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L1 ABREDE=R

1L.1.1 REOERE E&ERKER

BT RIEY O E BT T DRSO REREZ: E 2 BRI S, BED DL ER
IRAEEICHEEREHEZ R L TEBY, BERBECRAIRZLDOTH D[], BIEOBGIIH
[ D BB SR I X - TITh Tl Y, HARTHER I 2 BIKT, BEOMERRE MW L,
E DITITFREED RO EIRIC X 5 BEY, KB L O LR EOBYRO IEOBLE G, B3
IRREIL Ko TBEDREHT T TS, AARTIE 2022 4F 4 HIRERTHI 600 FEEE O 3K
DOHEBES (LT, FERORVERD BRI TR E VD) BEERI TV D[2],

Fig. 1-1121%, 1990 F2~5 2020 4 TOMRIZI T 2 RO RIEOFEMEN &L R LT
[3], BESEOFEMME HEITIEE 30 FERICH O T LS FREICHM L TR Y, HiT 10 F£RIXIE
IFRIE N TH L H OO, FHITR 260 77 N B EH STV 5, Fig 122121, 1963 b
2016 FFE TO AARIZEIT 2 EIEO MW ROHER 27 LT [4], BIOMFTREIL, 1986 £ T
FRREHIZIEIN L, R T H B ACEL TV D, 1986 LA D 20 4R 138 R o Hiff &25 K
LWLz bk, BEOHMEREN 7 7 bt 4 5 NUOREE TR LTy
Do —H, FBEAICERER O AR 1980 A0 6 K E RN A HALT, 2RO &
t 2010 4005 2016 OB TIXZITFUIT W THEE L T 5, F72, BARITIEDE 72 &
ThOINBPRIZ, WHELPEE LT BIEYAHE LS ITOTWVEREICH H72D[5], K
KFGEST T O EBENZ AR TR O BN RS Y 72 0 O EEEH RN L (Fig. 1-3) [3],

IO XS, BEOERAREIIHASCHARENICIBVTLEL TWDR, TO— T THEIED
FEFEIIHE 2 BT TV D [6]. & BITFERIZER T 2 AR 2 N DN X 5 AR E OB
FIAFNTNEHTC7], BEORENT—EEE-o-TWnbDEBZI LN,
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Fig. 1-1 Changes in pesticides (active ingredient) use in the World from year 1990 to 2020[3].
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Fig. 1-2 Changes in pesticide (active ingredient) sales quantities in Japan during 1963-2016.
[Based on Kamata et al., 2020] [4].
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Fig. 1-3 Quantity of pesticide (active ingredient) use per area of cropland in 2020[3].

1.1.2 RFEKIZBTHIEEDBREIRR

JEHI O OEIRO P & FAUTHED BREG YT, & b O/ & ARER O TR A
BRITTAEEMEL & 58], FrICRENREENMEH SN 5HE1E, AANLOBERIICE
BB SN A F R T WE & 72 59111,

FEERIT HARBR B SR IC BEE L 72 K ot 7 o BEC & d 2 E v <, IR0
BRREZITILDO LT DRIRAKREDKRITIRAT D Z LMD H[12-15], EHUZHUG S 7z
JEFEIE, KRR A~OEIELKRPIT K 2072 & TR T 203, 2D0% 3 HERLCHE
K7 EOKPIEATT 5, TEPCTIIAEMDOIER 72 EIC K- THOMNAEL, —iBid Rk

[ S D, KRFIZEW T, MIKSREER K E WO SN E T D, BHICEIT S
ZNHOIEMZR T, BIITHARCRERICHE S i, B OREB7R £1C & - TKRITIHA
T 5[16], TOFER, RiAKTIIZEERBESRHINTWDH[17-20], BARZETT U7 #i
% THEA R OKRBREEDEA TH D0, KEITHERED 72 O APKBBICHEH SN TR Y, K
HN i S A7 B3RIIA G KR AT T 2, 2D 728, FINICKBE A2 F T 2011 TiE%
< DEIEORHEF N HE SN TVWD4, 18,19, 21-23],

EIITHE e, R, PR, MMRRRE R L) B2 D IR 5 BRI
of,@%%ﬁ%@%g,@%E@ﬂﬁﬁépqo%@kw,%mmf@ménéﬁﬁim
SO E RIS Ko TR S 2 BIRO TR EN 2L L, FERINEBI DR b k% T
B 5[25,26], FEEDOEFIKRS~OPEHITIE, BAEESRIEEARIESRE, KHBIZBIT 2 KEH R L
D NZHTEE) & 8T 572 D[27], RifAKTIZI T D REDOFERNCRE DL LV —
JE@, WiEetb DL LT\, I A, il EORAKIZABEOKFE LTRSS
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728, BRI X DAKEKRBRDO e b~DOREFRHE L E X5 5 2 T, KFKIZEIT 2 =KD
YR 2R, B L T ZENEETH D,

1.1.3  JKEKBIZHBT2EERHEDIRR

KIENZIHT D EIEOHHNE, A EBATHEBE BRI T 2 KEKEDTA RT A
VROKE %Eiﬂl’?i&ﬂi BN E SN T WD, RIET iﬁﬁ@ftﬁ’%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ\m&)é
AEARENZE T D RIEOBAEMRZ RT & &b, AAROKEKEIZET 2 EEONER
fki@%ﬁ@%zjﬁ%mm

1) R REHKES

WHO (HFEREHEES) Tix, #OBHKKE A K7 A > (The Guidelines for drinking-water
quality: GDWQ) % 4 fRICEWTREIEDO T A R T4 AMENED HIL TV 5H (28], EHEICMEH
Sh, BBDKICIW TR REZE RIS LT 32 fH, AR Lo BB TLARNIKICfHE
M EH, POREPKIZEW TR EEE R RK L LT 1RO 33 D REOTA KT
A MEPRENTND (Table 1-1), KIEKPITHFET DB 2, FIFFELTE
MR EL R DRELV T o BN L2 L LT, HA RT A AMEDERE STV
VY 39 FEEO B L STV D AN28], ZOHIZIFHARICB W THIERSR L /o> Tn D
BELH D,

2) THAY)HRBRET

USEPA (77 A U B EREERFEIT) ClE, AMKEIZHEH S L5 1ER5RE] ) O & 2 55— sk
7KHHI] (The National Primary Drinking Water Regulations: NPDWR) (233 C 21 fif 0 3k %
YA KT w7 LTW5S (Table 1-2) [29], USEPA [ RBHNEIMEE=X V) 7T 0T A
WZBWT, BEKFICIFET 2 L 8ebiu D BRI S S FERRE STV 7V 54
BOT—2%INELTEY, FREEEKBANCGEH SN T 2GR EIZONT D
EHBICRE L2MTOND KO RAF—LANRED LTV A[30],

3) BXMES

EU (BRMES) OEEIKEES  (Water Framework Directive: WFD) Tl EFE O KE K H D
PRV IR & (H A EE T 0.1pg/L, GFFT05ug/L & LTHBIL TV A[31], LavL, kf5géds
D EFITEPKIE S CHR SN TE LT, KEFEZITKIFIC & DREIEPFET D AlRetk
DO E I L CRE S 2 R AR I L 2T iud e 720,
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Table 1-1 Guideline values for pesticides in GDWQ [28].

Guideline value

Pesticides used in agriculture (mglL) Remarks
1 Alachlor 0.02
2 Aldicarb 0.01 Ap_plies to aldicarb sulfoxide and
aldicarb sulfone
3 Aldrin and dieldrin 0.00003  For combined aldrin plus dieldrin
4 Atrazine and its chloro-striazine metabolites 0.1
5 Carbofuran 0.07
6 Chlordane 0.0002
7 Chlorotoluron 0.03
8 Chlorpyrifos 0.03
9 Cyanazine 0.0006
10 2,4-D 0.03  Applies to free acid
11 2,4-DB 0.09
12 1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane 0.001
provisional guideline value because
13 1,2-Dibromoethane 0.0004 (P)  of uncertainties in the health
database
provisional guideline value because
14 1,2-Dichloropropane 0.04 (P)  of uncertainties in the health
database
15 1,3-Dichloropropene 0.02
16 Dichlorprop 0.1
17 Dimethoate 0.006
18 Endrin 0.0006
19 Fenoprop 0.009
20 Hydroxyatrazine 0.2  Atrazine metabolite
21 Isoproturon 0.009
22 Lindane 0.002
23 MCPA 0.002
24 Mecoprop 0.01
25 Methoxychlor 0.02
26 Metolachlor 0.01
27 Molinate 0.006
28 Pendimethalin 0.02
29 Simazine 0.002
30 2,4,5-T 0.009
31 Terbuthylazine 0.007
32 Trifluralin 0.02

Pesticides previously used for public health
purposes

Guideline value

(mglL)

Remarks

1 DDT and metabolites

0.001

P, provisional guideline value because of uncertainties in the health database
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Table 1-2 Standard values for pesticides in NPDWR [29].

Potential Health Effects from Long-Term

a) - -
Contaminant MCL Exposure Above the MCL (unless specified as Sources 9f ;ontamlnant n
(mg/L) Drinking Water
short-term)
Alachlor 0.002 Eye, !IVE-I’, kidney qr spleen problems; Runoff from herbicide used on
anemia; increased risk of cancer row crops
Atrazine 0.003 Cardiovascular system or reproductive Runoff from herbicide used on
problems row crops
Carbofuran 0.04 Problems _Wlth blood, nervous system, or Leac_hmg of soil fumigant used
reproductive system on rice and alfalfa
Chlordane 0.002 L_|ver or nervous system problems; increased Residue of banned termiticide
risk of cancer
2,4-D 0.07 Kidney, liver, or adrenal gland problems Runoff from herbicide used on
row Crops
. . Runoff from herbicide used on
Dalapon 0.2 Minor kidney changes rights of way
1,2-Dibromo-3- Reproductive difficulties; increased risk of Run_o fffleaching from soil
0.0002 fumigant used on soybeans,
chloropropane (DBCP) cancer .
cotton, pineapples, and orchards
. A Runoff from herbici
Dinoseb 0.007 Reproductive difficulties unoff from herbicide used on
soybeans and vegetables
Diquat 0.02 Cataracts Runoff from herbicide use
Endothall 0.1 Stomach and intestinal problems Runoff from herbicide use
Endrin 0.002 Liver problems Residue of banned insecticide
Glyphosate 0.7 Kidney problems; reproductive difficulties Runoff from herbicide use
Heptachlor 0.0004 Liver damage; increased risk of cancer Residue of banned termiticide
Heptachlor epoxide 0.0002 Liver damage; increased risk of cancer Breakdown of heptachlor
. . . Runoff/leaching from i ici
Lindane 0.0002 Liver or kidney problems unofffleaching from insecticide
used on cattle, lumber, gardens
Runoff/leaching from insecticide
M ethoxy chlor 0.04 Reproductive difficulties used on fruits, vegetables,
alfalfa, livestock
Runoff/leaching from insecticide
Oxamy| (Vydate) 0.2 Slight nervous system effects used on apples, potatoes, and
tomatoes
Picloram 0.5 Liver problems Herbicide runoff
Simazine 0.004 Problems with blood Herbicide runoff
Toxaphene 0.003 _Kidney, Iiv_er, or thyroid problems; Runoff/leaching from insecticide
increased risk of cancer used on cotton and cattle
2,4,5-TP (Silvex) 0.05 Liver problems Residue of banned herbicide

a) MCL: Maximum Contaminant Level - The highest level of a contaminant that is allowed in drinking water.

M CLs are enforceable standards.

4) BR

AARTIE, AKEEF 4 L THESND DRKEAEICET A5 ICHEDEKIEOKE R
NED HITWDA, 2003 FEEELIKE, BIRIGKEIRMEEHICE T TV R0 [32], BT
2003 FEOKEREEOUEIZIWT MEHEE] & L OKEFRBEREHEBIZRS SN,
BEOUBSEEE S SO | e (BLF, [HxrSfR3EY 2 ) (T 101 FE%H (2008 4FEEIC 102 f&
AT, o5 2 Bl 27 FEE (2008 AR (T 26 FRSHICAS ), 20 3 EAiftlc 78 DG
206 FEFHDSERAE SAU72[33], 2013 FEEICIZRFEFH O FERIE LB OB AT b -
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PRI ) 2 Pl B - 120 T, BRSO - 16 FlME, 7 O3 « 84 i,
BRa BEEHOR © 14 FEEIOFE 234 FEEE) [34], 2022 £EHERE S T 206 FEE OB AN®RTE ST
BY, 205 NS HENREIEY X MEHESFE (UUF, dREFRY 2 ) & LTEE
BIHE T R & BRI E STV 5 [32],

KEEH AR EEB T KGEKT CORMOATREER S 570 8, KEEH ERET X
HE | EERSN, REHEOMNDVICHEMAED LT\ 5, KEE P E R EE I
EDFRBATT R0 G OD[32], BFEBEITEROBLAEN D & &2 Bl IEEIOKE R
ZATHO ZEMEE LN E SN TVD[33], BEETIE, ERORBIEICEREINTSLEORE
B/ Y A7 ZRHliT 2 BT, ~F—RA 2T v 7 A[35, 36]DOE&ZE A L= i35
DHAWLNTEY, DIMENAEEME L TED LN TWAH[37], DI EFR((1.D)D X D IZER
XN 5[33],

(1.1)

Z T, DIIMREE, DV i otE, GV 3R i o B CREDOHE—
HiEHuE (ADI: Acceptable Dailly Intake) 7O IRE SV TV D, EIROME T E I ICHE
et B R FER S TR Y, & FREIEZS GV O 1%I25% L [38], BEHIET,
ER T IRMELL LA B OBHE 42 B AE T LB (DD 10U FTHD L%
HAEE L LTV 5, MIHFEEEIIE KA O 7= O OF I TH 0, /KT O RZEIHO M
FRIEEED 1.0 28 2 72355 121E, AEFZEF TSR I OB E KR ORI % fiEt
TOMENRD H[33], KEFEEDZ T, BEOFESHARIEMERITEALL & OBEKLELD
WL 2R3 5 7o D1, KT Tl < JFAKF O EIE G HIE L T 5,

1.1.4 BRUEFMERMEASVEREZEET S LOLEN

AT (113 ) Tilk~7o LB v, BEBUFHEBICIEBURHEED O ARHI Tl 28 D R3]
filkf G & 22> T b, WHO DA KT A <2 USEPA D —FEREIKIERITIX, 7KiEKIZ
BWTHEET 2 B30 30 MEREICKR O TV DD, EHRR LB LIMThi 72D, H
Hl N E RIS HAICRET DL ERH D, EU TITHIET REBFENREINTE LT,
KEFEEFEOELERE N T =2 ) 7 F_EREH (R7 )V —=07) T50EP D
%, )i, EU OFEVKIESIZHIT 2 BEOHEMEZRE L, WHO OFA KT A AMEDO LD
WCHMEICS U CTRED L OEMEE A ED D 2 LITKT 25@im b H Y [39], ZOHEITITHS]
TAREREORENLEL 2D,

HATIE, 1.131H4) THRZEEBD, 2003 4FEOKEEMELIEICBWT, 550 fkE
DEFEREIR— RO KNI E D, HAROHHY JFTd 5 EAE T B 13 3577 IR
& LT 101 flH (2008 4EFEIT 102 FEEICAT) OBRIEAEEL, HREHEY 2 MIig#H
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L72[33], ZO%ETIE, EIEOER M & & ADIEO A ES WO TEIEN AT 2170,
IR Y 2 M ZHHT 2 K A58 L TV 2 [33], MR I3KEKIRIC 31T 5 3R D 1A
BT 2MEFENR O TE Y, FHIRBIEI ThH > TeRIER LT lewd, RN T —
B2 DIHTHINE S D252 TRIICh o 7o LHER SN D, BESHZ 102 FEEEO IR
1%, & GViD 1%L EORETKBUAFIET 2 EBZ LT, BIEMA & E ADIED
KNDHTRD HNTEY, TOREIRAILT L b+ TRy, —0F, BED X 5 ITH
L WERSER AR S, BHUCHU SN2 BEIEFEHE L FICEL L WD ThH D, D7
D, BATHEIE IR LEIE ) X N ORI RE L O7-®IZ, KEK TR S 45 iR
BRI OHIE T — 7 Z keI I L TU 5 [40-42],

KEEEEL, AIREIRY X N E2BEIC Lo, HillDOFEEE2EE L TR DS
I AN L COKEREZIT) 203 ROLNTWH[37], LnL, BEITIEMER
HOHHRKEEEIZZENTORWZOITRHIERG 2, EREITHREEY X M2
FCH 100 FEELL EEFEEN L BB A RPN DT20, FUKSCEIK T O KR %
HELTWAKEFEZIT4BRREICE EEoTWAH[43], S HIT, BEIKEE O
RKEWIZH 20 59719,20,22], JIEL TWDKEFEE DL ITE 1 [0 L EIKRE L
HERT, FABEEY 2 S OREOAEESE VBRI ZRRETIZY A b ORI
TRTEZRELTNDH[43], 2D &, KEFHEEORIEREFEIL, %7 LHKRICE
T BEEOFEEREEZ HDICHE L ECERENTZHDOTHEHRNI EEZREB LTINS,
—7, KEREAEC/KEE I B AR EH B IR R SOE U X0 ESIRIC T S [44], 23
FUTIZITEE, FEE OBMCHBEOLERE, HEEORE - ZENMTHOILTWD[45], =
DOBE, B RIIIREREIK Y 2 M EOBRIEZBINL, SOREZHIRT 2020 TH
BRI 3R D TN D, £z, KEFERT, KEEBITHRITRD 5TV HKE
FRAFHE OB T HT[46]I1C A D TREIKIEF R Z LB LTV, XIGREY X MIFIc
BN S 7 REEROH TR - I S 2 BRI ORI WREMEZ R L, MAXNRIZED S
INE D INDHW AT 5 BN B D,

2O XS, BHIE RIS D BSI R EIEOBREFEECKEFER BT 2 BN E
FHEORE R &, B - AGEFEF MO ST T, BRI 2 IO ATREM: & HE
ET HI2DOEEA TR IFIERRD TV 5D,
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1.2 REREEICHET 2BREMR EARAARDOAAE R 1T

1.2.1  XEHDOBEH

INETREORBIHEAORERSE=FV I DIZODA7 ) —= 72 AL LT,
JEEOBMERRE T OEBREZZE LTz, RKIZBITLREDY X7 0REZ THIT S
e DOfEAx DFENFABINTE L, TNLOLDOFEFTZEDOHERDENNCIL ST, £=4Y
YT T =S U R 7 G, BREEIEE T /WL DT, BRETICEIT D e b O
KEEME~DY 27 2T %7 2aT7 b L TERIT 25 (LR, VA7 Za7T
B) 352 LinTE D,

KENIZ NS OTFIEIZET DBAEMZE 2 BT 5 & & bIZ, AWIEDALEN T 2 5 )
W52 Lx AL LT

1.2.2 EZHYYDTT—2IZEDC) R Y 5

JEFRIZ X 2 RPEAKDIHGLR 2T 2 720 , RETPOREZMDULEND D, T
%®ﬁim%%iki$¢%ﬁ%%&)/7%%ML,%ﬁm%%yfvyﬁbfﬁﬁﬂ
EHEATH) ZE TR THZLEMTED,

P@wwm6Mﬂi%¥9Vk@i%@%ﬁﬂﬂ%wfwﬁéhk%ﬁ%ﬁ%%w?%%

ZEDIBHRMAEREL TS, I HIC, JE L EEREICESE T — FEiK (HQ'
Hazard Quotient) <°V A 7 5% (RQ: Risk Quotient) ZHE L, b M DOEEFEC/KAEALEDIC
TYU R BEWEEEZI LN L TW5, Carazo-Rojas H[48]1%, T AX U 73@%&@@}![
FEIk CHME S N7 L TRk e T =4 U VT ORBIRIRET — X 1ZHS&, U A 7B
& MERAL (TU: Toxic Unit) Z5E L CKEEMIZHTHY A7 Z3HMEL TW5, 512,
FT=H VTR T EICREIZED VA2 A2 7L LT, RaT7 BEWHEE T ¥
7L, {HYROEECE Y A 7 R OFHIZHW TS, Di Guardo H[49]1%, A # U7 D

7NV T o TN I B RGEAKKIE A BRI 6 FRIZ D72 0 EBIAICHIE S 72 BREA
VRV — NORET —FZHWNT, F£E=4 U 7THEIZIIT 5 RERSIE 7275 G m %
T LB, E=FY U THEZ L ORI U A7 LV 2RI L, TR IESS
RO EERATND, U AZFHIICIZY R 7 f5kE _—2 L LETENACLRT
W5,

ZDEINT, TV T ZITHEDSLSKIKICBIT D EFEDO Y 27 FHETIE, HIES
NI REREZ —RIFHRE LT, VAZIEEOCAaT7ICHE LT FORESCAERR TR
T5VR7 ZERELT HHEPHNGNTWS, 72, UVRAZEHMIOREEZ & &2, Hifilx
BLITREBESLE=H Y V7§ REBEORE4T, 48, 50-52], NA VAT pET=F ) v
7 S OHHI[48, 49, S3NCHIF SN TWD, F=F ) o 7V F—2 TS < ik, ERok
HKIRTEORNERE CEX D AN DD —FH T, SHROBERLEHECTE=4 Y /T H
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HERboml, £=4Y 7 &Y 2ME0Y7), aX FMETORMENPKREL, 7—5 0
BT OIS KRR 2 ET 5,

1.2.3 BEFHEETIVICEKZEEZEEDTA

FIAKIZI T 2 IR E ORI, 16K, T=4 U 7L > TITb TE7223, GIS
(Geographic Information System) DFREIZLEVY, BREEEIEET L2 W FIENHE SN T
TV B[54],

Boulange ©[55]1, {7l Itk O /K BELAFEHTE 7 /LT & 5 SWAT (Soil & Water Assessment Tool)
KBNS OEIEOWH#ENTE T L Cdh H PCPF-1 (Plot scale model simulating pesticide fate
and transport in rice paddies) Z#lAG O T, HAROR) G (345 km?) 123V THRIEA] A
7 xSty FOWJIKFEEDOFRYIS I 21— araildBTnd, YIalb—yagy
THROLNETHNRE EWET -2 ORELZ L, E— 27 REOHBAZHH TE/2L LT
W5, Matsui H[56]1% HAROEMRE) I (191 km?) 2 x84, §itll% lkmX 1km (27 »
FAEILTEZ Y » REKBOMR, )RR ED 12 Da /73— A FETVTHRRL,
KENZE T 2 REOEREW K ~DFR M 2T L T D, S HIZ, BIEEICET L ML
—HE VT4 T —FEHNDZ LT, BIEOEARESCHAIRE], KEOKERREDOATT
— DA EEEZIR L, BERREORRINEZHOE -7 REL LKHBTEZELTY
%, Pullan & [57139EE O R/NEF DO KPR 2 X512, RKiAKIZEB T 2 B3EREO THIE
7 /L (IMPT: Integrated Model for Pesticide Transport) ZBi% L, BEHREDOET=X 1 o FfEE
EH L CETNVOZYEARGEL TV D, BT VTSRO EIREZ L FHTETE
D, ZOETNERWTHREARIRICIS T D R EE 2 R I TR L, BRIRRY U A 2 3l % 32
ETorenTcELLELTND,

REFREE T /LTI, WA 7 — VR T T VEERL L, REDATIT — % &%+
LR NMUETH L0, RIKICHET 5 EED E— 7 RESCHBIR 2 —E DR E T Tl
T 5 Z LINATEETH H[55-60],

.24 DVRURATEIZEKD) RV A

U A7 Z2aT7ikix, ATAlRER RO, Fik, #AESOFERAER, 721350
FREL AL, BE(L LTI v 7T 21T, TOT o7 Ci-AaT &5 %2, TOAF
AT RV BEIKY 27 OEFEIENATT 52175 HETH D, VA7 FMOMERIL, & Fofk
U R 7 RAERER DB, WMRICBITHE=FY 77l T LATHGEET HREE
DEESNANEAT TR IE 2 SR T D 72 DIV BTV S [61-65],

Juraske H[63]1F, REIMHEH SN LOREAMOEGVREDO R V—=0 T LREEZITO -
O DIIHTY — L PestScreen % B3 L TV 5, PestScreen (Z/EH DM, BREETiEM IS L OWE
FERHEZ PRI L C T o 7 AT - B L, scpc BB & LA G e T X
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7 A a7 (PestScore) &R L TU %, Dabrowski H[64]1%, FE7T 7 U DIZHIT HEHKIZ K
DAKWIG G & Z Ul D R RIS, BEOE=FY 7 OBSEIERA T 21T 5 72
DIZ 4 ODORIEE AR A7 AaTEERRE L TV D ISR A B iRk,
BHERT b, BBERT U x v, NP RERT v L GERT v x L LRGN
TV VDOER) NHWLILTUV D, Casado-Martinez H[65]1%, AA ADJI|DEE % %t
R, BEEZEOMEAERWEDE=4 1 v 7 OERINEN T Z2IT I 72D DY 27 3
Mz T>CND, BBEA2T, NP —RRAaT7EBLONV AT 227D 3 O2OA2T LA
ECREAaTZHEL, ZIUTERSEERIEMAT T 217> TV 5,

UEDLEBy, VAT 27 ETHAEEICRIEO U X 752175 2 &N TE DT
W, Hhe BRI E FiEmTCHRBIN TS, SWIIE, 77T oREST7 7 2k
DAAT OFGE, MAEMHORMFER EIFH—SNTELT, VA7 2a7EOMHAEIC
JEUTC, BEMENZOHE, EMEAH D WVIREEEMICERE L TODIRIICH 5[10],

1.2.5  AHROLEMT

Aiel (11 &) Tl 72EB0, HEGRESCE=F ) VIR EIEOREIZET 57
W, KA 5 RIEOR ATREME 2 A B « ZHRAICHEE 35 FEBN RO LT 5,
KIAKICIB T 2 BHIRREIRCE =2 U Vo VR REIRAZRE T H72DI21E, 3 CITHIRE
RLERS>TNWDZHORIKITINZ T, BB ORI HEC4 B S TR
DI SNDHRADBEEEZRGFIRRICEDH Z LN TEDLHIEwmNP RO NS,

BEAERFZE L L CRBEL =B =4 ) V7T — XIS U A 75k (1.2.2 H) 1%, B
2L D EEBEOIEYIRIL 2 S U7 fE R 2155 2 LA TE, WEMBIZT — % Y — R ITRAT
B, HELRRCT =X E2MHT L2 ENTED, LML, TRTORKIIOWTHIET —
BERGIZAFTE LT TIE W, KEFEEFEOE=4 1  7HENMT 5 EMN 2T
=XV 7L, —RENCKEIEERS A T4 U THREISN TV D EBIERE LR LE LT 5D,
ZDTw, FFAKT TOFAEFEIEIN R TILD D NIBERTHH S Db ATREME N & 5 R
BRI V== T 558, VAZEBROABMICK LT, Filcllet=4) v iR b &
JEHEZ FRTRTREMEN B D [61, 66]. F7=, HilolTBER S LI BEOMEHIEITHEIND
E TR DB ENH Y, T=F ) 75— ORI Y O %2 54 % aTRer:
NdH b,

BREFTNREE T /U L0 RYOKF ORIKREZ T 5516 (1.23 H) 1%, FFEOHUES
FINCE T 227 BRI 2 P95 2 LN TE, ZHICE S B aTerE<CBREE
U A7 ZAt BICRHMECTE D, 7272 L, REEREE T L2 W CRIKRE 2 T T 2 72912
X, MRS & 3 D OFREFED T — % & @MEE CAF L, Tha AW CGEeET
IVEREE - FATT DMER S D, BT NN OREILETT VL ~DATTT —F OARFEFEMEITK
T EBEZITD[67-69], BIITREESIHEROFRA L LIUL U CEME ZITREHIC
Pk CEEF 41203, 2 b OITENRE AR L, IO R &6 AR 2 Eflc T —
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AT D Z LIRS CTIHEETH H[56], £z, RIEOBREETIZIT @m0 5k
ERBCHRILEIN, —ICUMENZIBIN DD, TOMIISITREICL > TRERNTD
EEHLTNDH[70,71], S BIZ, FETFNVOREFELCF ¥ U 7 L— 3 U&7 9 12DI2i,
HHN E B CEMBBICE RNET — 2 2 BUGT 2 UNERH D, ZD72, 7 VKD
DTREWEE LAV EXG LT 5 K5 BRI ORECRE RIIC L D530
8 5 7o FET Pl 7e El2iEaE LT [72],

V27 Z2a7ik (124 H) 1%, AKRT—FZ2HWTHEIEGIZEIED U X 7 Ok v
REMEZHEE CE, TNICE D BEDOT U I TMMT2 5720, HlilEEORESCE=4 1 &~
TR BIEIROIEINY &, ZROEEE A7 ) —=0 7T HEHI8 ) 2 % 564, 721,
FIAHBIEOH AR SN BETH - TH, T CICREREHRETREIN TV 5
A, BRI & ORI T — X IR BB D AR SN D [H 2 1E 73, 74, E£T,
B A~OME AR S AUIER ET — X AT TE 5720, VA7 AT IE TS
TN D IR & [R URHRA T, KPR EORMORIEE T 7 17 TE 5[75-78],

LLEDZ L, REFFETIEY 27 2aT7iEoM&%E b 212, BIROBH ATFENE 2 HEe 5
LHIODOFEERHTLZEE Ln, 220, 124 HTHRRZEBY, VAT RaTIET
FT7 xR TIBIT LT 7 KOBIE B OREFEICERIRIRO TR, 7
VX U7 AR RIE ORI e U 2 7 FHIIZE £ o T [64, 651, = HIZ, A= T (fR
) DORRERHRE A7 OFERITHES BRIANAHT DR LK R FIENED b T
W2V, ABFETIZZ NS OMEBENE 2 THRETE1T) 2 & & Lz,
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1.3 AHRDEM

AFHICTIE, ABFFEOH & (1.1 &) SCRHENFEOR Y A (1.2 ) ZiEx, FEARK
EAKFETHY, BIIC I DEROIBLINH D RKFK 2 G, N T S 2 R
KIKP OB END ATREMZHEE T2 Z L2 AL LT, ROWIZEETTo T2,

O RFKDGREP B SN D aTREME 2 HEE 2 720 OFEEE (R TREMEFRES) 2R L
2o SBIT, MEFEEZMVT, HREEY X MBI~ REOBE 2 MG L,

@ M ATREMRAR IS DT R HEESIE L LT, MBS EET VoM 2 at Lz, &
I, HRTEE T T WS K D HEERER 2 AT U, BRI ATRENEIC S 53 2 BN 2 R iE
THELEHIT, EOREE T LT,

1.4 KRR DIERK

AFwE, B 1E [Faml, 258 RHTEEREEREORR LARERY 2 OwE~D
W, %3 E TR rTReMEFRER O R M MO BBMRRE & R 1, 54 3 THEMRSEIC X D R
DB TREMEDHERE & BN OfET), 55 % [ (L > TS D, LUFICHTE
DIRFNA 2 ZRT 5,

%1 BT, A0SR, BEEORENE & OBk, ARBFEO BRI X ORGSO
DWW TRz,

52 I, RIKICE 5 EIEOBRIATREME 2 HEE T 2 720 OFRIE (B ATREMEFEIE)
ZREL, EEROBEIEOREMRIZL > THIMELRGEE LT, S 51T, B rTaeMEE s~ M
WG EER Y 2 MIE#ET R BRI F2 3BT RS BEOBEICHE A L,

3 ETIE, REKY 2 NEKD 2013 FEEDND 2015 FEORE O KEFEMRICTE
F D MERER A ORI ATREMEFREE O 2 4 R 2 5F M L 72, S HI2, ZOMREEEEE 2 Th
HFTREMEFR R Dk B 2 5k e 72,

4TI, RHATEEEOHERE D S L2 5M E2 B L, Bt ATt aEIc b 28
To R HEE L L LTI 7 VOB AR Lic, S 618, By E €7 L OHEER-ER
WZIRRMEAE 52 0 FiEz2HA L, R TERECHES T2 ERERZHET D L L big, 20
Rz o Lz,

HSETIE, AFETHELNZIA A BOMREE R LT,
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ARG S DRERK

F£1E Fim  H=, BHIAFRHEERE, BW

O 1R PIREMHERDIR R AARSE

$2E RHARMHERDRERENRERYA FOBEADEA
& RTUKICHEITDRERDRIL I REMZHETE I B DIEFEIRE
=KBRORZEDRERERICI TR ZARELE
* HRERUZANIBGEHINE /FRIVINSEERETE

FERFERCEIIRETFEDIRIE

F3T RUTTREMEROZYMTDEIMRGILNR

& S RERANIERDATERRZ BVWTRL B RS ROZ S ZAREE
& ZOFERICEDR B AT REMEEIR O R ZARES

@ HANFBICLHRETTREEDIETEET IV DIRE
F4E HRFIICLIERORLTHEEDOHE LR EEE DT

S IRHPIREIHEIROAB L TN F BET IV OERZERET
S RETIEEIE(CHF S IZPEREREZRTEL, TORE 2D

EBhE A AR THEASNIIR, RE, SBROEE
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2.1[FXLC&HIC

B 1 mECHBRAZEBY, HARICEW TEITIEN Z2TRHI M2 B 5 AGE KB IR E S
TV, TRIEE) & U OKEEHBEREHEBICXySN[1], EROBELAEWD
& AP EMIOKEREZIT) ZENEE LWV E STV D[2],

2003 FHEOREEAEL FEIZIBNT, HAROHBIY R Th 2E L5738 135 550 DXk
RO TRDORINRI e D, FEARIREEL LT 101 FEEH (2008 4R 512 102 FEFAIZZS )
DEFEZRE L, IHXIGUEIY 2 N EER L72[2], 2 OWE THE, BEOFM HffE L ADI
D TS THESENEN AT T 24T > TW223[2], 4EF3KEKIRICE T 2 EEOFEIC
BT 2HEFEBRON TNV E W FERH L, —77, B, < OREIH L BRS
U, BEHUCEA SN D EELFHICEL L TWDIRMTH D, 2003 FEOKELIFE, KiEH
EHIKEEHAZ AN E U CREEOMNEZ B S AMER U7 KB A GBI D& FEh L
THY, BHIYRITEREIRY 2 O RE LOTOIZHET — ¥ Z keI IE L T b,
KB FEAEC/KE B HE B SRR B BT R E T B & 0 EHIMIC T S, BRI
(ERAE, BHEE OBINRAEOEE, AFMEORE - EEMTON TV L[4], ZOBE, #
FIMFICIT A REIK Y 2 M EOBEEEZBINL, EOREEEZRINT 20OV TH B
HIEr RO BN D,

AHFFETIE, 1.2.5 HTIHER72LB0, BB REEORE FIELZMHT ICH>TY
A AaTEOHERESZBILTHZ L E L, 2EL, VAZ ZAaTETIET U710
BUFD7 7 RyOBME GERMR) OBREFIEICEENRRD TR, 7% 0 7 BIER
IR ORI 72 U A 7 FHIICE £ > TWA[5,6], SHIZ, Aa7 (FBIE) ORESHRAE A
27 OFERZEEE 2 TESRNENA T O 5 E BRI E DR,

Z 2 CARETIHE, RITKICKT 2B ATREMEAHEET 27201, BIED Y 27 22
TR R IR S IR ATREMEFRAE[ 7] 2R 2 L, FEEOEIKORER R L - THMMEZ K
AEL7Z, S HIT, M TR A O TR EIE Y 2 MIHEET~ &R, E723ma
NI I RE L, HIGRE) 2 NOLEERHNTHZ L2 HNE LT,
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22 T2 BLUVAHE

2.2.1  fRHFEEMEIER

AHFFETIL, BIENRERTKF RIS 2 aTREMEZ I 5 72 O OFEIE 2 MFt Lo, AN
LTI ZOFEEEZ TR rTREMEAE) LR, SEIAHOMA GO U4 258 L7- Table
2-1 1ZR T 24 FRE DR 2 VERL L CHZWEZMEE L7, FREE AL 2OV T, RikHIck
(T 2 RIEDO R O FTREME A E O RIE DR I RIZHAIT 5 & W O IREICE S ERIE LT,
F7o, BEOEE FRMEIEL GV O 1% THHT-0[8], GV AVMSWEIKIFLE, RIS A
REMER R E D, D7), $5EE Al & GV, TERUTCREE A2 Z5%E LT, GV DVERE S LT
WRWEIRIZOWTIL T HIZEKHT 2Kk &EE 2L, ANOFEHIRE% S0kg LIRELT, 1 H
W7 DR TH DA — HEEE (ADI: Acceptable Daily Intake) @ 10% % /K& /K H KD
B EFEV Y CTCTHEM LR, EHXTko LB TH D,

HiEfE GV= (ADD) X (50kg: EH{AHE) ~ (L : —HOEHE) X (0.1 : EY4 10%)

IKFERES TIPSR EDKEZ LB L T2, ISR T 2K E B CIX, HEREHKEE
K> THIKAKBICE & AR, BKRHZITHEAKEE 0 B IEA~PKT 5, 2072, KH
VR S B3E (DU, AKEEIE) 1 EEWRERCRIKR~EAT A[9], Fig. 2-1 1277 &
N, AKHATHA SN D BIEOWIKF TOWREL, KELSO/NE, 'R 2, B,
Rt 72 E MU S A BRI (LT, MRS ORI TEY, Lo T,
K H ST R 0 b R A TGRS D AR & <, 22O E S Th > TH R
KD E L FTREMILEETE RV, ORI REMEBEL, fHE Al & A2 24l
A, KEEEMICFEL TEEL, TNZNEIEA3 & A4, BIEAS & A6 L LTz,

JEIEDORERKASDOFEHIE, BIED TEADOWAE R (Koe: THEORHRFEEZHRTHELR
WAERRED) & T3 JOUKPToafE CEEBI) 1ICB S5, Tani HIXEFEON)IK
H AT E 7 /L %2 A TR R BE DU » 73 FRME (Ko, THEET Y136 1 OVK P 080H)
wI & LT RN 24T\, T 1K 1 0D B3R B D R He 9~ % R BE D W - Sy gt
BT 22a7flizERL, INbERAaTRE UTRELRL[0,11], AT & A8 IXZFN
THIEEE AS & A6 I L, HHEWGE &R OB L ZE LI A a7 2 A A TELE
L7-bDTh D, 108, MHEIEIZ SOV TIE A 2 7 EBER SV TORNTZ0, IO -
IR D BB e RO U T PRI E L 72 o T2,

IO AERITHIRIC L > TR S, flx1E, BATIESN TS T =/ THLTD
I A3%ITTUNHS T, 7 = > b =— M3ARIEE T 34%, BALHT T 23%MkoE 40Tz (Fig.
2-2), THHORIEILEN MM ENZ 2 &b, FEOHBKOFRIK CRIBEICHRT
SNHAREMEN D D, L, FEIE AL 05 A8 TIXEEOKHMEEZH W TEB Y, Hill::
DRI FLTVRY, £ 2T, BARZRICHES< 10 ofugkizs# L (Fig. 2-3), £ e
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NOHIRA~O AT EICHESE Al D A8 DIRIEARE TS Z &L, #lxiE, Bl X
Al OHUERTH Y, 10 HIROED 5 5, (HfFE) / (HIRER) O R K E 725 b D% Bl
DIEEE L35, C1 15 C8IXBI 22D B #ENENUELT=HDT, MR EEEL
THuUE O T Hm A 2 R OBK EICE XX - HBIETh 5,
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Table 2-1 Indicators for estimating the detectability of pesticides.

Indicator Definition Unit
Al (Quantity of sales)/(national land area) (ton year™') km™
A2 [(Quantity of sales)/GV;]/(national land area) (ton year") (ug L)' km™
A3 (Quantity of sales for upland field)/(national land area) (ton year™") km™
A4 [(Quantity of sales for upland field)/GV:]/(national land area) (ton year") (ug L)' km™
AS (Quantity of sales for rice-farming)/(national land area) (ton year™') km?
Ab [(Quantity of sales for rice-farming)/GV;]/(national land area) (ton year") (ug L)' km™
A7 (Quantity of sales for rice-farming) x 10(SeoreY * ScoreZ-6)/(national land area) (ton year™") km™
A8 [(Quantity of sales for rice-farming) x 10(ScoreY +Score Z- 6/ G/1/(national land area) (ton year") (ug L)' km™
Bl Max [(Quantity of sales)/(regional land area)]; (ton year'!) km?
B2 Max {[(Quantity of sales)/GVi/](regional land area)} (ton year™") (ug L)' km™
B3 Max [(Quantity of sales for upland field)/(regional land area)]; (ton year™") km™
B4 Max {[(Quantity of sales for upland field)/GV:]/(regional land area)} (ton year!) (ug L)' km2
B35 Max [(Quantity of sales for rice-farming)/(regional land area)]; (ton year'!) km?
B6 Max {[(Quantity of sales for rice-farming)/GV;]/(regional land area)}; (ton year™") (ug L)' km™
B7 Max [(Quantity of sales for rice-farming) x 10ScoreY +ScoreZ-6)/(regional land area)]; (ton year™") km™
B8 Max {[(Quantity of sales for rice-farming) x 1((ScoreY *Score Z-6)/G};]/(regional land area)}; (ton year) (ug L)' km2
Cl Max [(Quantity of sales)/(regional precipitation)]; (ton year™!) (km? year!)’!
C2 Max {[(Quantity of sales)/GV;]/(regional precipitation)} (ton year!) (ug L) (km? year!)!
C3 Max [(Quantity of sales for upland field)/(regional precipitation)]; (ton year™) (km? year!)"!
C4 Max {[(Quantity of sales for upland field)/GVi]/(regional precipitation)}; (ton year") (ug L) (km? year!)!
C5 Max [(Quantity of sales for rice-farming)/(regional precipitation)]; (ton year™!) (km? year!)’!
C6 Max {[(Quantity of sales for rice-farming)/GV;]/(regional precipitation)}; (ton year!) (ug L) (km? year!)!
C7 Max [(Quantity of sales for rice-farming) x 10(ScoreY * ScoreZ-6)/(regional precipitation)]; (ton year") (km? year!)’!
C8 Max {[(Quantity of sales for rice-farming) x 10(ScoreY +Seore Z-6)/ G711 /(regional precipitation)}; (ton year") (ug L) (km? year!)"!
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Fig. 2-1 Annual average pesticide concentrations vs annaual sales in Chikugo river basin in the

year 2004-2007.

25



Fenobcarb (62 ton) W Hokkaido Phenthoate (113 ton)
O Tohoku
@ Kanto
@ Hokuriku
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@ Kinki
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0O Kyushu
@ Okinawa
Pretalachlor (233 ton) Diuron (233ton) Probenazole (247 tor)
Diazinon (407 ton) Thiophanate-methy! (446 ton) Bromobutide (452ton)

T 24

Fig. 2-2 Pesticide sales by regions in the year 2008.

I Hokkaido
~Hokuriku ohoku

Okinawa

Fig. 2-3 Japan's land area is divided into 10 regions.
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2.2.2 BEANREE

2011 FRFEDREAT, HARIZIT 2 BEDOBEHITK 530 i ThH o7z, KEE B HER
EHH OREFFEORRGEIEY 2 b G5 18 12T 102 FEORE NGRS LT\, £
7o, B2 BEICIX 26 FEEE, A3 BEICIE 77 O RENET STV e (Table 2-2), Zivh
DEFEIINA, O V75l I BEOKEHE O LIRS B E SR [12]
I SN TV 5 R @ HARORAIIZE[13] TlAE S - 23, @HIfFE[14] & HifiE/ADI
DS AL 30 WL OBREA], FRA, FHEAD 3 FEEOERARIR L, ik, #Hfxt
ROBIEOBIUT 236 FFHE o7z, RIKDRIEREITHKGDOFKOBAR L L LT
2007-2010 FEDAKEFE15]1 B AT Lz, ZOMEHIE ENTWRNWT —X X, &HE
WCHIE LTS 9 DOKEFES U\FBEUKEMSES, IaHKkER, KIREEER, T
RGBSR CYRE), whas) IIRPNIREKGERZER, FrintikiER, RREKER, JAETK
EJR, B REAEGEREN) O AT L[13], BROBRH - ARt 2w 5 L CE
BN T =IOV TE, A= ML HMWEbED%, 77— OFEBENZRI A (K
EHRELENRETDEOANSI AR L) #EE Lz, 72, PEROKEFESE TRt Shi
BEIEOBPENERTRELE 2 AL Tho a7 Y, BMEARNRDNLIEERT — X
ONWTIE, KEFEHIZHNEDEEZITY, BEIZS U TEELE,

AR Y 2 h o> 102 FREORIROWEEY, AAREND 404 OKEEELEE SHE LT
We, 102 FEHOREIED 5 6, 78 FHHD EIKIL GV D 1%L, EORE TRt S v Tz, 7%
DD 24 FEIEORIKIL GV D 1%RTEOPRE TR STV 2Dy, B T IR TR &
Niehote OKEMFTIET =4 BN T LT, EHONARH), KEFHEEHRE
HEIZBT 2 DIEOFHEICIE, GV D 1%L EOBEIKBEEOERNED 5TV 5 729[8],
Z D 24 FEEROBIRIIAERRE TR SN2 o7 B3 (LT, R © Undetected
pesticides) & L CHbiiz, £/, 9 DOKEFERILE 2 8, H3HO HOREDORE
ZHELTEY, ZOH0N6 3 5ORIER M Iz @i LTnz[13], 2 b b AabH,
BACHICTA R O 236 FEORED 5> 5, 81 ORI (BLT, MHEH : Detected
pesticides) 23R STV e, MR & AR RS Z H W7 105 FA 2 FEAE 38 (Index
pesticides) & EF L7z, 7%V @ 131 FHIL, KEFKICBWTHIESNTE LT, HET —
ERFOLNRNSTERE (LT, RAERKE) Tho,

Table 2-2 Pesticides included in this study.

Designation Category No. in No. in No. in No. of Total no.
primary | secondary tertiary others
group group group

Detected Detected in 2008-2011 78 1 2 0 81 105 (used
pesticides as index
Undetected |Measured but not 24 0 0 0 24 | pesticides)
pesticides detected in 2008-2011
Unmeasured | No data or insufficient 0 25 75 31 131
pesticides data

Total no. 102 26 77 31 236

27



G
1ot

2.2.3 HEEEHOEHOT—4

JEIEDO T — Z IXROFNATYER Lz, RIETEE[14]h & R IERA O ERE T 5 04
AT EZ AT L, 2007 £ S 2010 FEEDEHEEZ R Lz, ZOF—&nhb, fEHS
AUVZFRER STV D ALE[16]2 2512, KFEAICIRE SN TV D EIEOHEEHEE LTz,
BEONEMITAER TE DRIEICOWTIE, KA B AEY OV EFE[17]34 L O ERAG &
[16]/ BB TOMAEIAZHEE L, KA TOERKEAELZEH Lz, BROBHEITEND
KHBEEOMMEZZ LI 2 LT, MR Hir&z B L,

JEIEDHNR G BICHE LT3 & 1Y, WA= 2 DA EAENORE M L7[16, 18,
19], ADI fEIF B3R5 ADI BT — & ~X— R [20]2> 5 BfG L7z, AERIEKEIZ W TIE 1976
FEFE/ND 2005 4R £ TOEMMEEZ HWZ[21], A TE[IOETEICHW S BED K,, *
Berp g e L OVK AU ST 5 A TF L 72 [22-24],
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2.3.1 RHFREMHERORTE

236 A DR 2 #4545 CHUE L (X=a74k) L, ZOfRIREIC &> TREDNENA T %
To7c, RIEOHMIE Rt ZHEET D TRWRIE] L1E, MiShZBRITEWR a7 nE
ZHIDD, FRHORBIKIIMENZ 27852 b, FEEICHRE S D RBIEN BicT v
SNDEIRIEETH D, BE LIHEIENBIEDOBEEITE L TV DL E 5 oW, &+
ROBHRTITY, MHRAEWLDOZBWEREL L7, M= (Detectionrate) 135(2.1)
DEBYIEHR LT,

. The number of detected pesticides in the selected pesticides
Detection rate = . —— — (2.1
The number of index pesticides in the selected pesticides

ZC, 222 B TR 105 FREHOEIE (it 81, Rkl 24, Table2-2 ZH) ZArf o
?a@ =3 (Index pesticides) & L, FH AIEEMEFEAR TR L 72 23K 2 1 PURIE  (Selected
pesticides) & L7-,

AR AL &5 T 236 FEHOEIEZNERLATT L, Al OFEIEIED SV 50 FEEEHO 382 3R
Licimd, Tom THEEREORIT 35 M, MHERROBIT 28 MEHTH o7z (itiR=
28/35=80%), BIURILDEMNHE X 20T, ZHDOHHILH L b DD, HFIXHOT )
WK F L7z (Fig. 2-4 OIREAOAR) , A2 12X D2HHFRIX AL IZ L DRERICHETE»-
7o, RIEOBRE/ AT R L R D EIED GVIRFT 2720, UROERENZ D,

FEEEAS 7D A8 (BLUYBS 225 B8 72 &) 1 FK iK™ 5 AIRENEDS BV K KD
HEFFL LTS, EHIT, FHEAT & A8 (BLUBT & B8 2 L) IJRIEOWA - /3fiF
MEBELTND, LER-T, ASHD A8 T AL, A2 1V b RAFZRMIEEREZ RS Z &2
WrFTE 2, LinL, AS D A8 IR OBIRIZHND Z LT TE RV, £IT, A5
"D A8 & Al b A4 LHAGDETHENT D Z LI LT, BT A4 & A6 DIAEDE
(LLF, A4A6) TS0 MM R ZERT 556, 5 A6 TRKEBIII OV T ERDOL
HABRL, A4 THHREZRIRL, Z05E, BRI IEE & 2 FEEOBRREICK
G352 L Emb, BlZIE, A4A6 TS50 FEMEOEIRAZ BN L7284, A6 T49 flifH, A4 T
| FEEZRIR L72 & S ITRHEBNR RIS -T2 895, 20K REKROMHEE, FrED
IREBRPUR IS (B 21 50 FERD I2BW T, BIBREOMAE LY T BICIRE DR L E
#L, TORKOBHFRLZHEICHBRERLIESZ L1275, AMA6 ORI RITIEIEIROEIC
KFELTWD (KEDIFERR, Fig 2-4), 1BPUREED 82 FFHLL T OYE 13 =AY 100% T b
D, BPUREOHDE 2 DIZ O TIRA IR T Lz, &KL LT, A4A6 I K DRHERIT A2
WX AMEREY b5 <, BRAZKBH S MHAICS T, 2 >OfEEZ S CTHEHT
D2 L DHEMENRS NI,
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C4C8 1%, Fig.2-4 TR L7z 4 DOFEED 5 5, IOV 50 75 150 O & =12
&b EWRIEAZ R LTV, 91 FHO RIEZ BINT 2 £ T 100% DR HFRIED, £ Dk
S RO BINENHE 2 D ICON THR A ITHIIERNMET LIRD 7=,
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Fig. 2-4 Variation of detection rate with number of selected pesticides.

PR LBy, KHEEOEE -8V —X) &, ZOMOIEE (142U —X) Z#l
HEDEGEICRENRNEE D L RbhoTo720, KEEOMAE LY ZFT 5
Lz Lz, Bl L2 REOMA S bEIE, £EOBEHARICE S EEOMAS b
[(A1-A4) X (A5-A8)] 23 16 18 Y, Hitlfs o RIK AT S22 < FRIE DM A G HE [(B1-B4)
X (B5-B8)] 23 1618V, Ml I & K EICE S IBEDOM AL HHE [(C1-C4)
X(C5-C8)]73 16 Y DFt48 8V & LTz, HEIEOES ORI T, ZhEnOMA TR
Ko T3505 150 fli5HE T 1 AET SHEC LR S 101 [FOEERR ATV, KRB0,
THROMHENREVEIEIZ 1 A v b oz b2 (FROHEIXT X TOEIEICKRA b
BYH525), RAY FORFEEZET Lz,

48 Y OFLATIEIED 9 b, CAC8 1B S 7= IO H 50 225 150 FERFAD & X2 82
[ (KA ), bEWBRHEEZR LT (Table2-3), F7=, B4BS8 1T 78 [A] & kIZ &\ A%k
(KA B) ZaRLiz, &KL LT, BYU—XL CYU—XDfEEIL, AT —ADiEHE
LV BBMHERENZ DDA o7, ZORRIE, BRI EOHISRAEL ZE L TRt e
PEEHEET D2 EOEEEEZR LTS, C VU —XDMEL B U —XX 0 LRI
RRRAIFT, ZORRIT, BARDPREOFE AL EE ZF 7210 T, BIREICK LT
R EFHFSOZLEZTRBL TS, £/, 83U —X (A82L) X6 U—X (A6 72L)
(AR THRIHHRDRRE <, 8 U — XOFRARIT iR T N S M & 0D AR D R 4 HY
DANDZENRBIEORY ) == I EOERERIT RN ghole, ZILD DR

30



%28

RaE 2, SREIEY A MBI T 2 EEOREITIL, IBE C4C8 2T Z & & L,

Table 2-3 Number of times (points) maximum (including ties) detection rate was recorded.

A, A5 | A6 | A7 | A8 B, BS | B6 | B7 | B8 C cs | c6 | c7 | c8
series series series

Al 0 7 0 | 16 Bl o | 12] o 3 cl 0 12 | o0 9

A2 | 24 | 42 | 23 | 48 B2 | 39 | 67 | 36 | 67 2 40 | 63 | 34 | 74

A3 0 8 0 | 17 B3 o | 13] o 4 c3 0 13| 0 10

A4 4 | 45 | 7 | 53 B4 | 19 | 76 | 20 | 18 C4 20 | 76 | 20 | 82

2.3.2 NEREZFEYX MIEMTHEEDEIR

AIE (23.11H) TRL7ZEBY, C4C8 DHLATIEE TR rTREME 2 m L B 91 FREE O
IR A BRI L T25A, MHEIX 100% TH > 7= (Fig.2-4), 91 FEO IO 21X 56 FFEHO
hﬁ RENEFENTED, %@ﬁ«fﬂﬁﬁéhtr%f&otowzﬂo_@&%0@

BEMRIEOMEZBIMEE LT, B 1BRLLVEMERZ L & Ln, S5I2K 10 FEOE
%%LMLT BeBEHIRIR L V2B 2, ISR AFE L, BEREL 11 B
ML%HB@%% EIR L7256, MHERIT 955%ITMET Lz, 20 L & O Al iEtE o
EAZBEMEE LT, 82 BRL~UIERE Lz, B L7 11 FEEOEEEIED 5 b, 8 flifH
@%%ﬁ@Méﬂk(hgﬁﬁn@%®@M$nwm 72, 143 FEEOEEKA RN L -
A GBS N7-FEEEER 10 B3RE2 &, B3N L~UL), FEEEEK 10 FEO > bR
éﬂkﬁ%i4@ﬁ(@m¢4%)cE&iOﬁOOiD B 2RI L UL L0 b R RN
RIEIIE T Lz, F72, 12 FEEOFEEERZ BN L2584 BIRL~L) TH,

FIX 4 T%EBRNEE o7, ZNDDORERND, 2] RvAw#riwﬁmT P %]

Wi 2720 DY RBETH S &HIWT LT,

100
—~ 80 |
X
] i
® 60
S 40
}ﬁ: 40.0% 41.7%
S8 20 =4/10 =5/12
0
1st 1st-2nd 2nd-3rd 3rd-4th
Selection level

Fig. 2-5 Variation of detection rate with selection level.
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FRIE L 72 D3RO C8 vs C4 DHELARIX (Fig. 2-6) A5 L, H1EIR L)L TIETTD
ARHORE RIS D L L blg, 52 BV T 3 FEA RS T X TORBH
FAVHB] S, FRHEENE FICEELTWDZ ENbnD, REERIKD C8 vs C4 D
A (Fig. 2-7) 2R &, 35 FEHAORAE RIS 1 BN L~V O E 7213 AN Ar
BEL TV, 20 ) 7 ORIEREIIT XA TRESNTWZOT, ALY TIZH D D 35
FEORPE R, WETIUTRE S D AMREEREWEE 2 b, £, F 18RV
AL &G 2 EIR L~V ORIC 9 FEORMERFENALE L Tz, 5 2 BRL~LTOR
HEN 72.7% Thol=Z &b, Zb 9 FEORMERIZ, JETIVIFERICE O MR
THRHEND EEZ b, LeR-TC, 131 HEEORMERIED S L 4 FEEH (= 35+ 9)
1%, WEBZOXNGEIY A MIBMTRERBIKCTHD Z LIVRBI NI,

1.E+2
O Detected pesticides
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E 1E1
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Fig. 2-6 Scatter plot of C8 versus C4 for the index pesticides.
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Fig. 2-7 Scatter plot of C8 versus C4 for the unmeasured pesticides.

2.3.3 XNREFEYRMOOIRINT DEREDER

23.1 THT C4C8 ZIc B DAL DLEE LTRIRL7-DX, ZOMAEGOENIBRHEE K
RIZTEDLEDTHY, ZHEABEREROBRHREZR/NIT L2 L EHF LW, T2DbH,
FRMEERRKIZTLH L LFAFZTH D, BRGREY R ML RIS L RELZRIRT S
e, QAR LER LT,

The number of undetected pesticides in the unselected pesticides
The number of index pesticides in the unselected pesticides

(2.2)

Undetection rate =

AT (2.3.2 1H) E[AIBRIZ C4C8 Z VT, IHXIGRIEY X R B RN T R & IR A A
FIZHEDZTBR L7, 105 FEHOBIEEIED 5 5, §FEHOM SN BEICO VT, M
TREER 7R <, RFBERN R LI BITH D (Table 2-2), T D OIS S 7= 2
HIZ AR TH D03, #atT — & BiE S TV D ATREMESC, FRREMER O T < BREFIZEM
IO ERAF L TODREO RN & 5, BIEO &4 KIC L72IREHEIE (C4C8) T

X, 20 8 FEO RO DO ATREME A T 92 2 L R TE RV, D ZFHE D B FRS
L7546, Fig.2-9 O OLM (B 1 BRSFL-~UL) T, RRHEERIL 100% (Fig.2-8) Th
ST, BB LU EEND 1 DRI, T X TARRIEORIETH 72, £ D%,
#9010 FEHOBRAMEMEIEZ B L, BPFERICHRAN LSV EET Lz, H2RAL-LET
X, 61T 9 HEORBENBRIMEM E LTt S, 209 b0 6 BHENERRICA MR T

33



525

HoTm (FHHE 66.7%), X DICHELZ T 72825 GF 3R LUV, RRHEIT 40.0%
WA LT, 82, B 3B LUV TiE, AR & R REENRIE L Tuve, 5 2 BRst
LAV E AN D T O DRI E 5% &, 17 FFEO A HRFI IR o rTREME 2 D TR <,
RHFEE L RO IAMREKY 2 M ERATRE LB LN,

100 A
80 100%
< =11/11
Q B
© 60
i
[ &) =
% 20 40.0%
2 i =4/10
-}
0
1st 1st-2nd 2nd-3rd 3rd-4th
Withdrawal level
Fig. 2-8 Variation of undetection rate with withdrawal level.
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Fig. 2-9 Scatter plot of C8 versus C4 for the pesticides in the primary group.
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DI DOEERER THDH L EREL TS, Z ORI THEMRE (C4C8) Z/KEEH
BAEREEE ORFIEO AR R Y 2 hOWEISEA Lo, T ORE, IHXRERY 2 k
I3 44 TR O I (R 12%00 1) 28U, 17 O EEE B L TRET & ThH S
LEZbNT,

725, TORMPITEBRIZ 2013 FEOKRELY X b (LRI X MEHEIEE) (10
#9 5 B OSEITHI A S 7[25],
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3.21 REDMET—4% LAERE

ARIETHG & L2 120 FEH O 23K % Table 3-1 (R, T O IEKEE R BEREER O
Y 2 MBEEIEE LT, MGREY RN BT TWLRET, § 2 EoME
FEROREND I S 2013 FEEICWE SN HOTH D, TOWRIL, BREA 56 fkE, &
B 34 FEEH, A 28 FEEH, A L REAIOMAG O 1, HEEAA 1 HET
HD, 012 FEFECTEBHEE LTHEITONTWIERRERY 2~ (IH 1R 1X, 102 FEE
DEIRTHER SN T, SR Y X b0 120 FIEOEEKD 5 5, 87 FEEILIH 5K
U A MIB#E SN TWZEETHY, 50 o 33 FEIT 2013 FEEOLTICE L GBS
TRIETH D,

ARG TIX, 2013 4 4 AISHTo e R GR3E Y A RIS AR SN2 D 2013 4R 3 L1V 2014
EEZERIGICIAT DJFKICE END, Zhb 120 FEOBRORE T — X %, 2FEOK
TEHFHEENER L2 KEREOR B2 £ & O KERE12]2>5 AF L7z (Table3-1), 2014
FEEIZIE, HARDK 1,400 DKEFHEHZD D, 614 OAEFHEL MIFEAKHF O REILAZHIE L
TW[13], F7z, JFUKFORIEZ SEEICHE L TWD 10 OKEFES (T BEEUKE
W, B TKER, AWRCER, TERKER CY4RE), Fh)EPNIRIBKE R,
FrEAGER, ZRFKGER, METKER, JRETAGER, f@EHEREREKGERZER) »
52015 FEOT —X % AF L7[14], FAKEFEETIE, FIZ0-13 [, JFKkEzHo 7Y o
7 LU CEEEREZHIE LT,

120 FEEAD RIITITAEDOFHENED LN TEY, 81 I T A/ n~ N/ T 7 E&E
IINTEZE VT, 39 FEITRIK 7 v~ 77 7EEOITEEZ O THIE S TWz[15], =
2T, B TR S, FREEICED LN TWS BIEEE (GV) O 1%L EORETED
EEBNRH SNTHEAEZ O, TR &3 1% TR SR, o< Ehik
Molomta ), ZiuL, FEEOER FIRIED GV D 1%ICREIILTNDLTEOTH D
[15],
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Table 3-1 Pesticides in the new Primary List of the Japanese Drinking Water Quality

Guidelines.
Selected
based on
wNaltmrlber Olf Number of Maximum Included risk
N .. CrSUPPYY  oxaminations GV u . inthe old predictors Examination
ame of pesticide Use authorities thority (ng/L) DV mDI Pri (RPs)/ thod
monitoring this per authority (ug (ng/L) rimary s)/or methods
ticide per year List for other
pes reasons
(OTH)
1,3- . .
Dichloropropene Soil fumigant 389 7 50 0.5 0.01 Y RPs  GC-MS
2,4-PA Herbicide 377 6 30 1.2 0.04 Y RPs GC-MS
Acephate Insecticide 412 6 6 0.84 0.14 Y RPs LC-MS (P)
Alachlor Herbicide 366 7 30 0.6 0.02 Y RPs GC-MS
Asulam Herbicide 377 5 200 2.0 0.01 Y RPs LC-MS (P)
Atrazine Herbicide 354 6 10 8.2 0.82 Y RPs  GC-MS
Benfuracarb Insecticide 353 5 40 9.2 0.23 Y RPs LC-MS (P)
Bentazone Herbicide 434 6 200 10 0.05 Y RPs LC-MS(N)
Benthiocarb Herbicide 392 7 20 4.0 0.20 Y RPs GC-MS
Bromobutide Herbicide 451 6 100 160 1.60 Y RPs GC-MS
Buprofezin Insecticide 383 6 20 2.0 0.10 Y RPs GC-MS
Cafenstrole Herbicide 429 6 8 2.96 0.37 Y RPs  GC-MS
Carbofuran Insecticide 350 5 5 0.50 0.10 Y RPs LC-MS (P)
Chlorpyriphos Insecticide 389 6 3 0.09 0.03 Y RPs GC-MS
Diazinon Insecticide 458 6 5 0.15 0.03 Y RPs GC-MS
Dichlobenil Herbicide 364 7 10 0.5 0.05 Y RPs GC-MS
Dichlorvos Insecticide 403 6 8 0.16 0.02 Y RPs  GC-MS
Dimethametryn Herbicide 399 6 20 0.4 0.02 Y RPs GC-MS
Diquat Herbicide 343 5 5 4.0 0.80 Y RPs  LC-MS
monohydrate
Dithiocarbamate  Insect—
peticides fungicide 131 4 1.0 0.20 Y RPs GC-MS
Diuron Herbicide 342 6 20 0.2 0.01 Y RPs LC-MS (P)
EPN Insecticide 374 6 4 0.12 0.03 Y RPs GC-MS
Esprocarb Herbicide 395 6 30 2.1 0.07 Y RPs GC-MS
Ethylthiometon Insecticide 380 7 4 0.12 0.03 Y RPs  GC-MS
Fenitrothion Insecticide 495 6 3 0.45 0.15 Y RPs GC-MS
Fenobucarb Insecticide 426 6 30 1.5 0.05 Y RPs GC-MS
Fenthion Insecticide 379 6 6 1.92 0.32 Y RPs  GC-MS
Fipronil Insecticide 399 6 0.5 0.16 0.31 Y RPs LC-MS(N)
Glyphosate Herbicide 387 5 2000 60 0.03 Y RPs LC-MS
Iminoctadine- Fungicide 318 5 6 4.98 0.83 Y RPs  LC-MS
albesilate
Iprobenfos Fungicide 381 7 90 1.8 0.02 Y RPs GC-MS
Isoxathion Insecticide 408 6 8 0.48 0.06 Y RPs GC-MS
Malathion Insecticide 400 7 50 0.5 0.01 Y RPs GC-MS
Mefenacet Herbicide 433 6 20 2.4 0.12 Y RPs GC-MS
Methidathion Insecticide 402 7 4 1.0 0.25 Y RPs GC-MS
Methomyl Insecticide 376 6 30 2.1 0.07 Y RPs LC-MS (P)
Molinate Herbicide 404 7 5 43 0.86 Y RPs GC-MS
Oxine-copper Fungicide 350 6 30 0.6 0.02 Y RPs LC-MS (P)
Pencycuron Fungicide 405 6 100 1 0.01 Y RPs GC-MS
Phenthoate Insecticide 377 6 7 0.49 0.07 Y RPs GC-MS
Pretilachlor Herbicide 438 6 50 1.5 0.03 Y RPs  GC-MS
Probenazole Fungicide 417 5 50 19.5 0.39 Y RPs LC-MS (P)
Pyributicarb Herbicide 385 6 20 0.6 0.03 Y RPs GC-MS
Pyroquilon Fungicide 410 6 40 7.2 0.18 Y RPs  GC-MS
Simazine Herbicide 389 6 3 0.15 0.05 Y RPs GC-MS
Simetryn Herbicide 403 7 30 1.5 0.05 Y RPs GC-MS
Thiram Fungicide 386 6 20 42 0.21 Y RPs LC-MS (P)
Trichlorphon Insecticide 379 6 5 0.35 0.07 Y RPs GC-MS
Triclopyr Herbicide 357 6 6 0.12 0.02 Y RPs GC-MS
Benomyl ¢ Fungicide 383 5 20 N.D. N.D Y RPs LC-MS (P)
Bethrodine Herbicide 347 6 10 N.D. N.D. Y RPs  GC-MS
Butamifos Herbicide 372 6 20 N.D. N.D. Y RPs GC-MS
Carbaryl Insecticide 364 6 50 N.D. N.D. Y RPs LC-MS (P)
Chlorothalonil Fungicide 451 6 50 N.D. N.D. Y RPs  GC-MS
Dithiopyr Herbicide 351 6 9 N.D. N.D. Y RPs GC-MS
Edifenphos Fungicide 364 6 6 N.D. N.D. Y RPs GC-MS
Etridiazole Fungicide 346 6 4 N.D. N.D. Y RPs  GC-MS
Fthalide Fungicide 432 6 100 N.D. N.D. Y RPs GC-MS
Isoprocarb Insecticide 335 6 10 N.D. N.D. Y RPs GC-MS
Mecoprop Herbicide 371 6 50 N.D. N.D. Y RPs LC-MS (N)
Napropamide Herbicide 343 6 30 N.D. N.D. Y RPs GC-MS
Propiconazol Fungicide 354 6 50 N.D. N.D. Y RPs  GC-MS
Trifluralin Herbicide 392 7 60 N.D. N.D. Y RPs GC-MS
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Table 3-1 (Continued)

Selected
based on
WNaltlenrlESr Olf Number of Maximum Included risk
N .. UPPYY  examinations GV° . inthe old predictors Examination
ame of pesticide Use authorities thority (ng/L) DV mDI Pri (RPs)/ thod
monitoring this per authority {ug (ng/L) rimary s)ror metnods
pesticide per year List frogag(t)lrllesr
(OTH)
Anilofos Herbicide 327 6 3 0.57 0.19 Y OTH GC-MS
Captan Fungicide 399 6 300 75 0.25 Y OTH GC-MS
Chloritrofen Herbicide 327 6 0.1 0.06 0.60 Y OTH GC-MS
Dalapon Herbicide 298 5 80 12 0.15 Y OTH LC-MS(N)
Endosulfan Insecticide 328 6 10 0.3 0.03 Y OTH GC-MS
Isofenphos Insecticide 341 6 1 0.05 0.05 Y OTH GC-MS
Piperophos Herbicide 321 6 0.9 0.06 0.07 Y OTH GC-MS
Procymidon Fungicide 352 6 90 0.9 0.01 Y OTH GC-MS
Pyridaphenthion  Insecticide 342 6 2 0.64 0.32 Y OTH GC-MS
Tricyclazole Fungicide 382 6 80 2.4 0.03 Y OTH LC-MS (P)
Carpropamid Fungicide 338 6 40 N.D. N.D. Y OTH LC-MS (P)
Dimepiperate Herbicide 332 6 3 N.D. N.D. Y OTH GC-MS
Dimethoate Insecticide 368 6 50 N.D. N.D. Y OTH GC-MS
Dymron Herbicide 415 6 800 N.D. N.D. Y OTH LC-MS (P)
Etofenprox Insecticide 450 6 80 N.D. N.D. Y OTH GC-MS
Isoprothiolane Fungicide 416 6 300 N.D. N.D. Y OTH GC-MS
Mepronil Fungicide 396 6 100 N.D. N.D. Y OTH GC-MS
Metalaxyl Fungicide 422 6 60 N.D. N.D. Y OTH GC-MS
Methyldymron Herbicide 343 6 30 N.D. N.D. Y OTH GC-MS
Pendimethalin Herbicide 407 6 300 N.D. N.D. Y OTH GC-MS
Propyzamide Herbicide 371 6 50 N.D. N.D. Y OTH GC-MS
Terbucarb Herbicide 332 6 20 N.D. N.D. Y OTH GC-MS
Thiodicarb Insecticide 343 6 80 N.D. N.D. Y OTH LC-MS (P)
rTnlé‘t‘}’};}l‘anate Fungicide 396 6 300 ND.  ND. Y OTH LC-MS (P)
Benfuresate Herbicide 232 7 70 0.7 0.01 N RPs  GC-MS
Benzofenap Herbicide 223 6 4 0.2 0.05 N RPs LC-MS (P)
Butachlor Herbicide 244 7 30 2.1 0.07 N RPs  GC-MS
Cadusafos Insecticide 230 6 0.6 0.02 0.04 N RPs GC-MS
Clomeprop Herbicide 250 6 20 5.0 0.25 N RPs LC-MS (P)
Cyanazine Herbicide 232 7 4 0.28 0.07 N RPs GC-MS
Fentrazamide Herbicide 237 6 10 1.0 0.10 N RPs LC-MS (P)
Ferimzone Fungicide 136 4 50 3.0 0.06 N RPs LC-MS (P)
Fluazinam Fungicide 221 6 30 0.6 0.02 N RPs LC-MS (N)
Fosthiazate Insecticide 229 7 3 0.03 0.01 N RPs GC-MS
MCP Herbicide 229 6 5 0.45 0.09 N RPs LC-MS(N)
Metominostrobin ~ Fungicide 247 7 40 32 0.08 N RPs GC-MS
Orysastrobin Fungicide 248 7 100 2 0.02 N RPs GC-MS
Oxaziclomefone  Herbicide 255 6 20 1.0 0.05 N RPs LC-MS (P)
Pyrazoxyfen Herbicide 210 6 4 0.04 0.01 N RPs GC-MS
Quinoclamine Herbicide 234 7 5 0.2 0.04 N RPs GC-MS
Amitraz Insecticide 207 5 6 N.D. N.D. N RPs LC-MS (P)
Carbam sodium Insecticide 117 4 10 N.D. N.D. N RPs GC-MS
Cyanophos Insecticide 225 7 3 N.D. N.D. N RPs GC-MS
Cyhalofop butyl Herbicide 251 6 6 N.D. N.D. N RPs GC-MS
Dazomet Fungicide 127 4 6 N.D. N.D. N RPs GC-MS
Dithianon Fungicide 119 4 30 N.D. N.D. N RPs LC-MS
Glufosinate Herbicide 152 4 20 N.D. N.D. N RPs LC-MS
Metribuzin Herbicide 229 7 30 N.D. N.D. N RPs GC-MS
Paraquat Herbicide 134 4 5 N.D. N.D. N RPs LC-MS
Prothiofos Insecticide 128 4 4 N.D. N.D. N RPs GC-MS
Pyrazolynate Herbicide 225 6 20 N.D. N.D. N RPs  LC-MS (P)
Benzobicyclon Herbicide 240 5 90 4.5 0.05 N OTH LC-MS (P)
Cumyluron Herbicide 231 7 30 1.2 0.04 N OTH GC-MS
Indanofan Herbicide 230 7 9 0.09 0.01 N OTH GC-MS
Pyraclonil Herbicide 144 4 10 0.8 0.08 N OTH LC-MS (P)
Tiadinil Fungicide 223 6 100 1 0.01 N OTH LC-MS(N)
Cartap Insecticide 132 4 300 N.D. N.D. N OTH LC-MS (P)

a Number of pesticide examinations per year per water supply utility.

b Guideline Value.

¢ Maximum DV;/ GV; values for raw water. N.D. denotes no detection.

d Benomyl, the active ingredient, was determined to be undetectable because the metabolite was measured instead of the active
ingredient.
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%%@@mﬁ PEDOHEE I 7o B FTREMEFREE O FEAIE 2.2.1 BT R TV AH A3, AIH
BWTHHICHIAT 2, B ATREMEREICIE, KM & o 2 FEOfRE
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ORI ATREMEFRAE 1T, IR & (A UASUTIN X CRIED 43 fif - WA R Z KB L- A 27
EIZHEADNTN D, MR O KR H ATREMEFEAR (S0 % « WOERRPED SO S L TUWVZR W BRI
WY 2R EBAEHE N TON TV AR W= TH D, M ATEE éhﬁ@”*tiﬁ@nﬁ%@@
WCRTEBY THD,

URIL = MAX(uill, ul"z, vny ui'lo) (31)
_ (Sales quantity for dry fields); 3.2)
wij = (GV;)(Annual precipitation); '
PRI; = MAX(pi1, Di2) -+ Pi10) (3.3)
P = (Sales quantity for paddy fields) s« 1 0(Score YiScore 29 3.4)

(GV;)(Annual precipitation)

22T, URLITIEHIZ S S 7R3 i O vReMREE TH 0, 5 2 B TILC4 LKL
ENTWS, PREIIAKBICHN S 7= 23 i OB ATREMEIERE TH Y, 4 2 TETIZ C8 L&
I TWD, BAROETZ 10 ORIz orF, Hilkj looWT, BT O wy & py HH L
72 Score Y [T EHED L SO S ME A R T /XT A — X T, Score Z 1T NN/K o3 % 5%
FTNTRA=ZTdH5, URL L7213 PRE OWTINOED, JRFEORH « Ak ORIER R
IZHEDSEED TR & AR 2R 572D oE (LT, RHEE) L0 b REWEA,
Z O EFRIIM O FTREMEM E U &Il XA, 2013 AR ICHOE S VTR IR Y 2 MBI
S N7=2[19],
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LOTHD, BIEEE20]751F, FHkKIZI T 2 EIERA OFER T &L AT L, Hfr
BT =200, BHUKOBHIIEAA SN A EE 223 IR LI FIETHRIB L,
KGRI Y A MIHEH ST RO GV IFEA A @M1 IS LTz, FRIFEAKRIC
1%, BURFREEF[22]72 B4 H A7z 2005-2014 FED 10 ER OB K ET — % 2 iz, Ak
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IRFBEEA R THIE LTz HIBGE LRI (Ko) &, HEER, Ok, S C -0l 4 STk [23-
26]2»%@ L, (34D ScoreY & Score Z DHEHNTAEH L72[27], SCHRIZ Koe DERE D720
58 1% EPI Suite ® KOCWIN[28]% W THEE L7,

3.2.4 T—HRONWAE

EUFAATIZITRCE 08T Y 7 b R[291& W o, DRIERREL (R?) 1E 1—SSke/SSit & LT3R
7oo T2 T, SSreg lEEVFHFRDJE U DFRFED Z 5, SSon LTI A KT AEHOJE V) DF%E
D ZFFNHRD T, I E 0 & LIEREIFROEE O R? OEEX, R 2712 Microsoft
excel Zff o TEHAE L 72[30],
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SIMREFIUBE

3.3.1 BRHAREEMERICK YEBRS W -EREORERR

2013 4F 4 HICHIT- 2R3 Y X I RAR S, 2EOKEFEHR TIXY X MBS
T2 120 FEEE O BEROET =4 U > 7 % BMG L=, 120 MO EIED 5 5, 2013 4EE D 2015
FEFEIZNT C 80 FiE (M =R=67%) OEE M S 7z (Fig.3-1), SR EEKY X MM
TCIBIME Tz 33 ORI, 21 FEA R S (B ER=64%), F£0 O 87 F¥HD
JEEETIE, SO FED VR S Te (R E=68%), B 23E Y 2 M s BEK e, [BxXt
LEIRY 2 N (H 1R 2 DAAICHEE STV 5 EIROM T, MHRICAEEREIT )
-7 (p fE=0.83),

23 HiDORER AW E 2 TIHRGRIE Y X FRBUE S -RER, 120 MO RIED 5 5 90 fi
BIIEAER R O ATREME RN BN E RSN E 72> TWZ[19], 2 D 90 FEMED IR |27
BT 5&, 65ffH (MHE=72%) NEERITHRHEINTWe (Fig. 3-1 A), BliShz37
BIL, 7ue7F R, EUFXR—h, A 75V ThoTz (Table3-1), 589 o 30 fitH
DREFE, BERY R (EEEE) OITBCHWRNC XY, MINEER S D2 L, HDVITIEE
ER 53N S < IRWNTZDITERISIR B A S, 2013 AFEEDOMREILY 2 NIk
BIETH D, ZO30FEBEDEIED S L, 15 FEOREN R I (REHE=50%), D
X oz, B AREMERRIEIC RSV CGRIRS L 90 FEO BEIRORMHFRIL, 720 o 30 FH
DEIEOBHE LY bAEIZED T2 (p fi=0.047), 120 FEHOEZIEKD 5 5, 40 FHEITHE
ENTWELOD, T _RTOKRKEFELF B TR SN o7 (RBREE=33%), ~HR
HR 33%1%, SR Y A M TE=X U U IR EINDRETO 2007 DD 2010 FEEO
MO (23%) £V bEo72[19],
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Panel A
Number of pesticides
0 20 40 60 80 100 120

On old Primary List
%
Added to revised 2013 Primary List 68%
Selected by risk predictors
2%
Selected for other reasons

Total - (S

ENumber not detected B Number detected

Panel B

Fig. 3-1 Number and rate of detection of pesticides in the new Primary List (Panel A) and a
breakdown by the cause of non-detection (Panel B) (fiscal years 2013-2015). A-1: low sales
volume (selected by the old detectability indicator), A-2: low sales volume (not selected by the
old detectability indicator, but selected by the regulator), B: pesticides with a half-life of <2

days, C: reason for non-detection unclear.
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3.3.2 TRHETH > -REDERSH

W2 EICBWTRE LEBREREMEEEL, =4 /5 —& L L7ZAE (3.3.1)
WZBWTHMTH D Z LRI NTZR, MBI THRETHY, ILR28EORMNH
Do ZDTD, R Th o 7o BEDRHEAE T L, M FTREMERRE O W R FiE & matT 5
NP DY

2013-2015 4FEICHIE SN o REIE Y 2 MIEEND 120 BHEDH 6, R Tho7
40 3% Table 3-2 (278 L7z, BRI Y 2 R ZAERT £ 72 DI v 7o i i mTREEFRAR
(URLBEO PRL) 1F, WL bAZBIZEEHmMENZENLTWD, LarL, 2013 4
(RS EER Y 2 MBI S 72 3R, 20072010 4R O 3R T B RS W TR S h -
FREEIC L > TRESNTWD, TDT®, 2007-2010 45 20132015 20T TR
O ENSKE B L TWEHA, Zh b OREPBRE SN D rTEEtEIHE< 725, il
ENRnoTe 40 FEEHOBEIRD 5 5, 5o 20 FEEICOWTIE, 2007-2010 4FEEIZHART
20132015 45 O HTF R 7200y, 2007-2010 £ 7505 2013-2015 4F5 £ TORIC &
DY ipnEEE 57 (Table3-2 D7 TV —ABLWNFig.3-1B), #7 TV —A-1D6>D
JEIEIZOWTIE, 2O S>OMMICHAFENEA LTIV, 2013-2015 F5 0 Hiff & 4 KT
URL B XN PRI, OfRIEEZFHFE L2 L 25, WRERY 2 ML 2010+ K
WEEIZZE L LT, Lo T, 2D OBEIENHH She o 2B HE, HAFEOR
DI D EBZ BN, M EITFE Z LB LT D RN & 5 7o, IEME 7ok AT REME:
DFHID 7= OITITE I i 8 % FLIE L CHEEME A Bt R T 2 0 E R S 5, 20 FEEHOE
HDH b, FEV D 14 A (Table3-2 D A7 2 U —A-2) IZ2\TIE, 2007-2010 4 & 2013
2015 FEEDOM T O THifr &3 D72 <, Wi & B ISR O FTREEDMERN 2 & 235 h o
Too 2D DRINE, JGRIEY X N OYUERHZERINT 513 EHEIEEIMEL e o 7o 72,
2013 FFEDOXRIILY 2 MIFESNTZHDTH D,

JEIED M EDOZEITINZ T, bR SR WRERO—2 B 2 b, RO
40 FEFH O IO HIZIL, BEETICRIT 2RO WS D23 %, 717 7Y —A (Table 3-2)
DREEEZRS &, HHEd, Kl JUSEHRETONREIN 2 B ARG O R3S 11 FikHH - 7z
(Table 3-2 D7 TV —B), LI=Rn->T, Zb 11 FEHDEENBE SN0,
BRI BU SN RICHM SN B2 b, TUHORIED S H 10 FF M
B SN TRY, MHREORIATREMISIE Cdh 5 URL I3 ftE 2 RN E £
NTWRNZ &G, BRIFTREMEZ B RIZEAE S > TWe R’ H D, 11 FEO 5 bk
ST VHEEORIE (7Y U 32— ) [KHEBIETH > 728, KHEEEORK L FTRe R T
D PRLCIT O REIE 2 R TEENE TN VD27, 31, ARIGERY X FOSEE BRI L
TWERER T, BV U 32— hOSMEIARHTH Y, IESMEE L Tl-> Tz, 0
%, ©7Y U R— NOSENHI L72[32], O A HWTC PREEZFFFE LIz 2
A, 7Y ) x— NOBEMEIFIKT L, B S s et MRV EBEICHEY Lz, 2089
2, Bt EShieso7z 40 FEORED H 5 31 fHIC OV TE, Bl Sh R -72# il %
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BETDHILENTE, LML, VD9 HDEIE (Table3-1 DH T IV —C) IZOWTIE,
B SN2 > T HE R A ET L 2 LN TERD o, 2L, ARy 3r— DX
INCERETIZBWTIHERICLE LIZEEOLAIX, HAESED Lizs LT B2k
17 LT E R REAKITHEH U TR SN D RN & 5, 72, E=4 U 7 OBER &S
TR STV D L &2 b,

Table 3-2 Pesticides in the revised 2013 Primary List that were not detected and their

characteristics.

Half:  Half Half- Percentage Percentage Suggestion Suggestion

old . L . Salesin  of sales for ofsales for by indicator by indicator
. . lifein lifein life in .
Category Use Pesticide name ~ Primary . .. 2013-2015 dry field rice paddy value based value based
List soil  water sunligh (t/year)  application application on sales on sales
(days) (days) t(days)
(%) (%) 2007-2010 2013-2015
A-1  Fungicide Edifenphos Listed 194 ND ND 0 0 0 SU & SP NS
(6) Etridiazole Listed 7.0 103 ND 0 0 0 SU NS
Fthalide Listed 200 2.8 0.6 146 0 100 SU NS
Herbicide Bethrodine Listed 32 Stable 0.2 4 100 0 SU NS
Dithiopyr Listed 947  Stable 37 5 100 0 SU NS
Insecticide Isoprocarb Listed 12 353 41 0 0 0 SP NS
A-2  Fungicide Carpropamid Listed 170  Stable 167 0 0 0 NS NS
(14) Isoprothiolane Listed 66  Stable Stable 90 4 96 NS NS
Mepronil Listed 44  Stable 6.6 30 50 50 NS NS
Metalaxyl Listed 38 Stable 100 26 59 41 NS NS
Thiophanate .
Listed 25 41 0.7 390 93 7 NS NS
methyl
Herbicide = Dimepiperate Listed 7.0 ND ND 0 0 0 NS NS
Dymron Listed 50  Stable 3.3 244 0 100 NS NS
Methyldymron Listed 175 ND ND 0 0 0 NS NS
Pendimethalin Listed 239  Stable 3.8 131 100 0 NS NS
Propyzamide Listed 30 42 174 24 100 0 NS NS
Terbucarb Listed 146 ND ND 0 0 0 NS NS
Insecticide Dimethoate Listed 3.1 68 144 30 100 0 NS NS
Etofenprox Listed 11 Stable 2.0 93 48 52 NS NS
Thiodicarb Listed 5.5 32 16 35 100 0 NS NS
B Fungicide Benomyl Listed 044  0.06 ND 106 65 35 SU SU
(11 Chlorothalonil Listed 14 Stable 0.1 300 90 10 SU SU
Dazomet Not listed 1.0 0.1 0.3 2,999 100 0 SU SU
Dithianon Not listed 13 0.6 0.1 71 100 0 SU SU
Herbicide Butamifos Listed 17 Stable 0.1 30 92 8 SU SU
Metribuzin Not listed 45 Stable 0.3 33 100 0 SU & SP SU
Pyrazolynate Not listed 9.0 0.7 0.04 198 0 100 SU & SP NS
Trifluralin Listed 115 14 1.1 154 78 22 SU SU
Insecticide Amitraz Not listed 0.5 0.9 5.1 8 100 0 SU SU
Carbam sodium Not listed 212 0.1 ND 250 100 0 SU SU
Carbaryl Listed 14 12 1.7 57 100 0 SU SU
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Table 3-2 (Continued)

Percentage Percentage Suggestion Suggestion
Half- Half- Half- . . .
old . . . Salesin  of sales for ofsales for by indicator by indicator
. . lifein lifein life in .
Category Use Pesticide name ~ Primary . 2013-2015 dry field rice paddy value based value based
. soil  water sunligh L .
List (t/year)  application application on sales on sales
(days) (days) t(days)
(%) (%) 2007-2010 2013-2015
C Fungicide Propiconazole Listed 50  Stable 58 29 100 0 SU SU
(9)  Herbicide Cyhalofop butyl Not listed 0.3 97 53 62 0 100 SU & SP SP
Glufosinate Notlisted 5.7  Stable 1187 355 53 47 SU&SP  SU &SP
Mecoprop Listed 10 31 32 115 100 0 SU SU
Napropamide Listed 89 ND ND 8 100 SU SU
Paraquat Not listed 7.0 30 ND 88 61 39 SU&SP  SU &SP
Insecticide Cartap Not listed 3.0 ND 0.2 149 38 62 NS NS
Cyanophos Not listed 196 ND ND 36 100 SU SU
Prothiofos Not listed 45 234 17 60 100 0 SU SU

Category A: Low sales volume

A-1: Selected by the old detectability indicator

A-2: Not selected by the old detectability indicator (selected by committee)
Category B: Pesticides with a half-life of <2 days

Category C: Reason for non-detection unclear

ND: No data

NS: Not selected

SU: Selected by URI;

SP: Selected by PRI;

3.3.3 IRHTREMEROHR

1) MR EOEEZENHE
/\ﬁér: PED B WIS R ThH o722 L h, MEEK L @2 5B 52 b
, R ATREEOHEERE A DL Z N TE D EEX N, £ 2T, MHEEOR A
‘ii’a*ﬁ URL SR DO R BE T 2 A 2 AT 572018, HHIZE S 7 B3
@%ﬁ@é&mtﬁ&@F%é%%ﬁ)ﬁf\“t%ﬁﬁ%‘i%é)ﬁﬁ L72[33, 34], AAFZETIE, M e =
T BN RTEAICRH T 2 e % E &b L7z SWMI (Surface Water Mobility Index) Z#2%2
LtCMn%@ﬁ%BﬂK%ELﬁ;SWW(KQQ)i@%@i@@%%ﬁki%¢@¥ﬁ
Mz T A—2o—fL LTHY, RiKTOREDOREZTHTL2LDOTH D,

(3.5)

3.466) (1 +0.00026 - Ky()

SWMI = EXP (-
( HLS / |(1 + 0.00348 - K,)

Z I T, Koo IEIHBETOHEBIRFEEG AR CTHIE L LTSRS (Lkg), HLS 1X13EH
OHPH () BET,

Chen ¥, S FIERMMEOTIRIC SWMI Z#H L, O EIEOMSHEE (B3
iz OWRE) &L L<HEALTHDZ AW LM LRZ[B5], JhiE, BEHMRER X

OV FED &, MHEE O ATREEZ PRI TEZ 5 2 L 2R L TEY, AR TIRE L
B T REME R I B A SR A A T e = 3T E B 72, SWMI OEAMEERFT LT-, BAD
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10 HsIZ SWMI Z3 M Lz L 25, SWMI OfE & AR O R 8 B2 1A R 28 L & 7
2ol= (R2=0.027 (BAH), 0.044 (JUM), Fig.3-2), L7=28-> T, SWMI TI%, WA
o O RN F AR O BRI RIE T RS TR CE RN EEZ XD
7z, Chen B2 SWMI ORRREIZFAWIZXIGIE, Wb HE—OfJINRETH Y, ik
DHOTHARIEORGEHIE (AARD 10 Hik) OF 12005 SEOREEITho7z, —4,
AHFFED R GHIT I, 25 < OFIFEEN S e DI CTH 5, £z, FIRERE Y72 0 OEEH
frEIE, AR THWELY b —HRE VLD 572, 51T, Chen HDAFFETIE, SWMI
TR B R b X SRR LT s, ARFZED BRI - ARt A2 0T 5 2 b
ThD, ZDORDIRFIEDEND, SWMI D EFED 53 fRIEEE Tk K3 2 M R O A H 2
IERECHATE RWEB L E 2 bz,

Kanto region Kyushu region
10 10
R?2=0.027 R2=0.044
g8 | P value for slope o 8 t P value for slope = 0.84
=0.29
g 6 g 6
P 2
Q 4 O 4
2 0] @ =~ @]
o = @]
9 O Q O S CL) Q o o_/0
S ax A R J2f—o—-0f
0 0 (@]
O
2 L L L L -2 L L L L
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
SWMI SWMI

Fig. 3-2 Plots of relative pesticide concentrations against SWMI values (Kanto and Kyushu

regions are shown as examples).

Z 2T, TR TR EORERICEENFET DH5E, RAER () 2SEKO
REPEMOIBMRERTH L LUEL, MIHSNTREEEBEH I Rho 7o B AE
ot B2 7wy b U, X BINE ma OfE, Y $1Z URL D% & 72 (Fig. 3-3), B SH
ToJEIITTNT, URMENAKE < mu 28 1.7 BLLEE WO KA H LTz, 22T, M
M Bt Sz B o aTRErE 2 HEE T 572012, KB.1), B2zt (3.6), (3.7)
(RIS URIM \ZEE LT,

URIM; = Max(umi,l'umi,z';uuumi,lo) (3.6)

(Sales quantity for dry fields);

(GV;)(Annual precipitation); X u(my, = 1.7.d) (.7)

uml"j =

49



BI3IE

22T, ufmn— LTHIEAT Y TRIT, (ma— 17 DADEET u=0, IEOHET u=
LE L, mu 3R, KPR, MO RMEL T %, i3k (10 #U) 277,
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A I @ Detected pesticides
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Fig. 3-3 Scatter plot of URI; values versus mur values of the detected (closed circles) and not
detected (open triangles) pesticides. Dotted line indicates the threshold level of the old

detectability indicator for upland-field pesticides; Dashed line indicates muy, of 1.7 d.

2) BMEROBRHATRESIEIZD B M

20132015 AREEICHR N SN2 Do 72 40 TIOR3 D 5 6, 20 I AT &SP 720, &
DWVERD LT le oIt S e dodo, £ 2T, 2013 NS 2015 FE DO T
— X% M\TC URL & PRI Z 15315 L, URIM; 7S URL XV & B3O LA HEETE 5
D% FRGE L 72, Table3-3 & Fig.3-4 IZ/R 9K 912, URL & PRIIT 2007-2010 4FFE O 238 H faf
BT =2 Z WA, 90 O RIEOM I ATREMED @ EHEE S 47z, 90 D R D
25, 65 FEFNS 2013-2015 LI FFRICHIH S 472, URLF KO PRI & 2013-2015 FFEED
SR — 2 2 L7256, 79 O RO FTREME S S HEE S, MR
78% (62/79) 12l L7z, LavL, M &7z 3 B O BN A R ORI X0 FREE A
KT LRt rTRE MR & 3 S, S S v/ B3R o B 90 FE¥ED D 79 FREEIC D
L7cZ LB T D2HERH D, URL OOV IZ PRL & URIM; %15 &, B0 88%IC
ML, BEOBRHZ LD EMICHETE 2L 210 kotc, 22T, s 3 FED
IR, HIH SN RBIEOEDY 79 D 67 [T LT Z LICERT AN ERDH D,
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51T, 2.3.2 HTHGET LI ER 2 BIE 2 it L 72 & 24, BHEERIT 91% & S 51T
- U7= (Table 3-3; Fig. 3-5), B U7-kH rTREMEFEIEIC K DM 91%I1%, 5 2 & TGt
L7t 22 N — AT s D % BT L7461 (Table 3-3 D(2)) THHMTZ 78% £V b
DM@, FLWEEIC X o THEERE R M E L7722 L 2R LT\ D,

Table 3-3 Detection rate with the improved detectability indicators.

Detectability indicators Number of Number of Detection rate

selected pesticides

pesticides  detected in

2013-2015
(1) URI;, PRI; and 2007-2010 pesticide sales 90 65 72%
(2) URI;, PRI; and 2013-2015 pesticide sales 79 62 78%
(3) URIM;, PRI; and 2013-2015 pesticide sales 67 59 88%
(4) Detection threshold optimized 66 60 91%
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Fig. 3-4 Scatter plot of PRI; versus URI; (URIM;) for the 2013 Primary List pesticides. (A) The
old detective indicators (average pesticide sales quantity for 2007-2010). (B) Pesticide sales
quantity updated to 2013-2015. (C) Pesticide sales quantity for 2013—2015 combined with the

new detective indicators for upland-field pesticides, URIM;.
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Fig. 3-5 Setting of the new selection level for the new detective indicators.

3.3.4 HMUERRMRREEY X FDIER

1) HISOBREHTE LRHINEBE

RSO 70 & OHUIRFFEIC X o THEFES N D EREMNR R D720, BREOFEOMH
R LI L > TR, Fig 3-6 1R T X D12, 2EHME & Hugh] Ky & o FEBEYE %
ATERE (RY) 1, 018 (b#EE) 25 090 () & R&E <HERY, Hugic k- T
HENDREPZHETHD L EZRLTWD, L7EED > T, M ORREM:D FV O =38 § Hidsk
Lo THERRD L PRINTZ 2013 FEORIREILY X MIBHE S 7z 120 O B3I
TRTOHILTE=F U 7 IR, B S7-8i% 6-51 i ThH o7 (Table3-4), 7
¥, PPEEHUE TIT 2013-2014 FEEOKERFHIIBWCRIEKIZI T 2 IO 13 720>
7oz, ARETITM#Z RS 9 DOHUR Cigim L7,

T RCOHIE TR SN RIS, TRTOR Sz 2RI o Hilk T O 2k
Tz (Fig. 3-7), 9 sl 8 MUl TR SN BHRIL, 7= A br—)L, Tn
TTFR, 747u=)l, T bhuF AU O4FEETH- -, Bt &7z 80 FEO B
DL, 5 OLLEOHBCTHRIL SN 7D 135 (16%) T, 67 FfH (84%) 1353 LL F oD
Hidgh T Lo &z s> 72 (Fig. 3-8), HAH TR S EED 5 6, BIOHIK T
B SN TV RIS 2 EEMRE R L ER L, MUK D & OBEEM L HE L7 (Table
3-5), 7o xiE, AuEE I 1 AEORES RS, 05 b 4 FESRIETRIES
72T, ALHEEN B AR & OBEERIHERIL 36% (4/11) ThoT-, EERHERIT 0%0
5 95%DHIPH T, A HIKDOFLIIEIL 30%0°5 63%DEH Th o7, ZINHLDOT —HI%, K
HATREME D @ W R N e T S 1272 5 2 L A BAREIZ R LT,
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Fig. 3-6 Coefficient of determination (R’) between national and regional pesticide sales
quantities in Japan. R? values were determined for the regression lines with an intercept of

Zero.

Table 3-4 Detection rate in each region.

Region Regional area  Monitored Detected
(km?) pesticides pesticides
Hokkaido 78,421 120 11
Tohoku 66,927 120 30
Kanto 36,891 120 51
Hokuriku 34,579 120 21
Tokai 29,344 120 11
Kinki 31,533 120 37
Chugoku 31,921 120 19
Shikoku 18,806 120 6
Kyushu 42,192 120 32
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Use Name

Herbicide Dalapon
24-PA

MCP

Asulam
Atrazine
Anilofos
Alachlor
Indanofan
Esprocarb
Oxaziclomefone
Cafenstrole
Quinoclamine
Cumyluron
Glyphosate
Glufosinate
Clomeprop
Chlornitrofen
Cyanazine
Diuron
Dichlobenil
Diguat monohydrate
Dithiopyr
Cyhalofop butyl
Simazine
Dimethametryn
Simetryn
Dimepiperate
Dymron
Benthiocarb
Terbucarb
Triclopyr
Trifluralin
Napropamide
Paraquat
Piperophos
Pyraclonil
Pyrazoxyfen
pyrazolynate
Pyributicarb
Fentrazamide
Butachlor
Butamifos
Pretilachlor
Propyzamide
Bromobutide
Benzobicyclon
Benzofenap
Bentazone
Pendimethalin
Bethrodine
Benfuresate
Mecoprop
Methyldymron
Metribuzin
Mefenacet
Molinate

Insect-fungicide _[Dithiocarbamate peticides

Soil fumigant 1,3-Dichloropropene

Fig. 3-7 Detection of pesticides by region (FYs 2013-2015).
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Use

Name

Insecticide

EPN

Acephate

Amitraz

Isoxathion

Isofenphos

Isoprocarb

Etofenprox

Endosulfan

Cadusafos

Cartap

Carbaryl

Carbofuran

Chlorpyriphos

Cyanophos

Dichlorvos

Ethylthiometon

Dimethoate

Diazinon

Thiodicarb

Trichlorphon

Pyridaphenthion

Fipronil

Fenitrothion

Fenobucarb

Fenthion

Phenthoate

Buprofezin

Prothiofos

Benfuracarb

Fosthiazate

Malathion

Methomyl

Carbamsodium

Methidathion

Fungicide

Isoprothiolane

Iprobenfos

Iminoctadine-albesilate

Edifenphos

Etridiazole

Oxine-copper

Orysastrobin

Carpropamid

Captan

Chlorothalonil

Dithianon

Dazomet

Tiadinil

Thiram

Thiophanate methyl

Tricyclazole

Pyroquilon

Ferimzone

Fthalide

Fluazinam

Procymidon

Propiconazol

Probenazole

Benomyl
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Fig. 3-8 Number of pesticides detected in single and multiple regions.

Table 3-5 Overlap detection rate (%) between regions. The vertical axis represents the

denominator, and the horizontal axis represents the numerator.

Region | csticides A B C D E F G H I |Avg
detected
Hokkaido 11 A % 45 45 0 55 36 9 55|35
Tohoku 30 B | 13 80 37 27 60 53 13 57 |43
Kanto 51 c |10 a7 27 16 49 35 10 43 |30
Hokuriku 21 D |2 52 6 20 62 38 19 48 |42
Tokai 11 E|l o 73 73 55 64 55 27 45 | 49
Kinki 37 F |16 4 6 35 19 m 11 5|36
Chugoku 19 G|21 s 9 42 2 719 % 58 |55
Shikoku 6 H|17 6 8 6 5 6 83 67 | 63
Kyushu 3 I |19 53 6 31 16 5 M 13 37

2) MEAIMERRE) X b

B SN D aREtED & 2 EIITHIRIC L > TR D 2D, T=4 U v 7T EIERE K
EHREFRICL-TERR D, KEFHAMRERBIXRELED 1 DOXGEIRELY X M it
AL, BKEFEFIZEOV A MPOREEEBRIRL TE=4 Y 7 T80 ERHH21], L
L, FERRIZIE, Z< OKEFEENV A NT v 7 ENTT X TORIEEZHE L TV AH[13],
ZITC, MBI 2 =4 v 7 ORI E KD T2, HIBIROXSEIEY 2~ (BLF,
HOIRRROR G 3K U 2 ) ZAERR L, & OF M A MREE Uiz, MRS E3E) 2 b &2 Ekd
D120, MBI O TREM RS2 B L, EIE L2mEEE (333 H) ([2E S0 TH
Hidel TR O FTREME S B RS A E LT (Fig. 3-9), 45 Mtk T S iz 2 3R1% 3062 ff
BT, TRENOHIBEIOGREIE Y 2 MIKZREIKY X MIEEH S TWD 120 O
NREELU T CThotz, SHIZ, HURRO U 2 MIE 5 B3I, B Sh- Rt rTaerktE
BEIZ L > TREMICERIRSNTZHTH S 66 FFIZ b 72720 > 7 (Table 3-3),

KREEY 2 MIEHEEND 120 FEOBED S B, 5% 5 43%03KHIk TRt Sz
(Fig. 3-10) , 2B S 7-M i rTREMEFRIEIC K » TREICEIR Sz 66 FEO 23 (Table
3-3) ®H L, HIEBIOMERIT 9% 5 64%DFIPATH -7, 7o, KT L IcEES N
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& DB 2 il = L ICEE b T UE, T2 ) SO OBERORENLEIND

AREVENN D D, AR E LT, HUBAI S RIE Y X o fIC X 28 om Rix, Hushio
GEIKY 2 MR O ATREMEDO @V EIKZ L0 IEMEICERIR L, BERE=X U 7 ORRME
A ETELZ 2R LTERY, KEFESRDEIZDRINTRINT 5 72 O ITHIER
KGRI A NOFERABPE THDL EE X BT,
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2 < Selected nationally 27 39 . 3 (69)
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2 5 Selected nationally 42 9 (75)
=
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g s Selected nationally 48 I 3 (69)
=S
e
2 £ Selected regionally |l 32| 8 (53)
3 5 Selected nationally 57 I 2 (68)
o
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< 5 Selected nationally 5 (71)
S
SR ,
= Selected regionally 12 (57)
% § Selected nationally 47 | 0 (66)
So
§ £ selected regionally 16 3 (49)
g S Selected nationally | 60 | 0 (66)
)
& £ Selected regionally 0 (32)
% 5 Selected nationally 25 41 - 7 (73)
S
< 2 Selected regionally 20 12 (55)
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DOSelected pesticides M Detected pesticides Not-detected pesticides

Fig. 3-9 Numbers of pesticides selected/not selected nationally/regionally and pesticides
detected regionally. The numbers in parentheses indicate subtotals. Green boxes: pesticides
selected using the detective indicators. Dark gray bars: detected pesticides. Dark gray bars in
green boxes: pesticides that were both selected and detected. Light gray bars in green boxes:
pesticides selected by the risk predictors but not detected. Dark gray bars with no borders:

pesticides that were not selected but were detected.
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Fig. 3-10 Comparison of detection rates between the Regional Primary Lists and the national

Primary List.

3) HuEIRRMREFE) X FOHERDIKRE

HUs T G Y 2 M, REOXIREEKY 2 MR THREERESWH OO, ERMED
BLEDP DT 070 L VDR T2, FEERIC, R EER AR 7 OO TIE, MRt
1 50%A, Db Y X MIEENDREDNELL AR SR 0T, £ 2T, Ml
FORE OJK Z AR D 7= DIZEYRSITZATV, Wikl BoKE, BIKOFRRIE RO
WTNNICBEEDN H D7 E ) D E i~ Wik & EMBEKEITW T b B ER & AERE
LTWho7z (R=0.0022, 0.0083 ; Fig. 3-11 A, B), —J7, FEMHIEREEIIM R L 5au
R BTz (R=0.71) (Fig.3-11C), MRHIZD 50%LL ED 2 -5 Hilsl Tl FEFER I AR [
EREA b S 7203, FRHERDS 30%A; O Hidsk T I3 4AE R E B 5228 100 [BI/4ELL T Ch
o7z, RIAKH O RFEREITREO AT R ~OREN Th DBk 2 — 0K
H OKE BEAEIZ L > THEET 5, FMETERR DD WGEEE, BEN H 2RI KR
KPICHEBRE CHFELTWZE LTYH, HIEICE>TE—2%2 L5252 LN TET, £ift
KHIZAFE LW E T ST L E 9 ATREMEN B 5, FERIIE RN 1 U, FrEERE
L ORBEICIET LN TE, BEMREBINIAEELEEDL EEZOLND,
VR, WRDIE, AEFEEDER L TOARWHBOFUKZ Y 70 7 LT, gk
UANOEHBREREZREL, FERICBEEZRE LI EHRELTWD[36], 2D Lnb,
—ES ORI TH B NIARNVRIERIE, T=2 U 7 OBEEMEW GAIERIE D7) 2 &
(TR IR 5 ATREME DS IR S 4U72,
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Fig. 3-11 Regression analyses of detection rate against watershed area (Panel A) / annual

precipitation (Panel B) / frequency of pesticide monitoring (Panel C).
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4.2.1 HRFIEOHE
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Fig. 4-1 Procedures for this study.
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HEH L CREOERE S Lo, HIRIZ X THEE SN AIEMR R 0, FERI O EIEH &
bR D720, BEORE (HABR) BHEEHERICEELEZ D RERDH D, £ 2T,
BIOBHENE AT ) —F7—Z & UCRHEREIBM LT, 7, BHER T 22810
VERHHEIRE 2 FAVN T, TEMIBIVERT RS & (RS B ORI F B O, FR SR B 2 /KRR
BEOKHNZIT A& OKHEEEHATE) &M OKFEkE: oK - LSO M) 12381 A4
ME e ) 2007,

BEILOWETIE, BiE (42.2) THRRZEBD GVic k> CTHEARER FRENED Hh
THEY, HEERE S GV PMRWVEIKIE, GV PR WERIC A TRWVREER E TRlES LS,
=77, GV R REVEIL, ZRINHER FRLSANEL, ERICEESNIZE LT,
ZTOWREN GV O 1%L FThUL, #it7r—% ETix IRt L LTfbnsd, 2oz
LMD, RIEORH - A Z2HEE T 2BROREE S LT GV 2 Wiz, GViX ADI 4K
ELTHESINTWS D (2213H), GV ZHn5 Z SI3REOEEEZET /MK LT
WHZEEE%RT D,

ERIFEKET — 2 1%, EER RO MBKET — # [29]1% BB EFH L TRV, 2
FED SR IR I A, KRR, SO A, EERRCE I I A IR R T A
FCMIE L7z HHERAERRE (Ko) MV, T BITEEARRIC SCEE D B3R 8O 72[30-33],
KSR TR DEATRENTWAEAIE, T OV E A7z, SCERICFEHE O 2o e
T3 LY Koo I2OUWNTIE, EPI Suite ® KOCWIN [34)1C & 2 H#EE A2 V=, 3 DO
DD 5 BLEAEN AR (KIEE) THDHHDOICOWTIE, KiEE BfG T & 2 thofEEo
PRI OB TR Lz, 72 & 20T, SR A OGE1E, TR & ke
B O SEEIE % S D% & LTz, 53 BB\ T, BIEOE=4Y VT HEDKR
HATREPEIC B E B IIET 2 LR SN 708, FFSEICITEEOERME RS Z 5 D
DIl L Lc, FREOFRMPEREIE, AEHFH18]7 b KN DT X TOKIEFHEFIC
B HERBIERB ORI E LTHEE LT,
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Table 4-1 Features (explanatory variables) in the machine learning models.

Abbreviation Data types Units
Sales quantity for paddy fields Papp Value ton / year
Sales quantity for dry fields Dapp Value ton / year
Half-lives in soil HLS Value Day
Half-lives in water HLW Value Day
Half-lives in sunlight HLWL Value Day
The soil adsorption coefficient normalized by Koc Value L/kg
the organic-carbon content
Guideline value GV Value pg/L
Annual precipitation Preci Value km?® / year
Ratio of paddy area to land area in the region =~ Par Value dimensionless
Ratio of dry area to land area in the region Dar Value dimensionless
Number of annual pesticide measurements Nmeas Value times / year
Applications (herbicide, fungicide, insecticide Use Category -

or soil fumigant)
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43MMEBERVEHEEETIL

431 HHEzEEETIL

1) AXARTHEAT HIEMFEZTETIL

Bt 78 £ 7 /111X, Random Forest[35] (LA, RF), XGBoost[36] (LL'F, XGB) XLt
LightGBM[37] (LA F, LGB) @ 3 F¥EE Wiz, MMFE T %, B E BT « R
MO ZMEET 0TS NVE, ANEREZRIERE L TORFEET LD 2 DONRZ =T
ME L7z, MEETATIEO (R 7o 1 (i) ooz & 2 REE2 N3 57
D, HACEEEZRT TR - RAREHAHEST 2, AR CdEEHbND 0.5 2B L
LTEAL, 0500 LTl EHIE LTz, BFET AV CIIRERENH SN D720, B
FH XA > T GV D 1%L EA R, 1%A00 &2 A & U7z, B8 €7 /L 1% Python3.8
TT R 7T hEMEL, RFILZ A 7 7Y schikit-learn (Ver. 1.0.1) 7°5, XGB, LGB %4
FivZ A4 77V xgboost (Ver.1.5.0), lightgbm (Ver.3.3.1) b EELZ,
PLFIZBA LT VOME 2k~ 5,

2) 7Y IIILEE

RF, XGB 3 XU LGB (FHEHOREARZMAGDE TR BEDOESWET L EMET 5
T U T NVEERRICLEM T DD, T U T AER L, BEOET RS LIE
MBI L > TETLVONRAL T A (FY: Bias) oY 7 A (IE5-DX: Variance) % /)&
<A THEZR LSELHETHL, AT A LIETHIE S Ef#E L OF 4 (Bias error)
2N, ETANFRRFEEETE TWRWREE (FEAR) £, NI T X3
EDIL Y (Variance error) U\, BT /LN SE T — 2 IR ERE G L TV 20008 GREE)
BERT, TV T NVEEOIERNIRE Z X, BIRDET NV EEEIER L TR EE
KL, SFEET AT IZER) £720% EAE) <, BERET VTl RESE] 8 TF
MMEZIRET 22 & T, AT AN T U AZ RIS EDL 2 &I0H D,

T T NVER TIIEROET ANORERELENT L0, ENENDET AN TERICIH
UHEECH DL A T TR S X CRIC & 220 FPRIEEIL L LRV, 207, TFT VIS
WL ERMED R D B, Z DOSEMEOMELRD T2 OIZET LV OERIZIB W T/IF 2 7 (Bagging)
RT—AT 4 7 (Boosting) 72 EDFIENHNLATND,

Fig. 42 ICNAX U T L T—AT 4 V7RO T Y o TR O E R, NF S
IXETNVONRY T U RAB/NSL THRERHY, 77— hAKNTZ 7k (Bootstrap sampling:
octht) IR TFEET—Z 0o 7Y v 7 INTEEBOFET—21y MR L,
BEOET NV (33FEE) TT oV TN L HETHL, Yo7 oSG oT—
Zty MIZNENWNERRR D120, FRESNDET LV HEETHY, N HOH %%
KTHZETHEETLVOTRAEDIELSE Z2/NELT D, T—=AT 4 TIXET NDSA
T AN SSTLHREBRH Y, NXTLRERRICY TV T L o THEOSEET — 4
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Tty NEAEKT LD, BT VE 1 OTONRFI/ER L, TP L7727 — % ZEMICS TH
L0k T =4ty N EBEBRTFHEL TROET NVOEEICKRT 5, ZNE#0iR
LB BEICE T VAW BIER L CT v v I AT 5 HETH D, mOINIES 2T ARG
L0, ZOET VKL THEIELB ZITWESIICET VEERT 5720, T /LORY
WINEL 72D, BT IVOERNEIEECTH 572, NX L 7O L 5 W FIEN T&E§,
FHRICKHMZET 5,
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Bootstrap.sampling

Baggin
Training-Validation data
Sampling data 1 Sampling data 2 YRRy
Model 1 Model 2 LR L L
Output 1 Output 2
Prediction result
Boosting

Training-Validation data

Sampling data N

Model N

Output N

Classification: Voting
Regression: Averaging

Bootstrap sampling

Sampling data 1

Sampling data 2

Model 1 Model 2 mmmmn
) Data
weight 1 weight 2
Output 1 Output 2
Model Model
weight 1 weight 2

Data
weight N

Prediction result

Sampling data N

Model N

Output N

Model
weight N

Averaging

Fig. 4-2 Process flow of ensemble learning with Bagging and Boosting.
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3) Random Forest

RF [FRTEAR L NX 2 7% O E 7V CTh H[35], RF OFFEE LT, 7— XA
N7 o TECL S THFEET— 22T o XN TV T 57200 T, IEAR (35978
) OFEIMEHT 25 EES T X LTRIRT D720, BEOAF IR TE 6%
BB T — 2 W T ABMERTE 5,

RF 1% 2001 FZHE SN T VT Y XA TKEESEFICEB N TH#EAFINZ <, #iTK
BT DALY E I 38R R R AKKE 39D T2 SICHW BN TEB Y, HEE o/ Fk
H72—FiETH D8],

4) XGBoost

XGB 1ZABL 7 — AT 4 7 REA (Gradient Boosting Decision Tree: GBDT) % -X— A& & L
o7 NnTY AN THDH[36], GBDT ITRERE T —AT 4 U T HMBEDEIZET L THY,
RBIE (FRME & BRI & ORREDORE SEFHRET 2720 0B OfIEIC AR Tik%
FAWTW %, XGBIX GBDT Z#X—A & LTEIZKRD 2 mEELTWAH[36], 1 AHIE, 8
KBIFONAGEE - FEE 2 m ESEL 2 L2 HME LT, Ak MEORDYIC=a2— b
EEHFEAL WD ZETHD, b 1AL, XGB BHEKBEEICEANLIE (F7 VOB S
AT NT 4 B2 D37 A—4) ZBNT 22 L THRERVBEHIZ RV BERWNEDIZ
L TWDZ Eid D, ZHITED, REROEFEOREEMEAZ KR L TV D,

XGB 1Z 2014 FEIZRE SN T VDY XNT, BESH CIHMLFEWEIC L D 5Ot
FE Y 2 7 FHl[401°iK 5 C O RIGEE IR E FI[41]72 SICEH S = FHHR H 5,

5) LightGBM

LGB 1% XGB & [A#IZ, GDBT #X—RX & L7=7 /32U XA THH[37], GBDT IZHT 2
F 7o B UL, GOSS (Gradient-based One-Sided Sample) & EFB (Exclusive Feature Bundling)
DEANTHH[37], ZND 2 ODOMHREIZ L » T, ESHHEEZRKE R Z L, #3%
BRI TNT = Z DY A XEFEEZHIET 5 Z L TE S, GOSS 1L, AfLHS
hEW GREWNNESL, T TEFEEATHD) 7—F %70 X577 L, Afdn
REW GRENKEL, FEHORMDEH D) bOEKET LT, Y F A Xa/ha< T
LY 7Y 7 NiETH D, EFBITBURRHEE 2B R EITRR D (BN T2) 24T,
FEZHR L CRHEDNREZ M ESE D HIETH D,

LGB (X 2016 4FIZRFINT=ZT AT ALT, T /VERIZHTZY XGB & HbHHETHW
HILDH Z ENEN[40,41],

6) XGB & LGB M E7E LY

XGB & LGB O EREWNE, IERDREEIKIZH 5, XGB X L~LT A X (RSB
RS, LGB XU —7 U A X () g2 AW\ unbd, L-UL T o XgIL, e ARDiE
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D) — REBENNZSEIL, F LV TROES ZHMEIE LK TH D, i, U
— 7 UA XWX, $TRXTOY =7 —FOPCTRLBREZEOTZLNRTEL)—7 )
— R&ERETHHLDOTHD, LGB 1LY —7 U A XEHE-CRiTE O EFB O A2 LV, XGB (2
FEARTEFEHREE DN3H D & Wb TV A [37],

4.3.2 ETIDEERE

ETNDFEBFICHT- > TE, @WFEEOMIEE BIIZ K-oEIRZZEMRAERE (K-fold cross
validation) ZH\W\C, MEEDORED b @mWET LV Z BT 5 8 & LT, K-FIR2MGE
X, 74 % KEIZaEL, (K—1) HTEEET-720b, KV O | HTHRIEZT ) #
E% KRR IR FIETH Y, RIFZFETIEK=5 & LIz, HRFEETT L ONA R—/8F R
— 2137V R —FLT7 A4 77 Y Optuna (Ver. 2.10.0) & W= TARAEMTIC L - THIE L
77

KR THND BIERT — 21X, Tt OF7 =28 [ o7 — 2880 Kig
TNz, RT 2 LEZ B, DK D AR T — 2 DA T TV
DYV HBIEE RIFETIE T OFPREENRE LRI T2 emonTng
[42], REIHERIEDFERFIEITFE 2 O FIEPRE SN TNDLD, EOHPT, KIFEOSEE
FATIRT v F—H o7V 7, BREFNTIIERAMNTFEE LA T 5 2 & TR
MBI T Do s & Lz, T =BTV o T L3 $r 7 207 =255 0T, %
B TADT—ENLFEBIIHNDLT =452 T7 A AT 7 LT — X EE I
TLHETH D, AR TIIDR 7 72 (Bit) &287 72 (R OFRE1:1.25
L L, 7477V Imbalanced-learn (Ver.0.8.1) T3E L 7=, EAMITRHMmEE, BHOEED
TFREEZDOFRIZB N TOET —% REN GV O 1% LT —%) I[CEAE 5252 L
T, VT — A EBEHLTEESELHETH DL, AMFRTIIE T A 77 VIR ShTn
% sample weight #§EE72 &2 Y, GV OIREN 1%Ll Lo T —% (1,303) & 1%AK O
AT —% (9,317) D (7.15) #EAE L TRE LT,

4.3.3 FH@mIEIR

SFEET VO TR RITHRE (G & Amt (B ThooicktL, FFET /LTl
BRRENE SN DT, BEFEGFRCHI-> TPHIRE S GV & O 001 LLLEOBRE
Z TR, 001 REOLEE IR &L, Zhucky, FHRRIEERM CUTF,
TP: True Positive), fA4f5 (DLF, FP:False Positive), Ef&: (LA, TN:True Negative) 15
X OMAREME (LUF, FN: False Negative) D 4 DO h 7 IV —|IHHT5Z LN TE D,

RFEW2ET NVOFMIEE TH S Accuracy (LLF, 1IEZEH) X, ELWTFHIOE (TP+
TN) % PRIOKE (TP+FP+TN+FN) THE|o7ztbR & LTERSN D, EERT, Bikr
T AL T ADOEMETE LWGEAICET VORMEEE & L CHETEN, ABF5Ecxt
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RET DL A IT — 2 ORE, T—%%y NNOXERIR Y T ARSI % &
TR ET AN EBERICEVEEEGD E VI BE AR ERD, 2% 0, BREN
10%, AR 90% D7 —% &> hOBE, 73T IR & PHlL T EZEET 90%
LB, T 1T 2 ERITIE e TH D, AFEOET VO HBNE, BIERIHRE AT
REMED BV E i) & L CIEMICHEE T 2 2L CTh o720, Btks 7 A (TP, FP,
FN) 25 H L= Cd 5 Recall (LLF, FFHLER), Precision (LA F, #A& ) 3 L X F-measure
(LLF, Ffl) 2H0AZ &L L, FHREOERIINGDNLUAINTIRTEBY TH D,

F B 2Precision X Recall (4.3)
Measure =y ecision + Recall '

BHRT, BERIBRHSNTZH0D L, ELBHEHETEEb00HEEZRT, K
WMREOGE, FEREMENET /ML, BE/ABESND Rtz kT Z & e b7, &
BRI CHERFMEEE Ch 2, @ARIE, Bt (i) LHELZ OD I B, EEE
2B () T D bDDEIEEZRT, HEROBERWET LV TIHMALMERZ Y, Thbb
AAFFETITME FTREMER 2 W B S R ATREEH © L HE SN D Z LicRy, E=4 U
TRHBOREZ AT ) —=0 732505 BUICERDHTDH L, ET ML HEEDHR)
PEDPMENWZ L 2R THRIRIC e D, 72720, BBREBEARITI L — R 7 OBMRICH 579,
W& OFFIEEITH Y, RERFHMEERE CHL FEBHAWDSZ L L LT,

SRR T VOBEIITETT VI (0-1 OfiE) 12/ L T—EDRE (4.3.1 HIIR LIz LB
O, ABFETIZ 05 LA E) ZikE L TR - A EHES 5, —, BT Vo5
T 5856, BEAZ(LS B THBMERE MR T 272912 ROC #ifR (Receiver Operating
Characteristic curve) <> PR fli# (Precision-Recall curve) 2AHWHILDH Z E238% 5, PR i
IHHREEAREZ ey FLEBOTHY, ROC HIBIZ LN TREMT —F ~D
WHAMEREWE WD TWA[43], £ 2T, DHEET VO PR iR L 252 & O
5T &IZ L7z, PR HHRIC K 27 VO EREFMBICIE, PR AISEAFATedh#R T OmfE 2 &7
PR-AUC (Fig.4-3) Z#H\ 7=,
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Fig. 4-3 The area under the precision-recall curve.

4.3.4 SHAP IZ & B EDEREZT

1) BHFEETILICHT HBIREDEA

AR THWIZIRERZ N — R & LI TEET LTI, E7VOFEIREIZENT
SN FEEORRL E 2 S LIC U CTHEEOBREZEE (LT, FFEEEEE) 2/ET
50, FMEEREE CITET /VHAICKT D R8E OB E 2 &Il M5 2 &2
HEL44], T, FEEMICSEEN D 205G, TORMEORMEEEEEIIZOIX
DD RS E DR EERE BT, EEENHEMMICER T T 52 ERMmLTWA[13],
DT HOARMIETIE, R FTREZ 2 7% (Interpretable machine learning) D FiED—>T
bV, BEEE[17,45]CHFEE I TV % SHAP (SHapley Additive exPlanations) [15]% Fu»
T, TRMEIS ST 2 SRR ORE & 347 L7, SHAP (Z— 2O TRIEIC LT, EHdH 2455
MEN EORESRS Liz)% SHAP L L CEE(LT 2 TIETHY, & HRMEL THIE
OB LT 5A O T REO 2 b &% E Rl L7238l CTH 5[15], SHAP fEIZIEDOE H A D
fEHED Z &N TE%, SHAPEIZTZ A 7 7 VU shap (Ver.0.40.0) @ Tree SHAP[46]% HV T
BH L=,

2) HEEOERMEH

AMFFENZ I D SHAP Z JHN T R D BRIt O & % Fig. 4-4 (" d, 7 /VDT
A MTHWZ 2,380 D L = — Rk LT 12 FEORHEBEN G 2 6 TNWDHDT, 2,380X
12 fHOT—% 73 SHAP i E LT HI D, 5L a— KD 12 fHd SHAP fEOFA, £ D
La— RoOTHIE (HHEER) ofl a— RO TRIEOFY (Base value) 75 OIFZEIZHH
BT 5, BFMEOREREEL, T NVNOERMEOR G HE% SHAP EOKKHED
ELTHEIMT S Z ETHIRLT,
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Prcil;zliaclltl%ngy _ Base SHAP values of each feature Sort and
P ~ value (12 columns) summation by
(0-1.0) classifications
0.01]| = +%(]+0.21 +0.01| ... -0.20 ... +0.14 -0.05()
0.23| = +%(]+0.05 +0.20| ... -0.31 ... +0.13 +0.04() TP
0.67| = +%(|+0.02 -0.05 ... -0.04 ... +0.31 +0.11})
)
Records =
(2380rows) | |004| = |035] +%([+0.33 +015 ... -018 .. +001 -0.24|)
) » FN
0.52| = +%(|+0.19 +0.04 ... -0.21 ... +0.20 -0.18|)
098] = +5(|+0.01 -0.11 ... +0.03 .. +0.11 -017|) - TN
0.32]| = +%(]+0.24 +0.08| ... +0.09 ... +0.15 +0.03|)
Impact of features GV

Fig. 4-4 Concept of factor analysis by the SHAP method.

4.3.5 1RHFTEEMIEIR & DR

KA 7 I X B BB ATREME O HEERE R oA MEE, MR B X oHEE
RPN Fw—r L UCEHMET 5, BEED FEICIE, R TIRE L H TR eI %
AWbZ Ll L, & 3 BECEEOFEAFE R LM FE 2 ChB L=t (URIM, PRI %MW
77
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4 ARRBEIUVUER

4.4.1 HWHFETTILOFEE

1) RBEETILOEE

6 DO EE7 /L ([RF + XGB * LGB] X [ZHEET /L - BUFET V) 1220 TC,
W EET — 4 (2009-2016 4EE DORRHT — % B8 L O ET — %) ZHWTET L OFH
ATV, RO FTREM: (ST T /AT - AR, BEURET L CTITREERE) &
ETDHIEODETNEEE LT, TNEROETNIT A T —4 (2017, 2018 FEFEDFF
WMET—%) 252 TREORM - FRHZHE L, /OoNTE/-RET A NT =2 D HIE
¥ REROWERF) ZAaGbdTRETTS (TP, FP, TN, FN) &L, 433 HIIR
LT HEAEIC K > CTET AV Z G L7z, 2D 5 2T, BRIEOM M TRt HE 57
DORRERDETIVEIRE LT,

HET NV OFHIAE R % Table 4-2 1233, HFHET LD S L, FELIEIT LGBe 2% 0.81 Th
B <, RFe 23 0.79, XGBe 7% 0.78 & o, WERITHHRE FL— FAFT7DOFERKRIZH D
7o, FBENE S EH -7 LGBe 23 0.36 T K<, RFc* XGBe BEALLE D R E D>
Teo 7220, ZTOETOLTNTHoTz, BHREESROFMEEYITH S F X, RFe 23
0.52 IR THHTN, O 2 5>OET IV EDETOLIT N TH -7, BIFETILTIE, HH
HKITHFHET V& [FERIZ LGBr (0.85), RFr (0.81), XGBr (0.62) DIHIZKE L 72 >72, i
A%, XGBr (0.42), RFr (0.32), LGBr (0.19) t720, HERLWOIEN THH-7=, FE
I% XGBr (0.50), RFr (0.46), LGBr (0.31) DIETH 7, HWHEET MHAT, BRET
JTET VR OB DB DO AN RE WD E N5, TS T /WTT T RGN
TIv IRy I AThL2H, ETVOTRMREROIXS>E ONMRIERZHEST D2 &
XREECTH S, Lo, SEER LR T — 2 X (R 7 7 AR 7o R
—HThoTolz, TOXMKRIILIZH DD, REWHT — X DB Z2IZHRTE o T2
ZENFERDO—oELTEZLND,

DREET NV EEIRET VOBBRLET 5L, RF & LGB TIHEIFET VNS ET
N EFS 7203, XGB TIEGHEET VO LN ERlofz, I 512, #MEFE L FEIZOWTL,
SHEETNDOITREN T2, ZIHDFERND, T LVORAIRAINEZ T L =54,
B - AR 2 EREAIC HVER E T2 0BT T AR, REZTRT 5EFET VL0 b4
AN TN D LFHIiS Tz, DFE D, HDHRIEND DIRE TR SN D00 E 0% TR
D86, REORE XD bl - AREZEETRIT 5 NRETHD Z PRI,

Fig. 4-5 35T TV OHEERE R D PR #i# & PR-AUC 27~ LT\ %, PR-AUC |ZET /v
DOFAMERE A EL L 726 DT, LGBe (0.64) 733 DO HET LOHF T BTV,
UbraFlsd e, KFFRTHELEZETALOH 6, HEESS PR-AUC Db E<, e
& FENHFNTH -7 LGBe (LGB HAET V) A, BEOMM TR A HEE T 27200
A V== TETIVELTRBENL TS EE X DL,
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Table 4-2 Comparison of prediction performance among the machine learning models. RF,
XGB, and LGB denote Random Forest, XGBoost, and LightGBM, respectively. ¢ denotes the

classification model, and r denotes the regression model.

Metrics Classification model Regression model
RFc XGBc LGBc RFr XGBr LGBr
Recall 0.79 0.78 0.81 0.81 0.62 0.85
Precision 0.39 0.37 0.36 0.32 0.42 0.19
F-measure 0.52 0.50 0.50 0.46 0.50 0.31
10 X
$08
Q
5 —~
£06 \\
S
5 \
5§04 | \
R
(8]
XGBc (AUC=0.63) 3
LGBc (AUC=0.64)
0.0 1 1 1

0.0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1.0
Recall, dimensionless
Fig. 4-5 PR curves of the machine learning models for pesticide detection. RFc, XGBc, and
LGBc denote the classification models of Random Forest, XGBoost, and LightGBM,

respectively.

2) BEEERROZEHLEBMFEBRETILOFEMHE

B O E TV E U TCRHME L7z LGBe (LGB ZFAET V) XS, FEE®ER
DEBMZFHE L7z, =612, LGBe OAMMEETERDOR FIREMFRER OSSR & ik L7,
B ATREMEFEIRIE, S Ch o3, =ik, ok - WAERE, BKELZRIEET
NTRELTE D TH D, ZNOOBAELIT, VA7 2AaT iz VI REOMREY 22
BT Ao TH AV HA TR V[1,4], FEE LTHNWD Z & 04 TE,
2T, BT CTOETAMRER EET 2 72 D1, M AT ReMEEAE CH W o R &
[F] Ui (GRRTRNE B (Nmeas) , K FHTRIFEE] G (Par) , MIHIFFEES (Dar) , £ & (Use)
<) AW THEMTEET L (LGBe) ZH#EE L7, Nmeas DA Z RSN L THEEE L 72
E7 /L% LGBce & MUY, Nmeas, Par, Dar, Use #FRr#M L CHE L72ET /L% LGBce &
S Flz, T A MRTERORPIERE (Nmeas) 4B & L, Nmeas 233O R ATHEMEIC
EORELBEST D0 ZMRT 57201, UTFTORELZBWTHERRELHG-, T7205, Hl
AR (20172018 4F) @ Nmeas (&, 1) S RIEDHTFEL 2016 4 OERBFEREL & [F L
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(LGBcp1), 2) 23D Nmeas [Z24FE (20092016 4EE, i - MGET— %) OFEMHIE
[ DL (128 [B]EIE ) & —FRIZIA L (LGBep) & L7ebDTH D,

Table 4-3 %, 45 LGBc E7 /L & #tH rlReMEFEARE CHEE L 72 FmELE, BA 3, FE, PR-AUC
ERLIEDDTHD, BEORAZ V) —= JICEHBE/REE Ch 5 B, Nmeas & 7z
LGBc T0.81 &b mnoic, EHLDIWET —4 % Nmeas & L CTHUZ LGBey 1E, FEEED
Nmeas % V72 LGBe £ ¥ H HELME< (0.78), F£72, LGBcp D FHLEIL0.76 & & HITK
VMETH -T2, ZOZ 0D, Nmeas FERTHIERE) ZHRHEEICED D Z & T, MmHFTHE
PEOBWERIED R L L (BRaM) 2H0BEMOTI LN TE, HEMELHERT D720
W2V, FHEEO—>Th 2 FHIIEREICIERE I 23R D b D 2 & D3RR 472, LGBeo D
BHHLEIT 0.78 TLGBce ERIFRETH Y, Par, Dar, Use DHIBUTEIKD K H AT REME DO HEE
K &2 E 72572, LGBe &l LT, LGBce, Tl Nmeas N FRFEEN LRI Sz
7o, HBERIIKL o7y, WA, FiH, PR-AUC & T E L7, £72, Nmeas |LF
BRI EICFHE Lizns, FAE, PR-AUC ~DEIIRER TH -7,

B T REMEFEARE & IV e HEERE R IT, FRBLR, WA, FEAZNL1 076, 028, 0.41
TH Y, W ATREMERRAE & (A URI A (FFEE) 2 VW THEEE L 72 LGBeo, DHEEREE (£
NEX 078, 037, 0.50) X VKL, HEEHESRIZBW Tl E 7 Lo 3 MEN TV
7o MR FTREMEFEREIL ) A 7 2 a 7RI X 2 B3EHH - B R 7 ) —= 0 ZIZBT 2 54T
fFE[1-4] & [FERIC, BEEOBIAERZ B2 RETT LV THAGDE TRE LTS, —
07, HERENT, A (RrEE) & BIABOBBRDBIRANCER S TWVRN )
FARNY 7 BTN THDH[37], HWFEET VLTI, EEROREEE BEK L OMICH
T « IR & O T MR BIRS T WITHAA N, FHEEROMAER b TE 572
B, HEROINMEET VRLREIETT LV TIIRILTE o0z, M FREMEZHEE T 5 EHE 2B
FROFHMEREL ol B2 BTz,

LLEDZ &G, 8T 7 VOB, M rTRErEEE L 0 &7 LS B RICE
MR D7D LB 2 BTz, B8 T VX, BIEORHRR A ST T b 22
HR7p L, OO FTREMERIEIC LR TN - M EREZ A L TR Y, RitkF oz
WO AR EZHET 2T ODOAEDRFIETHDL LB DN,

Table 4-3 Comparison of the prediction performance among LGBec, two types of modified

LGBc models, and the detectability indicator method.

Metrics LGBc LGBcp1 LGBcp2 LGBce1 LGBce2 Detectability
Indicator
Recall 0.81 0.78 0.76 0.78 0.78 0.76
Precision 0.36 0.36 0.38 0.38 0.37 0.28
F-measure 0.50 0.49 0.50 0.51 0.50 0.41
PR-AUC 0.64 0.61 0.61 0.64 0.66 N/A
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4.4.2 LGBc BT HHMENEEE

LGBc &7 /L OHEER B AR 572012, SHAPEZBH L1z, S EEOHKRENE
FREIY, SHAP EOMEAE O FEXME (LLF, SHAP FRMEE ) Tl L7, SHAP ##%
BERIEENPRKEWVIZE, ET/VHNCEZ DHERRENWEEX DL LN TE D,

Fig. 4-6 A 127" XL 912, Nmeas (FEMEHIERIEL), Papp OKHEZEHTE), GV (X SHAP
FEEREENKE S, ET NVEIT~OFLEEREW EAL 3 DORERIZH T b, kW
C, HLS (3], Par (MUSO/KHHEAE & TimfE D), HLWP UK E0) 23
HEREEETHD Z EPNRENTZ, RFe T /L, XGBe ET/LVOFERY, AL 3 DOREHK
#ILLGBc ET NV EIAM b EOH TR L TH Y (Fig.4-7), ZD 3 DO &EIZET LTI
VANMZEOGTHEERICEETHD Z &b b, R, Papp PHEEIZRH L CEHEE/RER &
7o TND Z &g, AKEICHUN S B3RS B S - EIR L bR IR L
KT WNEN D ZTHETOIAIZ—ET H[47, 48],

Fig. 4-6 B, &FMEDOS L 22— KO SHAP EONAAZFEEORE I L EHITR L
LOTHD, L3 SOREED 5> H, Nmeas & GV IZIEA DM HH O SHAP fENA L 4y
L TWDEN, FFEEDOKE &L SHAPEOEA L OBRIIAKTH D, D b, 4
MIERE E GV 1T, TRENEO KR/ L > TR TR EE 723K FicdE 5 LT
WD ZEWREE N, —J7, Papp TlE, SHAPHOIEDJLN D IZKE WD, ADIEA Y 1
INSWZ Lo Tn, ZHUE, AKHEBIEEAESDRVEIETIE, AT E OB TRIE
DN RKE 058 % RIE S 2200, K EIEHAT &AL VI T, HERZWIE ER
HENLT <, R ATRENMEZ RO 2 FIRIIZER LT\ 5 Z & 2R LT 5, Dapp
(kb 3R Hff &) O SHAP E D 73A1i 13 Papp & [RIEE DR 2 7R L7223, Z DJLA Y IE Papp
E 0 LI, HHEORE SIZL D SHAP EOZEL b/ XV, D72, Dapp 1% Papp (2t
RTORMPFREEANG 2 5 HENNSNWEE 2 Bz, AR T, BRI &0 FEIIIE
MIE T, BERHWMEORE SICL-sTEORBELS VAL T D Z RSN,
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Fig. 4-6 Importance and contributions of features to the LGBc model prediction: (A) each
feature’s mean absolute SHAP value over all of the records, and (B) the distribution of SHAP
values for all records for each feature. The color of the SHAP value is dependent on the feature
value (the greater the feature value, the redder the plot).
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Fig. 4-7 Importance and contributions of features to the RFc (upper panel) and XGBc (lower
panel) model prediction: (A) each feature’s mean absolute SHAP values over all records and
(B) the distribution of all records’ SHAP values, with the SHAP value dots’ color dependent on

the feature values (the greater the feature value, the redder the plot).

443 HHEOHFSEDSH

SHAP fEDEXHEN BAT 4 7 F TORFHE (Nmeas, Papp, GV, HLS) (22T, SHAP
B vy MIS]ZEHWT, FHEEOENET VO TFRNCE 2 52 % b L= (Fig.
4-8), SHAP BT 1 v MIb D2FHEEOE L 2 — ROREEOELZ X fillc, SHAPEZ Y
7 my FLT2bDOTh D, FHEEOMHEMNFRETH SHAP ENIXL SV TED, o
BRI D2MEEROREND D Z LD D, FHEER OB OB EIC L > T
Tay NeEBRTAHAZLETRLTND,

Fig. 4-8 IZ Nmeas (FERJHIERIZ) @ SHAP B~ 2 v N T, Al, A2 BXUNA3 IZZnE
AU Papp, GV, HLS &L ODMHEEHAZ KM L= DTS, Nmeas D SHAP fEIZ, 4Efi 100 [A]
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PLERIE Lo R CHERIEQHEFICH Y, 2 O#IPH TITEM ORIEREREANA LT LR
O ATREMEREE D Z L 2R LTV D, FEEE, BRI A RerE XA E O JE B 5
WINDZ EBNEMESNTEBY[6,21], SHAPIZ X ARG R L —8d 5, SRR AT
DI NGER GV IR E WAL, RIKTITEIEPFE LRV, fFELTH GV O
1% (B8 FRE) REORETHY, FEROMEEEEZHEC L THRHOEENEE O
RWNEEZ b,

Fig.4-8B1, B2 3 X U'B3 I, Papp OKHEIEHMTE) O SHAP it 7' = > T, I
ff B3 1ton/AF-LL_ETlX Papp @ SHAP fHIZIEDE% & %78, Papp (k95 SHAP fED5)
BN KENZ ERNb2 D, ZOMAEE, Fig.4-9 (27K L7z Dapp (HHEIRHGE) THLHAD
Nz, Zhux, BEHmES TR (SRIOMETIE ton//FRE) 2258, BEOKR
HFTEEME DS B £ B0, ZOF G OB MEICHEBIND Z L 2R LTS, fEROEIE
BEETRISCKRIBEREY A7 72 EOTEEALTIETI, Flko B3 AT BRI H 2 WO i3kl
BIUTAERIT 2 £ B2 BTV DM, 5,49], AMFREOHETEET V6L, MOFHEED
WA T D, BEMARRIED D WITBIBIRICIT AR DRV LR SR,

Fig. 4-8 C1, C2 B LUNC3 1%, GVDO SHAPEEY 2 v N ThHDH, ZDOMNE, SHAPE
OEEFFEDIEHDEIN/NEL, GV OEINE & HITHFAITHA LT D720, o
EOMAAERAMNPNE L, BHATREME L I SR OBRTH D Z L b5, Nmeas & D
FIHEAERIZE BT % &, Nmeas 23F WA, GV<IOug/L O#iPH T GV ¢ SHAP E2EEHNJ
DAEMIN T B ATz, GV 23/ S WRHKITE & FREARE SN TR Y, EBRICHET K
EEETHMBE SN D RN E, L= > T, ERORIERR AT = L T, £AT
WCRBENGFHETDAAIL T TH T T THZENRTE, REICL > THREBENS A
REMENEEDL ZEEREBL TS,

Fig.4-8D1, D2 3 X U'D3 1%, HLS (HEREH) o SHAP {¢J& 7' = v T, HLS 2549
10 H L FOHAIZ SHAP XA OFFEICH - 72, Valcke H[S50]I1, @#EFEY A7 OEWE
HARET H-OIZIRE LI REEM A 2T (TEKP: Toxico/Environmental Kinetic Potential)
[ZBWT, HEFTONREIN 15 AL T OREZ 5 BT TR IERFHMEL, RET O
Y AT PNENEHEE LT D, Chen 5[49]1%, DR FTEAK~OFEH ATRENE 2 7R3 fE

(SWMI: Surface Water Mobility Index) Z #2453 L TV 5 23, TEEH A 10 H AR O% 4,
SWMI T4 2 T R OB DR EN IFIZ 72 2 K 5 IZEFR L T D, SHAP IE/R~
= b (Fig.4-8) Ti&, HLS 2347 10 HLLF OGEITREIEOB ATREMEME T LTk v, BE
FDY A7 Z a7y Fik b BEEOMEAZ 7R LTV, HLS 25 10 H 2B 2 2#iPH T, thoks
HEE OMAEMERIZEY, SHAP N T T A FT2id~ A T A58 L T/, HLS & SHAP
EOENC M 2B T2 <, FRRIERE VI ERE ATRErE N & < R DX A DR hh o
Too HUFIKH O RSP ITHE S RIE DR B L RE S ZIT D B X BN DH D51, 52], AW
TILEH BB RE RN E TOMERBANEOWERRKEZ NS LTEY, —EU LD
A CITEBEORHFREME 2 m O D Z LICHEER G LW B2 b,
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Fig. 4-8 SHAP dependence plots of the top four features for the probability of pesticide
detection. Panel A1, A2, and A3 are the SHAP dependence plots of Nmeas and they are colored
dependent on Papp, GV, and HLS, respectively, to show the influences of Papp, GV, and HLS
on the SHAP value of Nmeas. Panel B, C and D series are expressed in the same way as Panel

A.
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Fig. 4-9 SHAP dependence plots of all the features for the probability of pesticide detection.

4.4.4 BHENMMERRICREITZEOERMBN

LGBc (2 L DHEEHE R LT, BFAAHEE (TP, FP,FN, TN) O#ER = L (24 K5 &> SHAP
EOYEEEEZFHE L, BEAHEORKRICHEL 5.2 5 HR A~ (Fig. 4-10),

TP & FP (ZB8¥ % SHAP ED Tk U TR 72 FF# X, Fig. 4-6 (27~ L 72 SHAP 4¥
BEEEE L F CEMICH D, T OFRHEIE, Nmeas GERIAIERIEL), Papp (UK H 3K
H i), GV DIETHEENE N >7-, Nmeas © SHAP fHEERIZKIT 25 % 5%I1%, TP T
35%, FP T37%ToH VD, ZD7AEFIKRE RV, Nmeas (TP & FPICHF LS HFLELTWD D
& B, Nmeas 13 TP & FP OHBNZIF E A EFHG L TWeWkE X b b, Z OMHIIT,
442 TR X 9 ITRFEED> D Nmeas ZHIFR L TH TP & FP DfETER SN DA
DHEVD> LN & —ET 5,
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Papp & Nmeas (£ TN OH#EICEBLeRE L HFEH L, £72, GV bilDRHEE &tk

LCRWEEERLE, Zhb 3 SOMMEOFEEIIRIRD 74%% 50, ko4
P& W o T BRIEE A OFFEICEI D 697, M ATREME O 23K X Nmeas, Papp 38 KUY GV
TEBOLRHMATE S Z LRI, 72, FNIZMoEE (TP, FP, TN) &IIfEm A
B0, GV BRI AHEMEIC 7 7 22% 5L, Nmeas OAGIIIEF /N E Do T, SRtk
(HLWP, HLS, HLW) (X SHAP fEO~A FADRFHD 5L 76%% 5D, Papp b T
ADOFANZFTE L Tz, &FE LT, SF8EIT TP, TN, FP, FN IZxf L CTENZEE
mBIERER LTV,

FN (2B S A7 B3R, K A~ SR AT B3 D 720 23K, AR 00 I 2 A S 3 IR 3,
Oy RPEDS EO RN < (Table 4-4) , FFMEIZIE S AR OHIE B IRITZY £ B 2 b,
FN OBHIIET L OFHICHWZERPAR T2 TE o fciod L b, B2, BIERE
PATONTFE LD BANOEIEREEN R L, BOESNTHRWITORE (I X7 F
Fv, TNTHNT) L, FHEEE LR (Papp, Dapp) B ERTH Y, M alREMEN
BNEBZDONRZETHSD, L LERIITIRHE SN TWATZD FN SHBIS T3,
MK FRIED N A MZOWTUE, KEREDOBRIZHREY (A FAA Y FATT
F—h) & LTHIEL THREOAEEZHW L TWA[19], ABFFETIE, DMMEREWIE SR
HATREMEAMEL 725 Z 2 E L TET AV OREEICHN TS 720, R E L TR
ENHBEEITET NV E, BREFREEMES HEE SN D ATREERAE W EB X BT,

AT OB T EE T V1L, BERORBD O L HI TE DREEN T ENT
BOT, 2D OREORMEFTHEMZHEET 272D OREENRE LTS EWZ 5, KIF
72 CIE, BEFARORIATREMEZHEE L T D720, K ERROBREE T TOFIERREN IR,
R EIEE LT L TR ED T — 2 X— 22T, EF L ORENRRIAENS,
I BT, BT VOB, FHSETH D AT — 2 O RHFNE[S3NTHBE XD [26, 54],
AREFFETIE, Hilsk L~ v o IR AT &0 B T FE 722 & ORI A AR T — X OB % AV TER
0, BIREOREHS (F=4 U U 7HIR) ZIR & LT FERR ORI o 38 i 50
HRIZET LORBMBEL LTHEHA L TOWRWED, 60T — % OARHEINEDH)E 5
ICHELELBBADND, ZORND, RBEOCKRIFRIEEZHEE T 572D ORHHEL S5
ICREZEHZ LT, fEERKEZN ESELZERTEDEEZLNT,
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Fig. 4-10 Accumulation of the mean SHAP value of each feature amount for the TP, FP, FN and

TN. ‘n’ shows the number of records for each feature.
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Table 4-4 Records of pesticides determined to be falsely predicted as undetectable (FN).

Fiscal | Number Pesticide Region Detection Use Papp Dapp GV Preci Par Dar Koc HLS HLW | HLWP | Nmeas
year in the name probability (tonnefyear) | (tonnefyear) | (ug/L) | (km®/year) | (dimensionless) | (dimensionless) | (L/kg) | (day) (day) (day) (times/
List value year)
(Range=0-
1.0)
2018 112 Methidathion Kanto 0.495 Insecticide 0.0 9.7 4 52 0.066 0.096 4.8E+2 1.1E+1 4.8E+1 2.2E+1 315
2018 058 Dazomet Tohoku 0.478 Fungicide 0.0 294.1 10 92 0.057 0.066 3.5E+1 3.0E-1 2.0E+1 8.2E+1 191
2018 089 Buprofezin Kanto 0.448 Insecticide 1.3 3.6 20 52 0.066 0.096 2.2E+3 1.3E+2 3.8E+2 3.2E+1 232
2018 066 Triclopyr Kanto 0.439 Herbicide 0.0 4.6 6 52 0.066 0.096 8.5E+1 4.6E+1 4.6E+1 4.6E+1 301
2017 112 Methomyl Kinki 0.433 Insecticide 0.0 39 30 48 0.042 0.033 4.7E+1 6.0E+0 1.6E+2 4.8E+1 276
2018 081 Fenobucarb Chugoku 0.431 Insecticide 1.7 0.0 30 50 0.034 0.027 2.3E+2 1.0E+1 1.0E+1 1.0E+1 244
2017 109 Fosthiazate Kanto 0.430 Insecticide 0.0 282 3 52 0.066 0.096 5.0E+1 1.3E+1 1.0E+2 1.4E+1 306
2018 093 Prothiofos Kanto 0.424 Insecticide 0.0 5.0 4 52 0.066 0.096 1.0E+5 4.5E+1 2.3E+2 1.7E+1 194
2017 095 Prothiofos Kanto 0.422 Insecticide 0.0 58 4 52 0.066 0.096 1.0E+5 4.5E+1 2.3E+2 1.7E+1 195
2018 064 Tefuryltrione Tokai 0.420 Herbicide 53 0.0 2 53 0.032 0.044 3.6E+2 1.5E+1 2.1E+1 2.1E+1 82
2017 060 Dazomet Tokai 0.420 Fungicide 0.0 3344 10 53 0.032 0.044 3.5E+1 3.0E-1 2.0E+1 8.2E+1 39
2018 040 Chlorpyriphos Kanto 0.398 Insecticide 0.0 20.0 3 52 0.066 0.096 4.3E+3 1.1E+1 7.2E+1 3.4E+1 375
2018 040 Chlorpyriphos Kinki 0.372 Insecticide 0.0 3.0 3 48 0.042 0.033 4.3E+3 1.1E+1 7.2E+1 3.4E+1 277
2017 078 Pyridaphenthion Kanto 0.370 Insecticide 0.0 0.0 2 52 0.066 0.096 3.8E+2 2.1E+1 4.6E+1 2.1E+1 275
2017 037 Glufosinate Shikoku 0.368 Herbicide 4.9 5.8 20 35 0.028 0.034 2.8E+2 | 5.7E+0 | 3.7E+2 1.2E+3 34
2017 042 Cyanazine Kyushu 0.364 Herbicide 0.0 1.5 4 87 0.040 0.113 1.1E+2 1.4E+1 1.5E+2 2.3E+2 160
2018 003 2,4-PA Kyushu 0.356 Herbicide 7.7 113 20 87 0.040 0.113 5.8E+1 7.0E+0 | 7.0E+0 7.0E+0 194
2018 049 Dithiocarbamate Tokai 0.351 Insecticidal 0.3 66.0 5 53 0.032 0.044 6.8E+2 1.0E+2 1.0E+2 1.0E+2 80
pesticides fungicide
2018 056 Diazinon Hokuriku 0.340 Insecticide 0.0 30.5 3 58 0.062 0.035 2.2E+3 1.6E+1 1.6E+1 1.6E+1 159
2017 050 Dithiocarbamate Tokai 0.337 Insecticidal 0.3 583 5 53 0.032 0.044 6.8E+2 1.0E+2 1.0E+2 1.0E+2 82
pesticides fungicide
2017 040 Chlorpyriphos Kinki 0.335 Insecticide 0.0 33 3 48 0.042 0.033 4.3E+3 1.1E+1 7.2E+1 3.4E+1 288
2018 058 Dazomet Tokai 0.308 Fungicide 0.0 302.2 10 53 0.032 0.044 3.5E+1 3.0E-1 2.0E+1 8.2E+1 70
2018 064 Tefuryltrione Chugoku 0.291 Herbicide 7.2 0.0 2 50 0.034 0.027 3.6E+2 1.5E+1 2.1E+1 2.1E+1 63
2017 066 Tefuryltrione Chugoku 0.282 Herbicide 55 0.0 2 50 0.034 0.027 3.6E+2 1.5E+1 2.1E+1 2.1E+1 67

90




%4E

Table 4-4 (Continued)

Fiscal | Number Pesticide Region Detection Use Papp Dapp GV Preci Par Dar Koc HLS HLW | HLWP | Nmeas
year in the name probability (tonnefyear) | (tonnefyear) | (ug/L) | (km®/year) | (dimensionless) | (dimensionless) | (L/kg) | (day) (day) (day) (times/
List value year)
(Range=0-
1.0)
2018 067 Trichlorphon Chugoku 0.275 Insecticide 0.0 0.9 5 50 0.034 0.027 79E+0 | 1.5E+2 | LSE+2 | 1.5E+2 125
2018 037 Glufosinate Chugoku 0.262 Herbicide 6.5 3.7 20 50 0.034 0.027 2.8E+2 | 5.7E+0 | 3.7E+2 | 1.2E+3 66
2018 042 Cyanazine Tokai 0.244 Herbicide 0.0 24 1 53 0.032 0.044 LIE+2 | 14E+1 | L5SE+2 | 23E+2 104
2018 014 Isoprocarb Chugoku 0.232 Insecticide 0.0 0.0 10 50 0.034 0.027 35E+1 | 1.2E+1 | 3.5E+2 | 4.1E+l 232
2018 051 Cyhalofop butyl | Hokuriku 0.224 Herbicide 6.9 0.0 6 58 0.062 0.035 22E+2 | 2.5E-1 | 9.7E+1 | 5.3E+0 120
2017 052 Cyhalofop butyl | Hokuriku 0.224 Herbicide 7.2 0.0 6 58 0.062 0.035 22E+2 | 2.5E-1 | 9.7E+1 | S5.3E+0 126
2017 067 Terbucarb Kanto 0.223 Herbicide 0.0 0.0 20 52 0.066 0.096 5.6E+3 | 1.5E+2 | L5E+2 | 1.5E+2 219
2018 048 Disulfoton Kanto 0.217 Insecticide 0.0 0.0 4 52 0.066 0.096 2.1E+2 | 2.0E+2 | 3.0E+l | LS5E+0 315
(Ethylthiometon)
2018 048 Disulfoton Kinki 0.197 Insecticide 0.0 0.0 4 48 0.042 0.033 2.1E+2 | 2.0E+2 | 3.0E+l | LS5E+0 277
(Ethylthiometon)

2018 088 Butamifos Kanto 0.194 Herbicide 1.0 11.9 20 52 0.066 0.096 2.1E+3 | L7E+1 | 3.7E+2 | 14E-1 318
2017 010 Amitraz Kyushu 0.181 Insecticide 0.0 1.3 6 87 0.040 0.113 8.0E+3 | S5.0E-1 | 9.2E-1 | 5.1E+0 89
2017 066 Tefuryltrione Tokai 0.171 Herbicide 43 0.0 2 53 0.032 0.044 3.6E+2 | 1.5SE+1 | 2.1E+1 | 2.1E+l 43
2017 012 Isoxathion Shikoku 0.168 Insecticide 0.0 0.8 8 35 0.028 0.034 3.1E+4 | 1.9E+1 | 4.8E+1 | 1.9E+0 40
2017 069 Trichlorphon Shikoku 0.167 Insecticide 0.0 0.7 5 35 0.028 0.034 7.9E+0 1.5E+2 1.5E+2 1.5E+2 38
2018 067 Trichlorphon Shikoku 0.167 Insecticide 0.0 0.6 5 35 0.028 0.034 7.9E+0 1.5E+2 1.5E+2 1.5E+2 38
2017 062 Thiram Hokkaido 0.159 Fungicide 0.2 12.9 20 93 0.014 0.225 6.8E+2 1.9E+2 3.7E+2 1.9E+2 24
2018 071 Paraquat Chugoku 0.143 Herbicide 1.5 1.2 5 50 0.034 0.027 8.8E-2 7.0E+0 | 3.0E+1 7.0E+0 39
2018 052 Simazine Shikoku 0.132 Herbicide 0.0 0.1 3 35 0.028 0.034 9.0E+1 4.9E+1 2.8E+1 1.2E+1 36
2018 084 Phenthoate Kinki 0.132 Insecticide 0.7 2.5 7 48 0.042 0.033 6.4E+2 1.0E+0 1.0E+0 1.0E+0 284
2018 027 Cadusafos Shikoku 0.123 Insecticide 0.0 0.8 0.6 35 0.028 0.034 2.4E+2 2.5E+1 3.7E+2 1.5E+1 33
2017 073 Paraquat Chugoku 0.090 Herbicide 1.8 1.3 5 50 0.034 0.027 8.8E-2 7.0E+0 | 3.0E+1 7.0E+0 43
2018 018 Indanofan Chugoku 0.074 Herbicide 0.2 0.0 9 50 0.034 0.027 6.3E+2 1.1E+1 1.0E+2 1.2E+1 166
2017 005 MCP Okinawa 0.027 Herbicide 0.0 0.0 5 5 0.003 0.135 1.6E+2 | 3.1E+0 | 1.7E+1 | 6.3E+0 8
2018 093 Prothiofos Okinawa 0.010 Insecticide 0.0 2.6 4 5 0.003 0.135 1.0E+5 4.5E+1 2.3E+2 1.7E+1 9
2017 066 Tefuryltrione Shikoku 0.009 Herbicide 1.9 0.0 2 35 0.028 0.034 3.6E+2 1.5E+1 2.1E+1 2.1E+1 4
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ARETIL, REOWET — & R, o - WERER I T 284K T — 2 2N T,
R ARPORIEOR M TREME Z HEE T DM T E T V2B L, CORMEEBEFOH
EFVE (R ATREMEFRER) & ORSERIC L VEHEiT 5 & & BiC, M arRetEIc 8% 5 1
%K% SHAP IZ X W iRt L7z, AEOELFGRIZU T DO LB Th D,

REARN—ADOHWFEEET L Th D RF, XGB, LGB I[ZOWT/HHHET LV EARET
WEREEL, 6 DOET VOHEERE A - FHli L7z, &L LT, HFET VTR
IHET VLD GEEORMATREMEEZHEET S5 ETERLTWD Z LR ENTz, BETT
D H B, LGB IXHEHME 0.81, #AE 0.36, FIE 0.50, PR-AUCO0.64 TH Y, kbHEN
2T N THoT,

R ATREMEFRIEIC K D HEE TR, B8P E £ 7 VT2 COFHMBHRIRIC B W TR TV
720 BEWCRE T VO SEMEREOBNNEE, ET MCE TN DAL OBEN LT
T, BT VOB IRD RO SIERIE 22 i B &2 3T 5 Z & I T
WhHTDEEZ LI,

ERPERE, KEEEHME, GV IXET LV OHEER R AT 57200 HE R FHK
B CThHoTo, —J7, JMHURIE A 830K B RS AT &8I E A~ T TRE R~ D 523D /)N
I ot

R & U COERBERBOE RS R IEM /25620, B MRE R A B8 HERIN L
TZET T, BEMEMET Lz, FHREEEZFEEE LTED LI LT, FN (R
HAREMEO B WEIRO R L L) 26T 2N TE L,

FHME (EIEOMRHATREE) X, FRAERRL, KHEEEHE, MK & & E
DOBFENRH B, GV EADOEERA LN, £7o, R EIZIXEEOFIEN R
S, FNLLEIC D & RBIEOBRITREMEN @< 72D T ER ST, —J7, HLS 23
10 HELFThIE, REOMMLFREMIME N2 Z &b oTz,

FN CHIESNERIEOFITE, ETNVOFEEN R+ Tholo Z ENERTH -7
LEDNDLDONRHY, ETMIHBORMPEGH D Z LR REINT,

RS LT, WBTFEET A2 AW CREOR M rTRENMEZ S W TRMETE 5 2 &8
bhrol-, BFEEET ML, BFEOY A7 2 a7 iETIEIRITERVEME & BEOR
- R & DBOIERIE THEMERBIREZ KRBT 5 Z LN TE 5, P E T LV E2HMET
KHDOTBEZADTHETNLE LTHWDGE, 77 v 7Ry 7 ZWBRBEE 722705, Kif
JETIE SHAP ZHWT, ET VOB EOENHEERRICED L S REELHEZ D0 % b
HREE HMNCT D EMTET,
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