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Jetzt ist aber genug! 
Der soll allmählich mal Schluß machen!
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German Federal Environment Agency

• Description Tasks :
– Scientific Support for Ministry (EU and Federal Sta tes)
– Public Information
– Environment Information Systems, Data Flow & Harmon isation
– EEA: National Focal Point; NRC’s: LU, Water, Air Emi ssion …
– Legal Obligations: Substance Licensing, Emission-Tr ading …
GSE: 
1. UNECE Long-Range Transboundary Air Pollution – Depo sition 

Model
2. EU WRRL – Report on Management plans – Diffuse Pollu tion 

Models

• Involvement since 2002 as Core User :
- GSE Aqua /Soil Sage – Infoterra 2002-2004
- GSE Land – Infoterra: 2005 ��� �
- GSE Forest Monitoring – GAF AG: 2002 ��� �
- GeoLand – more passive

��� � EU Project – GMES Network of Users - GNU
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GSE Land - Inland water quality/ contamination

• UBA Demands – as a result of SAGE
– Substance: Pesticides

– Agricultural Areas: Sum of Potato, Sugar Beet and C orn (With 
and without all-seasons ground cover)

– Intensive model sensitivity tests

– Model and input data adaptations (was not accepted by ESA)

� Service: Inland water quality/ contamination

• Land use mapping
– Thematic content  = Nomenclature based on CORINE le vel 3
– MMU: 1 ha (artificial surfaces), 5 ha (other classe s)
– Urban areas: percentage of sealing level to derive heavy metal input
– Arable land:  Add on - level  4 & 5 for non irrigate d arable land:

winter & summer cereals, root crops
��� � Unstrut
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Application for Pestizide Input with DRIPS

Partner: Gießen University – Martin Bach
Focus:
Variation / enhancement of DRIPS model results by u se of 

High Resolution (HR) LC Product instead of CLC2000

Study sites/ river basin:

• Mosel-Saar (27.400 km²) 

• Unstrut (ca. 7.000 km²)

• Weser (in preparation – 46.000 km²)

End user organisations:
• IKSMS (Mosel)

• TLUG Jena (Thüringen)  
• ARGE Weser 
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CORINE Land Cover 2000

� �������	�
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High Resolution Land Cover
GSE Land Product M2.1 

� ���� ��	�
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99,6 %1250‘576130,6 %639‘26279,8 %611’313
GSE Land 
M3.1 Meris*

100,0 %1255‘419100,0 %489‘351100,0 %766’067CLC2000*

% of CLC ha% of CLCha% of CLCha

TotalPastureArable land
Data source

Differences: 
CORINE LC and  GSE Land 

*) Missing values (-999) set as 0

� ���� ��	�
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March April May June August Sept. October Nov.

Substance g g g g g g g g

Bentazon 1014 2127 921

Epoxiconazol 51 9 0

Isoproturon 19934 624 3 3921 11798 9340

MCPA 413 12 0

Metazachlor 884 588 103

Terbuthylazin 244 1047 537

Trifluralin 670 5

DRIPS results: Pesticide load river Mosel 

Low resolution 
LC (CLC based)

March April May June August Sept. October Nov.

Substance g g g g g g g g

Bentazon 1069 2185 792

Epoxiconazol 56 10 1

Isoproturon 23512 721 4 4341 13702 1110

MCPA 427 16 0

Metazachlor 979 700 136

Terbuthylazin 297 1275 646

Trifluralin 741 5

High resolution 
LC map

DRIPS estimated pesticide river load for river Mosel basin (station 
Koblenz, mouth) for 7 substances in its month of application
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DRIPS results: Pesticide load river Unstrut 

Low resolution 
LC (CLC based)

March April May June August Sept. October Nov.

Substance g g g g g g g g

Bentazon 178 411 4 0

Epoxiconazol 4 14 6

Isoproturon 2215 269 0 17 1418 6

MCPA 172 37 1

Metazachlor 209 131 0

Terbuthylazin 7 630 31

Trifluralin 85 51

High resolution 
LC (geoland 
SAGE product)

March April May June August Sept. October Nov.

Substance g g g g g g g g

Bentazon 182 811 127 0

Epoxiconazol 3 17 6

Isoproturon 2187 267 1 16 1391 5

MCPA 975 72 2

Metazachlor 185 104 0

Terbuthylazin 3 390 18

Trifluralin 73 52

DRIPS estimated pesticide river load for river Unstrut basin (station 
Laucha, Thüringen) for 7 substances in the month of application



11��������	�
��
������������	
�	��������������
������

Isoproturon
Month: April

Low resolution
(CLC-based)
Pixel 1 x 1 km²

Total: 269 g

River Unstrut basin

Spatial distribution 
of pesticide losses/ 
river input

Total: 269 g
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Spatial distribution 
of pesticide losses/ 
river input

River Unstrut basin

Total: 267 g
Regional 
Distribution
Changed 

Isoproturon
Month: April

High resolution: 
Pixel 0.1 x 0.1 km²)

SAGE add on : level  4 & 
5 for non irrigated arable 
land: winter & summer 
cereals*, root crops)

*Application of Isoproturon



13��������	�
��
������������	
�	��������������
������

DRIPS results quality / plausibility check

General Question (also raised from SAGE-Test - 2004)

Could we decide which results are the better ones?

No!
• Among other reasons measurements are seldom and 

reflect only current situation not the mean conditi ons of the month.

But!
• SAGE includes more relevant information to model correct

regional distribution (hot spots etc.)! 
• Higher resolution: Better results could be expected

much more better – field units information
• Temporal resolution – yearly
• Combination with in-situ, statistics ... (e.g. regi onal topographic

information – ATKIS, InVeKoS – agricultural data on s ubsidised farms)
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Some answers to Service provider
• Relevant concepts that the service is considering (from you r

point of view)
– Higher spatial resolution

• Opinion about the Validation method
– answered

• Have you tested the data provided?
– Yes – our contract partners Pagenkopf (Sage), Bach (GSE L and)

• Real utility of the product
– Test: Yes (with questions marks – answered) 
– The price decides for practical usage!

• Performance User-Service Provider: 
– Trainings? No – involvement of real end user
– Have the SP included new improvements into the product

proposed by you?
• Yes more regions, but no thematic additions (like Unstru t)

– Flow of communication? 
• Should be improved by direct contact to the end users
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Whole project evaluation

• Are you feeling part of the project? Part of the developmen t chain that
the project is following? 

– Partly – better involvement of the enduser is needed
• Flow of communication from the project

– Already answered
• Involvement foreseen for the 3rd phase: ?

– Do you feel comfortable with the expectations that the proj ect have on your
side?

– Do you think that you will obtain from the project side what y ou expect?
• Do you think user meetings are fruitful enough? No!

– Improvements that you can propose
• Questionnairs for better involvement of users
• Yearly potential user / user group visits and discussions
• Advertisement

– Issues that you would like to tackle in these meetings
– Do you have some ideas to obtain a better feedback from th e users side? 

To obtain a greater participation/involvement from the us ers?
• How you see the user forum/user platform initiative?

– More support for direct end user contact is needed
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Thanks – Martin Bach
Thanks for your attention!

Water Quality Service
“She should come to an end now!”

GMES Land User Meeting 
22-23 October, 2007
Madrid


