Assessing pesticide leaching under climate change: The role of climate input uncertainty
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Lanna (dark grey) of bromide (A) and bentazone (B) in drainflow. Simulation results of all 56 * The pred|Cted Changes
ES = emission scenario the sources losses. are marked. ECHAMS acceptable parameter sets are shown.
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e obtain a conditions. The future time series were : o
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For predictions of changes
in pesticide losses, the

/ making. relative humidity were assumed unchanged in spring application autumn application  : : spring application autumn application the lmpect of parameter
the future?. _ — _ — — uncertainty, whereas the
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Our results demonstrate
the importance of using an
ensemble of different
} : — : climate scenarios when
moderately 1 moderately [ 3 assessing possible changes
4 | () : in future pesticide leaching.
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The identified K_.-values for bentazone were
8 parameters: Likelihood measure: multiplied by a factor of 1, 10, and 50,

Ky, d, 1, K,.): top & sub soil model efficiency (EF) respectively, to represent weakly, moderately
Uniform prior distribution Criteria for acceptance: and strongly sorbed pesticides. : , — strongly i strongly C regional climate model simulations, Tellus, 2011, 63, 24-40

. . . . . . , ;:}" . ;' I " Larsbo et al. (2005): An improved dual-permeability model
40 000 combinations EF>0 for all measurements Pesticide appllcatlons ; ) St ; sorbed ' sorbed . of water flow and solute transport in the vadose zone, Vadose

Two periods: Spring: 1-16 May Zone Journal, 2005, 4, 398-406

. . .. . . Larsson & Jarvis (1999): Evaluation of a dual-porosity
Kb's_atur.ated hydraullc conductuvnty of the soil matrix AUtumn: 29 Sep-1 5 OCt model to predict field-scale solute transport in a macroporous
d: diffusion pathlength

soil. Journal of Hydrology, 1999, 215, 153-171.
M: pesticide degradation rate coefficient
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