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Combining the pesticide usage in an
agricultural catchment to pesticide
occurrence In river waters

EU directives oblige national action plans for pesticide risk reduction, and the national
pesticide usage has to be reported to EU every 5" year. However, there is little information
available for scientists and policymakers about the pesticide usage in any specific

catchment or river basin in Finland.

The catchment based data on pesticide usage is useful in the planning of monitoring
programs and interpreting the results. It is also essential in the evaluation of risks

and in upscaling small area results into larger areas.

Here the quantities of pesticides used in the catchment area of a small stream Savijoki
in Finland are compared to pesticide occurrence in stream water during years 2016-2018.

Material and methods

e The study area is an agricultural catchment of a small stream Savijoki located in

SW Finland.

» Pesticide usage in the area was investigated through annual inquiries targeted on

ca. 80 farmers in years 2016—2018 as a part of the SAVE project.
e Ca. 40% of the 82 km2 catchment is cultivated.

» Inthe stream Savijoki, concentrations of 240 pesticides have been monitored twice
a month from spring to autumn and once a month during winter since 2016.
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Results

On average 50 farmers (68%) of the 80 who got the inquiry
reported their pesticide usage yearly (55 farmers in 2016,
48 in 2017, and 47 in 2018).

The responses covered on average 2 099 ha (60%) of the
agricultural land in the study area.

Farmers used 130 different pesticide products during the
years 2016-2018.

These products contained 71 different active ingredients of
which 57 were monitored.

During the 3-year monitoring period the concentrations of
29 compounds remained under the limits of quantification.

All the concentrations were low compared to the
environmental quality standards (EQS).

Low but detectable values were recorded e.g. bentazone,
glyphosate, clopyralid, dichlorprop-P, MCPA, mecoprop-P,
picoxystrobin, propiconazole, sodium propoxycarbonate,
thifensulfuron-methyl, trinexapac-ethyl and tritosulfuron.

Conclusions

Although the concentrations detected were low, it is
important to develop the monitoring procedures.

Combining of crop protection usage and surface water
monitoring results offers opportunities to study more about the
fate of pesticides in Finnish conditions.
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