pesticidů, které jsou aktuálně posouzeny jako nerelevantní. Tento seznam bude veřejně 

přístupný a díky němu nebude potřeba provádět hodnocení duplicitně, nerozhodne-li místně 

příslušný orgán ochrany veřejného zdraví jinak
10

. 

Mechanismus by měl fungovat následovně: Provozovatel vodovodu, který si nechá posoudit, zda se 

jedná o relevantní či nerelevantní metabolit, a zpracovat hodnocení zdravotních rizik, v rámci něhož 

bude navržena přípustná limitní hodnota v pitné vodě (pro nerelevantní metabolit), zašle příslušné 

podklady na ministerstvo zdravotnictví (MZ). MZ požádá SZÚ, aby zkontroloval, zda je hodnocení 

rizik (výpočet limitní hodnoty) provedeno správně. Poté se tato informace zařadí na seznam, který 

bude obsahovat dosud posouzené metabolity (zda jsou či nejsou relevantní) a doporučené limitní 

hodnoty pro nerelevantní metabolity v pitné vodě. Seznam (Seznam posouzených nerelevantních 

metabolitů pesticidů a jejich doporučené limitní hodnoty v pitné vodě) je zveřejněn na webových 

stránkách MZ: http://www.mzcr.cz/Verejne/obsah/pitna-voda-pesticidy-nerelevantni-

metabolity_3170_5.html. 

 

Závěr 

S novelou vyhlášky č. 252/2004 Sb., ke které došlo v roce 2014, dochází ke změně posuzování 

metabolitů pesticidních látek nalezených v pitné vodě. Bude nutné rozhodnout, zda se jedná o 

metabolit relevantní či nikoliv. K posouzení se používá metodika Evropské komise Guidance 

document on the assessment of the relevance of metabolites in groundwater of substances regulated 

under Council directive 91/414/EEC. 

Informaci o vzniku relevantních/nerelevantních metabolitů v životním prostředí ve většině případů 

poskytne ÚKZÚZ (Odbor přípravků na ochranu rostlin ÚKZÚZ, Zemědělská 1752/1a, Brno, 

61300; e-mail: pripravky@ukzuz.cz). Vznikne postupně doplňovaný seznam již posouzených 

metabolitů pesticidních látek a doporučených limitních hodnot v pitné vodě, který bude veřejně 

přístupný. Doporučené limitní hodnoty v pitné vodě lze aplikovat v celé České republice.  
 

Mgr. Petr Pumann 

vedoucí NRC pro pitnou vodu 
 

Vypracovali: MUDr. František Kožíšek, CSc. a MUDr. Hana Jeligová; konzultace: MUDr. Miroslava Hornychová, 

CSc. a MUDr. Marek Jeřicha. 

                                                           
6
 Obecně osoby uvedená v § 3 odst. 2 zákona o ochraně veřejného zdraví. 

7
 Odbor přípravků na ochranu rostlin ÚKZUZ, Zemědělská 1752/1a, Brno, 61300; e-mail: pripravky@ukzuz.cz; 

http://eagri.cz/public/web/ukzuz/portal/pripravky-na-or/. 
8
 http://www.szu.cz/oddeleni-chemicke-bezpecnosti-1.  

9
 http://www.szu.cz/autorizace/stranka-autorizace-v-hra.  

10
 Např. v případě, kdy by doporučená limitní hodnota byla již zastaralá, protože se objeví nové toxikologické poznatky. 

mailto:voda@szu.cz
http://www.mzcr.cz/Verejne/obsah/pitna-voda-pesticidy-nerelevantni-metabolity_3170_5.html
http://www.mzcr.cz/Verejne/obsah/pitna-voda-pesticidy-nerelevantni-metabolity_3170_5.html
mailto:pripravky@ukzuz.cz
mailto:pripravky@ukzuz.cz
http://eagri.cz/public/web/ukzuz/portal/pripravky-na-or/
http://www.szu.cz/oddeleni-chemicke-bezpecnosti-1
http://www.szu.cz/autorizace/stranka-autorizace-v-hra
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Příloha:  Guidance document on the assessment of the relevance of metabolites in groundwater of 

substances regulated under Council directive 91/414/EEC (Metodický návod pro hodnocení relevantnosti 

metabolitů látek regulovaných podle směrnice Rady 91/414/EHS v podzemní vodě) 

Originál dostupný na: http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/protection/evaluation/guidance/wrkdoc21_en.pdf. 
 

 

http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/protection/evaluation/guidance/wrkdoc21_en.pdf
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EUROPEAN COMMISSION
HEALTH & CONSUMER PROTECTION DIRECTORATE-GENERAL 

Directorate E - Food Safety: plant health, animal health and welfare, international questions
E1 - Plant health

 

Sanco/221/2000 –rev.10- final
25 February 2003

GUIDANCE DOCUMENT 
ON THE ASSESSMENT OF THE RELEVANCE OF

METABOLITES IN GROUNDWATER OF SUBSTANCES
REGULATED UNDER COUNCIL DIRECTIVE 91/414/EEC 

This document has been conceived as a working document of the Commission Services, which
was elaborated in co-operation with the Member States. It does not intend to produce legally
binding effects and by its nature does not prejudice any measure taken by a Member State
within the implementation prerogatives under Annex II, III and VI of Council Directive
91/414/EEC, nor any case law developed with regard to this provision. This document also does
not preclude the possibility that the European Court of Justice may give one or another
provision direct effect in Member States. 
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Introduction

This document, on the assessment of the relevance of metabolites in groundwater, is intended to provide
guidance for notifiers and Member States in the context of the review of active substances under Council
Directive 91/414/EEC concerning the placing of plant protection products on the market. The document
intends to identify a consensus approach in regulatory decision-making concerning the inclusion of active
substances in Annex I of the Directive. It does not prejudice the authority of Member States in national
authorisations, nor does it prejudice the application of other Community legislation in force. Nonetheless,
the document still provides some recommendations, which might be helpful in maintaining harmonised
assessment schemes and decision making in Member States. 

Metabolites and breakdown products of active substances may occur in many environmental
compartments (in particular in soil, surface waters, groundwater and air), in animal feed or in food for
human consumers. It is the intention of the Commission Services to cover all of these aspects in guidance
documents, which are to be continuously revised to keep the guidance in line with scientific and technical
progress as well as regulatory changes. This guidance document focuses on groundwater, though the
general approach may also be applicable for the regional management of surface water resources intended
for the abstraction of drinking water in Member States.

Separate guidance documents on terrestrial and aquatic ecotoxicology have been produced and will be
continuously adapted to scientific and regulatory progress to address the protection of non-target
organisms in these environmental compartments1. These guidance documents address aspects of the
ecotoxicology assessment not only for the active substances but also for metabolites or breakdown
products, which are formed after their application and include the assessment of groundwater as an
ecosystem. 

Council Directive 91/414/EEC refers to "relevant metabolites" in its Annex VI (Annex VI, point C
2.5.1.22), where the acceptable concentrations of "active substances or of relevant metabolites" in
groundwater are restricted to the maximum permissible concentration laid down by the Drinking Water
Directive (Council Directive 98/83/EC regulating the quality of water intended for human consumption)3

or a lower concentration, if necessary due to its toxicological properties. 

In turn, the term “relevant metabolites" is also used in the Drinking Water Directive, where it is provided
that concentrations of pesticides and their relevant metabolites in drinking water must not exceed 0.1
µg/L.

Neither of the two Directives defines the term “relevant metabolite” and this has led to uncertainty for
regulators and notifiers. It is the goal of this document to lay down an operational definition of the term
insofar as this is necessary for the review of active substances under Council Directive 91/414/EEC and to
identify a consensus approach towards its application in regulatory decision-making concerning the
inclusion of active substances in Annex I of the Directive. 

In explicitly mentioning the term "relevant metabolites" in the texts of the two Directives the legislator
acknowledges that there may be metabolites that are not relevant. Therefore, the provisions of both
Directives are intended to regulate or place limits on a “relevant” subset of breakdown products in the
same way as is done for active substances. Different provisions should apply for “non-relevant”"
substances.

                                                          
1 References at the date of this document are:
(i) Guidance document on aquatic ecotoxicology:  SANCO/3268/2001 rev 4 (final) dated 17 October 2002 and
(ii) Guidance document on terrestrial ecotoxicology: SANCO/10329/2002 rev 2 final dated 17 October 2002. 
2 OJ L 265, 27 September 1997; p. 87-109
3 OJ L 330, 5 December 1998; p. 32-54
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This document describes a stepwise scheme, of increasing complexity, to identify “relevant metabolites”
for which the above provision of Annex VI and thus the limit value of the Drinking Water directive
should apply. The document further describes a scheme for the assessment of those metabolites, which are
not identified as relevant, but which have to be evaluated previous to a decision on the inclusion of an
active substance in Annex I to Directive 91/414/EEC. 

2. Context and general approach

This guidance document focuses exclusively on the assessment, under Council Directive 91/414/EEC,
of metabolites and breakdown products of active substances in groundwater, because the term
"relevant metabolites" is used for this compartment in a unique legislative context. Issues related to
the ecotoxicological aspects of metabolites and breakdown products in groundwater (under the
scenario that non target organisms are dwelling in groundwater and that groundwater may eventually
become surface water and thus an environment for aquatic organisms) and all ecotoxicological
questions related to other environmental compartments such as soil, surface water and air, are treated
in separate guidance documents for terrestrial and aquatic ecotoxicology. A guidance document for the
compartment "air" will be developed at a future stage. 

Following the precautionary principle laid down in the Water Framework Directive4, Groundwater
must be regarded as a natural resource, which should be protected in its own right. In consideration of
this principle, the limit value provided in Annex VI of Directive 91/414/EEC (and Directive
98/83/EC) for active substances and their relevant metabolites is not solely based on toxicological
criteria. A risk assessment on human toxicology therefore cannot be the exclusive basis for a decision
as to whether a metabolite has to be considered relevant or not. Furthermore, also for non-relevant
metabolites it is considered appropriate that an adequate level of protection is established for
groundwater, which takes into account the unique properties of this environmental compartment. 

Consequently, this document describes a scheme to determine whether a metabolite is relevant (and thus
subject to the 0.1 �g/L limit) or not relevant using criteria of biological activity, genotoxicity and
toxicological hazard but also other, pragmatic administrative criteria to allow efficient and transparent
regulatory decision-making. If a metabolite is not relevant, it is still subject to other limits, as outlined in
detail in this document, and to further case-by-case assessments in-line with the above principle of
precaution.

As noted above, this document is intended to provide guidance for the inclusion of active substances in
Annex I of Directive 91/414/EEC. According to Art. 5 of the Directive “… an active substance shall be
included in Annex I … if it may be expected that plant protection products containing the active substance
… do not have any harmful effects … on groundwater…”. This possibility of potential groundwater - or
drinking water - contamination is investigated generally on the basis of the convention that a soil layer of
approximately 1 m is used to represent the “groundwater” aquifer. Such an assumption is far from
representative for all regions of Europe but it is considered to provide a realistic worst case on the
European scale, in compliance with Art. 5 of the Directive. Should, at a future stage, more realistic
assessment schemes and models become available for refined assessments at the European scale (e.g.
probabilistic assessments based on real groundwater distribution data), this Guidance document will be
revised to reflect such a progress.

This document does not prejudice the authority of Member States to grant national authorisations. It is
recommended that Member States develop their own national and regional scenarios for the assessment of
groundwater contamination to ensure that the limit values provided by Community legislation are
respected at the points of abstraction of groundwater. It may also be considered that Member States use
                                                          
4 Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2000 establishing a
framework for Community action in the field of water policy - OJ L 327, 22. December 2000, p.1
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the guidance herein in conjunction with monitoring data where available as an orientation where regional
or local schemes of resource management are developed to protect surface waters used for the abstraction
of drinking water. 

The hazard and risk assessment of active substances under Directive 91/414/EEC is highly developed and
is supplemented by several guidance documents developed at Community level. The scientific assessment
of metabolites and degradation products of these active substances should be of comparable transparency,
scientific validity and degree of regulatory scrutiny as for the active substances themselves. The scheme
described in this document for the evaluation of metabolites is aimed at achieving this goal and is aligned
closely with that of the evaluation of active substances. The guiding principle of the assessment is that a
metabolite or degradation product is considered relevant, if there is reason to assume that it has
comparable intrinsic properties as the active substance in terms of its biological target activity, or that it
has certain toxicological properties that are considered severe (i.e. genotoxic, toxic to reproduction,
carcinogenic, toxic or very toxic), unless demonstrated to the contrary.

A stepwise procedure is used which aims in the first instance to select those cases which need further
consideration (Steps 1 and 2). It then provides guidance on how metabolites should be treated in
further, more complex, steps ranging from screening in a hazard assessment to (using further
experimental data) a full risk assessment. A decision-tree to visualise the general approach is provided
on page 3. 

Much of the data required for metabolites of individual active substances under the scheme may
already be available. According to Council Directive 91/414/EEC, several studies have to be
performed by the registrant on the metabolism of the active substance in the different environmental
compartments where metabolites, degradation and reaction products may be formed (c.f. Annex II to
the Directive). Data requirements concerning soil, which are of particular importance for the
assessment of groundwater, are found in Section 7.1 of its Annex II.

Consequently, for all compartments, at least some information on the metabolism, rate, route, and
kinetics is available for use in the risk assessment of the active substance and its metabolites and
breakdown products. Before performing additional tests, notifiers should therefore examine existing
studies and check whether metabolites or breakdown products under consideration have already been
covered by studies required for the active substance or “major” metabolites (according to Annex II of
Directive 91/414/EEC), considering the use pattern and the fate of the compounds investigated. Based on
existing knowledge on related compounds, some fate and effects characteristics of metabolites may also
be anticipated and used to extrapolate the required information. 

3. Definitions
The following definitions are used in this guidance document:

1. Metabolite: for the purpose of this document, the term is used for all reaction or
breakdown products of an active substance of a plant protection product, which are formed
in the environment after the application, be it by biotic (microbials, other taxa) or abiotic
processes (hydrolysis, photolysis). The terms “metabolite”, “breakdown product” and
degradation product” are used interchangeably throughout this document.

2. Relevant metabolite: a metabolite for which there is reason to assume that it has
comparable intrinsic properties as the active substance in terms of its biological target
activity, or that it has certain toxicological properties that are considered severe and
unacceptable with regard to the decision-making criteria described in the text. Such a
metabolite is therefore treated like the parent active substance in the assessment according
to Annex VI, point C.2.5.1.2 of Directive 91/414/EEC. Where such a metabolite exceeds
the maximum permissible concentration (0.1 µg/l) for groundwater, a non-inclusion
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decision would be triggered at Community level for the active substance or a non-
authorisation decision would be triggered at national level for specific uses of products
containing that substance;

3. Metabolite of no concern: A metabolite which meets the criteria outlined in Step 1 of Part
4 below and is therefore deemed to be not relevant in the assessment according to Annex
VI, point C.2.5.1.2 of Directive 91/414/EEC. 

4. Non-relevant metabolite: a metabolite which does not meet the criteria provided for
“relevant metabolites” and “metabolites of no concern”. A non-relevant metabolite may be
subject, on a case-by-case basis, to an individual groundwater limit concentration, as
outlined in detail in this document.  

4. Sequential assessment of the relevance of metabolites

As a general rule, all metabolites which are expected to occur in soil under normal use conditions on the
basis of results from soil degradation studies should be subject to further assessments of their structure
and environmental fate with the aim of quantitatively assessing their ability to contaminate groundwater.
The same assessment should be done for all metabolites found in lysimeter studies, where such studies
have been conducted. It is recognised that, for practical reasons and reasons of technical feasibility, it
might not be possible to identify those minor metabolites (< 10% of total applied on a molar basis) which
occur transiently in soil, or metabolites which are found in very low amounts (< 5 % of total applied on a
molar basis) and with no tendency to accumulate. Similar limitations apply to lysimeter studies, where
characterisation of metabolites found in small amounts in leachates is also not always feasible.

Therefore, as a minimum, degradation products must be characterised and identified by the notifiers to the
extent that is technically feasible and their relevance must be assessed, if one of the following conditions
applies:

a) Metabolites, which account for more than 10 % of the amount of active substance added in
soil at any time during the studies; or

b) which account for more than 5 % of the amount of active substance added in soil in at least
two sequential measurements during the studies; or

c) for which at the end of soil degradation studies the maximum of formation is not yet reached.

Moreover, all metabolites found in lysimeter studies at annual average concentrations exceeding 0.1 µg/l
in the leachate should be identified and subject to further assessment.

 Step 1: Exclusion of degradation products of no concern
This step applies to all metabolites. A degradation product which may be expected to occur in
groundwater as a result of a soil degradation study or a lysimeter study will require further assessment
unless one of the following conditions apply:

a) it is CO2 or an inorganic compound, not containing a heavy metal; or, 
b) it is an organic compound of aliphatic structure, with a chain length of 4 or less, which

consists only of C, H, N or O atoms and which has no "alerting structures" such as epoxide,
nitrosamine, nitrile or other functional groups of known toxicological concern. 

c) it is a substance, which is known to be of no toxicological or ecotoxicological concern, and
which is naturally occurring at much higher concentrations in the respective compartment.

If condition a), b) or c) is met, the degradation product is considered to be a degradation product of no
concern and no additional data are required. 
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 Step 2: Quantification of potential groundwater contamination
All metabolites not excluded in Step 1 that are found in soil degradation and/or available lysimeter or
field leaching studies should in principle be characterised and identified by the notifiers to the extent
that is technically feasible, as outlined above in the introductory remarks to this chapter. This is
particularly the case for those metabolites which are predicted to be present in the leachate leaving the
upper soil layer at an annual to triannual average flux (as defined by FOCUS5) concentration
exceeding 0.1 µg/L. For these metabolites the predicted environmental concentration in groundwater
needs to be estimated with the highest feasible accuracy and validity.

To quantitatively assess the fate of these metabolites with the FOCUS groundwater models and
scenarios, data on degradation and sorption are required as input. As the required input depends on the
intended uses of the active substance under investigation, the FOCUS guidance document should be
consulted for further information on extent and quality of input parameters needed. Also expert
judgement may be used to estimate the necessary model input parameters on degradation and sorption
in cases where experimental data cannot easily be provided6. In these cases, a sensitivity analysis
should be conducted to allow a judgement to be made on the level of confidence, which can be
attributed to the calculations. However, experimental data should preferably be used.

For metabolites found in the leachate of lysimeter studies with annual average concentrations above
0.1 µg/L an attempt should be made to assess their leaching behaviour in other European regions with
different soil and climatic conditions with the goal to extrapolate the experimental findings to other
representative regions of European agriculture. All efforts should be made to quantitatively assess and
identify individual compounds in the leachate fractions, as far as technically feasible. Since some
Member States consider lysimeter studies as higher tier compared to model calculations, these
provisions will not prejudice decision making on Member State level. 

As far as valid and representative data are available for existing active substances, also monitoring
data can be used to predict environmental concentrations of metabolites in groundwater. Monitoring
data from regions with well-documented use of the active substance in question may provide a useful
additional tool to supplement model calculations and lysimeter experiments to improve the accuracy
and validity of estimates of potential groundwater contamination.

If, on the basis of these calculations and assessments, representative use-scenarios can be identified
which predict no contamination of groundwater by the active substance or individual metabolites in
excess of the limit values provided by the Drinking Water Directive or provision C. 2.5.1.1 of the
Uniform Principles, then the active substance is eligible for further consideration of inclusion in
Annex I of Directive 91/414/EEC if at least one Member State indicates an interest in granting an
authorisation. 

Nonetheless, consideration should be given to the fact that groundwater is also an ecosystem
containing non-target organisms and that surface water bodies may be supplied from groundwater
resources and that there are substances which may give reason for ecotoxicological concern at levels
even below the default limit value provided for drinking water. This aspect should be considered in the
context of the ecotoxicological assessment of the active substance, which is outside the scope of this
document.

                                                          
5 FOCUS groundwater scenarios in the EU review of active substances - Report of the FOCUS Groundwater
Scenarios Workgroup, Document SANCO/321/2000 rev.2, November 2000.
6 Besides the OECD Test Guidelines, valuable guidance may also be found in the Opinion of the Scientific
Committee on Plants on methods for the determination of the organic carbon adsorption coefficient (koc) for a
plant protection product active substance in the context of Council Directive 91/414/EEC – SCP/KOC/002-final
adopted by the SCP, 18 July 2002
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Active substances, for which not all uses and use conditions reviewed have resulted in acceptable
predicted groundwater contamination need to be assessed further by Member States when granting
national authorisations. The Review Reports for these substances will highlight this area of potential
concern in such cases. 

All metabolites, which might be expected to exceed the limits laid down in Annex VI, point C.2.5.1.2
of Directive 91/414/EEC should be further assessed in Step 3. Again, also in these cases the
environmental concentration in groundwater needs to be estimated with the highest feasible accuracy
and validity, following the principles outlined above. 

 Step 3: Hazard Assessment: Identification of relevant metabolites

Step 3 provides a pragmatic scheme for the regulatory decision-making concerning the “relevance” of a
certain metabolite. It is a 3-stage assessment involving (i) biological activity screening, (ii) genotoxicity
hazard screening, and (iii) toxicity hazard screening. Any metabolite that does not pass all three stages is
considered as “relevant” under regulatory aspects and thus unacceptable at groundwater contamination
levels exceeding 0.1 µg/L. Passing the three stages does not imply non-relevance – it simply means that
further assessment in Step 4 is required.

a. Stage 1 of Step 3: Screening for biological activity:

Active substances of plant protection products are defined according to Art. 2 of the Directive on the basis
of their biological activity against plants or harmful organisms (in the context of this document defined as
the “biological activity”). The same criterion is used here to identify those breakdown products, which –
from a regulatory perspective - should be treated in the same way as active substances with respect to
groundwater protection. 

The goal is to identify metabolites, which have a comparable target activity as the parent active
ingredient, and to deal with cases where the parent molecule is a precursor of the active substance.
Efficacy testing should be focused on this question of comparing the activity against the biological
target. However, for parent compounds with a known range of activities, or for a compound belonging
to a totally new group, it may be necessary to test a metabolite in a more extensive screening battery. 

Structure-activity relationships may be considered on the basis of the mode of activity of the parent
molecule (i.e. usually the active substance). In many cases for compounds belonging to a well defined
group of active substances (e.g. sulfonyl thiourea herbicides) this may already provide useful and
sufficient information for the assessment of this question in the absence of experimental data. 

 In cases where the above considerations do not lead to clear results, the metabolite should be
evaluated in biological screening assays using standard methods comparing weight equivalents of the
parent substance and the metabolites in question. As a possible refinement and if necessary,
comparative testing may be done at the maximum application rate and based on a molar equivalent
compared to the active substance. The maximum test rate then would be calculated by:
 
 Ratemetabolite =  M/A • Ratea.s.
 
 in which:
 Ratemetabolite = application rate at which metabolite should be tested in screen (kg/ha)
 Ratea.s. = use rate of active ingredient (kg/ha)

 M = molar mass of metabolite
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 A = molar mass of active substance
 
 On the basis of this maximum level, the effect of the metabolite against a range of target organisms
should be compared to the activity of the parent compound. Metabolites of unknown structure (e.g.
fractions from a lysimeter experiment) should be subject to a similar assessment, insofar as this is
technically feasible. A case-by-case approach should be followed in this event, which should be
developed in close collaboration between the notifier and the Rapporteur Member State. The
metabolite(s) in question should be characterised as far as possible to allow an expert judgement on its
activity. 

In screening assays it will often not be possible to determine and compare the biological activity of a
parent molecule and its metabolites with great precision, and this will also not be necessary in most
cases. As a line of orientation, it should be sufficient to demonstrate that the biological activity of a
metabolite is clearly less than 50% of the activity of the parent molecule. Otherwise the biological
activity should be considered as “comparable”.

From a regulatory perspective, metabolites with a comparable or higher biological activity than the
parent are considered as relevant and must, therefore, not exceed a level of 0.1 µg/L in groundwater as
determined according to Step 2. 

All other products passing this stage should be further screened in Stage 2.

b. Stage 2 of Step 3: Screening for genotoxicity:

All metabolites that have passed step 1, step 2 and stage 1 of step 3 should be screened for their
genotoxic activity by at least the following package of in vitro genotoxicity studies: Ames test, gene
mutation test with mammalian cells, and chromosome aberration test. Equivocal results in in vitro
studies should be substantiated by in vivo experiments. Mutagenic metabolites (any category) are
considered relevant.

c. Stage 3 of Step 3: Screening for toxicity
 
 Stage 3 of Step 3 is aimed at the question of whether a metabolite has certain toxicological properties,
which - from a regulatory perspective - qualify for considering it “relevant”. A metabolite is considered
“relevant” if its toxicological properties lead to a classification as toxic of very toxic (T or T+)
according to Directive 67/548/EEC. Reflecting the general concept of this document, the toxicity
classification of the parent active substance as determined according to Directive 67/548/EEC is used
for pragmatic reasons as a starting point to focus the screening activity. The Step 3 screening is
applied as follows: 
 
For parent active substances, which are classified as acutely or chronically toxic or very toxic (T
followed by R25, R24, R23 or R48, or T+ followed by R28, R27, R26 or R39) the acute or chronic
toxicity of the metabolite must be determined. Metabolites, which on the basis of an appropriate test
qualify as toxic or very toxic (T or T+) are considered “relevant”.

For parent active substances, which are classified for reproductive toxicity (any category with R60
R61, R62 or R63), it must be show by an appropriate test or convincing other evidence that the
metabolite does not qualify for the same classification. Metabolites, which qualify for a classification
of their reproductive toxicity (any category with R60 R61, R62 or R63) are considered to be
“relevant”.
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For parent active substances classified as category 1 or category 2 carcinogens (Carc. Cat. 1; R 45) or
(Carc. Cat. 2; R 45) all metabolites are considered to be “relevant”. For parent active substances
classified as category 3 carcinogens (Carc. Cat. 3; R 40), convincing evidence must be provided that
the metabolite will not lead to any risk of carcinogenicity. This may be done by appropriate
carcinogenicity testing, by the provision of mechanistic evidence (e.g. absence of the likely
mechanistic effect leading to carcinogenicity with the parent molecule, such as target organ pathology,
peroxisome proliferation, cytochrome P450 induction or metabolism of thyroid hormones) or by a
convincing toxicological assessment taking into consideration all available data. 

However, independent of the classification of the parent active substance, if there is reason to expect
that a certain degradation product may be toxic or highly toxic, a targeted testing may be necessary. 

All metabolites passing stage 3 of step 3 and are not considered as “relevant” are subject to an
exposure and/or risk assessment as outlined in the steps below: 
 

 Step 4: Exposure assessment - threshold of concern approach

Metabolites which have not been identified as being relevant according to the hazard screening outlined in
Step 3, should be further tested in an exposure assessment to make sure that any contamination of
groundwater will not lead to unacceptable exposure of consumers via their drinking water. 

Such an assessment, if done in isolation, would require, in principle, a full set of toxicological data
according to Annex II of the Directive to ultimately establish an Acceptable Daily Intake value for these
substances and is not excluded in Step 5 below. However, as a pragmatic alternative in cases where a full
quantitative risk assessment cannot be provided, an approach following a "threshold of concern" should
be followed. The approach is based on a statistical evaluation of lifetime carcinogenicity studies for more
than 500 substances, which were originally compiled by Gold et al. 19897 and later supplemented and
refined by other authors. Both, the Scientific Committee on Plants8 and the Scientific Committee on
Food9 have discussed this concept and found that the available scientific information base is sufficiently
large to consider an application of a threshold of toxicological concern as a concept, which is rational,
pragmatic and scientifically valid. 

Following this concept, for substances of unknown structure the Scientific Committee on Plants proposed
a toxicological threshold of concern of 1.5 �g/person/day or 0.02 �g/kg body weight/day10, which is in
line with the threshold developed by the US-FDA. Assuming a consumption of 2 liters of water per day11,,
all of which comes from the upper soil layer, such an acceptable exposure level relates to an acceptable
estimated upper limit for the concentration of a metabolite of 0.75 µg/L. 

When carrying out this assessment, it must be checked whether there is potential exposure for consumers
via other sources but drinking water, e.g. if the metabolite in question is also found among the residues on
treated commodities. Such a potential exposure from other sources should be taken into account in order
to ensure that total exposure of consumers to the metabolite will not exceed the acceptable overall
threshold of concern of 0.02 �g/kg body weight/day.

Such a threshold can only be considered acceptable if the metabolite in question 
- does not exceed 0.75 µg/L (or a lower level, if consumers are exposed also via other routes)

                                                          
7 Gold et al. 1989
8 SCP 2000
9 SCF, 1996; 
10 Munro et al., 1996; Munro et al., 1999.
11 Which is a conservative value also recommended by WHO (1994).
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and has passed Step 3 i.e.
- has a lower biological activity than the parent,
- is not genotoxic and
- is not defined as toxic. 

Substances for which all metabolites meet all these criteria can be further considered for Annex I
inclusion. Where there is insufficient information to do a satisfactory assessment at this Step, then a
refinement is necessary and further data will be required in Step 5. 

 Step 5: Refined risk assessments for non-relevant metabolites

Metabolites which have passed steps 1 to 3 and for which levels of estimated concentrations of
metabolites in groundwater (as defined in Step 2) lie between 0.75 µg/L (from Step 4) and 10 µg/L12

will require a refined assessment of their potential toxicological significance for consumers. All such
metabolites, which are estimated to occur at levels exceeding the toxicological threshold for unknown
substances, must be fully identified and also synthesised by the notifier, if necessary to allow their further
testing. 

The appropriate strategy for the assessment of these cases has to be developed on a case-by-case basis in
collaboration between the notifier and the Rapporteur Member State. 

As a general principle, it should be understood that data requirements raised in this context do not always
have to be addressed by experimental studies. Notifiers may, if possible, address open questions by using
available information in support of a scientific and rational assessment. Valuable sources of information
include, but are not limited to: 

� consideration of molecular structure of the metabolite (active part intact?); 
� the occurrence of metabolites in existing tests with the active substance; 
� general knowledge on the relationship between the toxicity of metabolites and their parent substances; 
� available knowledge on related compounds. 

In such cases expert judgement may be used to determine the necessity of requiring additional
information. 

With regard to human toxicology it should be investigated in particular whether a metabolite was also
identified in mammalian laboratory animals and, consequently, has been intrinsically subject to
toxicity studies along with the active substance. The occurrence of metabolites, their quantification
and the extrapolation of this information to humans should be based on expert judgement, taking into
consideration known differences in phase one and two metabolism and assessments of biochemical
plausibility. For example, a metabolite formed in soil, which may be present in the 1 m groundwater
horizon may be a plausible metabolite in mammals, which is only transient and, therefore, not
detectable in significant quantity in laboratory animals. Conjugates formed in biotic processes in the
soil may be readily cleaved in the gastro-intestinal tract and may give rise to known metabolites in
mammals. 

If the metabolite is found in laboratory animals, the acceptable limit in groundwater for this compound
may be defined on the basis of existing studies with the active substance. 

                                                          
12 This limit value of 10 µg/L is selected for pragmatic reasons. It is also the current limit value defined in the
Drinking Water Directive for chlorinated aliphatic hydrocarbons such as trichlorethene. Some degradation
products of pesticides may belong into this chemical category. Note that some other products may also belong to
other defined categories in Drinking Water Directive and are, therefore, subject to a different limit.
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If a metabolite is not likely to be formed in laboratory animals upon exposure to the active substance,
stepwise testing should be conducted to determine the full toxicological profile of the metabolite or to
generate enough information to allow a comparison with the toxicology profile of the active substance
to be made. The extent of the toxicology testing should be determined by expert judgement on a case-
by-case basis, but the investigation of potential genotoxicity will probably represent the first step in
most cases. The notifier should always be required to provide justification when a full toxicological
profile is not produced. Possible reasons for avoiding unnecessary testing include the use of existing
information on alerting structures (SAR’s13), or toxicological information derived from structurally
related chemicals.

For non-genotoxic substances, and in the absence of any particular alerting chemical structures in the
metabolite, an extrapolation from subchronic to chronic study results will be possible in most cases. It
is largely agreed in the scientific community14 that an extra assessment factor of 10 will be adequate to
cover the additional uncertainty when an acceptable daily intake for consumers is derived from a 90-
day study result. 

As provided above for step 4, also in step 5 the question must be addressed whether there are other
sources of exposure for consumers but groundwater. The permissible exposure of consumers via water
is calculated on the basis of a daily consumption of 2 L/day and taking into account exposure from all
other routes, if appropriate. 

Where actual or predicted concentrations of a non-relevant metabolite in groundwater exceed 10 µg/L,
no general guidance can be provided in the context of this document. As outlined in the introduction,
regulatory decisions must maintain a high level of protection for groundwater. Therefore, it is
necessary to carefully evaluate case by case, whether the requirements of Article 5 (1) of the Directive
are still fulfilled and the active substance can be included in Annex I to the Directive. Such an
assessment must consider the overall profile and use pattern of the substance and it must be based on
strict precaution.

                                                          
13 Structure-activity relationships.
14 Lewis et al. 1990
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6. Decision Tree 

Metabolite identified in soil  or lysimeter study

Exclusion of degradation products of no concern

Determination of relevance of metabolites
in groundwater

FOCUS Modelling or other data shows
concentration at 1m horizon < 0.1 µg/l

Further consideration
of annex I inclusion.

Further scenarios may
be assessed at

Member State level.

YES

HAZARD ASSESSMENT (3-stage)

1.   Biological screening. Compare
biological activity with parent compound. If

greater, then no Annex I inclusion
possible. If less, go to Stage 2.

2.    Genotoxicity screening. If no
genotoxic potential then go to Stage 3. If

genotoxic then no Annex I inclusion
possible.

3.    Toxicity screening. Range of tests to
be done can be guided by profile of parent

substance. If toxic, reprotoxic or
carcinogenic according to 67/548/EEC

criteria then no Annex I inclusion possible.

If do not pass stages 1, 2 and 3  then
metabolite is relevant and no Annex I
inclusion is possible. If pass all three

Stages then proceed to exposure
assessment in next step.

NO

EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT

Step 4 in the text  imposes a
threshold-of-concern approach. If

sufficient data shows that threshold
is not exceeded then exposure is

acceptable. In all other cases need
to proceed to refined toxicity data

and risk assessment in next steps.
Following the approach in the text

means that even if data is available,
there is an upper acceptable limit of
0.75 µg/l beyond which refinement

is in all cases necessary.

REFINEMENT

Generate more toxicity data along
lines provided for in Step 5.

RISK ASSESSMENT

A consumer risk assessment needs
to be done along the lines detailed

in Step 5.

No Annex I inclusion
possible

Acceptable risk

Less than
0.75 µg/l

AND
acceptable
exposure

Unacceptable
risk means is

relevant

Need more data

Acceptable hazard

Unacceptable
hazard means is

relevant
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