
Pesticides and their metabolites in European surface 

and groundwater: Evaluating regulations and 

approaches to environmental monitoring

Increasing complexity of regulations and associated technical guidance documents potentially leads to simplifying

assumptions being made by regulatory agencies seeking to be able to follow the potentially inconsistent guidance. While

overly precautionary assessments based on simplification may be expedient and ultimately protective of the environment,

they may have additional consequences like the withdrawal of economically important products with favourable risk-benefit

profiles or the costs of continued monitoring for low(er) risk substances. There is a need for better and more harmonised

guidance accompanied by quality controlled, documented datasets and environmental quality endpoints coupled through

decision support tools that ensure state of the environment assessments are conducted in a consistent manner and in

accordance with the regulation and available guidance.

Conclusions

Introduction
Regulation designed to protect the

environment and consumers is

constantly evolving driven by the

need to consider new scientific

knowledge as well as increase

harmonization between different

regulations. While harmonisation

may simplify some aspects of

regulatory requirements it also

potentially leads to additional

complexity, data requirements, and

issues of interpretation. One such

area is environmental safety

assessment utilising environmental

monitoring data. Interpretation of

such data should be based on

scientifically robust environmental

quality standards to avoid incorrect

conclusions and sub-optimal risk

assessment/management decisions.

Defining substance specific quality

standards or water treatment

removal efficiencies requires

additional effort as does ensuring

they are applied in the correct

situation, like only for water intended

for the abstraction of drinking water.
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For treatment removal of 90%

WFD Clean Drinking Water

DrW Standard of 0.1 µg/L (/substance)

Consumers tap

Individual grab sample concentration

Measured concentration

Sampling after treatment but location could be 

during storage, conveyance or at point of 

delivery provided compliance is not 

compromised
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Challenge: The location of drinking water abstraction sites is not readily available.

Development: The recast Drinking Water Directive requires water supply chain risk

assessments are conducted (June ’27) necessitating the georeferencing

of abstraction points and the digitisation of catchment boundaries.

Figure 2: Raw and finished drinking 

water risk assessment comparison
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Challenge: Consistency in derivation and use of threshold values within different

regulations and regulatory processes.

Development: The responsibility for EQS derivation moving from JRC to ECHA is an

acknowledgement of this issue.

Figure 3: Characterisation and use of 

thresholds in risk assessment

Figure 1: Illustration of water monitoring 

locations given their regulatory drivers


