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Abstract: The application of agricultural pesticides in Africa can have negative effects on human

health and the environment. The aim of this study was to identify African environments that are

vulnerable to the accumulation of pesticides by mapping geospatial processes affecting pesticide fate.

The study modelled processes associated with the environmental fate of agricultural pesticides using

publicly available geospatial datasets. Key geospatial processes affecting the environmental fate of

agricultural pesticides were selected after a review of pesticide fate models and maps for leaching,

surface runoff, sedimentation, soil storage and filtering capacity, and volatilization were created.

The potential and limitations of these maps are discussed. We then compiled a database of studies

that measured pesticide residues in Africa. The database contains 10,076 observations, but only a

limited number of observations remained when a standard dataset for one compound was extracted

for validation. Despite the need for more in-situ data on pesticide residues and application, this study

provides a first spatial overview of key processes affecting pesticide fate that can be used to identify

areas potentially vulnerable to pesticide accumulation.

Keywords: artificial compound; crop protection; environmental data; insecticide residue; satellite

data; tropics

1. Introduction

The environmental fate of agricultural pesticides can have direct and indirect impacts

on human health and the environment. For example, human exposure to toxic levels of

dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT) can result in spontaneous abortion by women [1], carbamate

and organophosphate in the environment can result in biodiversity loss [2], and there is evidence that

pesticide exposure can play a role in neurodegenerative conditions like dementia [3] and Parkinson’s

disease [4]. Agricultural insecticides can also drive the spread of resistance in non-target insects

that are involved in the transmission of human diseases such as malaria and dengue [5,6]. In this
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instance, agricultural pesticides have an indirect impact on human health by reducing the efficacy of

insecticide-based interventions for disease control.

It is known that agricultural pesticides are regularly being used in African farming systems [7,8].

Pesticide application in Africa is projected to increase by 1.2 to 2.3 times due to economic and population

growth and due to the few countries that have implemented regulations and legislations on pesticide

application [9]. Although the average pesticide use is still relatively low in Africa, the potential negative

effects on human health and the environment are substantial [8]. This is mainly due to illiteracy among

farmers, lack of awareness about the danger of pesticide misuse, difficulties with extrapolating the

prescribed pesticide dose ratio to the size of an agricultural field, and lack of knowledge on pests and

diseases [10].

To understand where in Africa the risk of pesticide exposure is highest, information is required on

(i) where pesticides are sprayed and (ii) where pesticide residuals subsequently accumulate. This study

focuses on the second of these factors; where will pesticides accumulate if they are sprayed in the

environment? A continental analysis of the areas where the environment is vulnerable to pesticide

accumulation is a first step in mapping the potential risk of pesticide application. To identify the areas

that are most vulnerable to pesticide accumulation, this study aims to map processes associated with

the environmental fate of agricultural pesticides using publicly available geospatial datasets. Mapping

this vulnerability by adapting or developing pesticide fate models is difficult for Africa because most

models were developed for temperate climates and pesticide behaviour in tropical environments is

generally less understood compared to temperate environments [11–13].

The processes that different pesticide fate models use to assess the environmental fate of agricultural

pesticides were reviewed to identify the processes that are important to map. Key processes were then

selected based on the study’s aim of mapping the spatial variation in the most important processes

across the continent of Africa. Specifically, processes were selected that were commonly used by a range

of pesticide fate models, that are relevant at a resolution of 2.5 arc-minute (approximately 5 km) and

that apply to pesticides generally (as opposed to pesticide-specific processes such as transformation

and degradation). Geospatial datasets were then sourced to create maps showing the spatial variation

in each process.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Selection of Key Processes Identified by Pesticide Fate Models

To identify the processes to map in this study, the processes identified as important by a range of

pesticide fate models were reviewed. Pesticide fate models operate at different scales, for different

purposes and at different levels of detail. Therefore, the processes included in each model differ as

well. We first identified relevant existing pesticide fate models, then we listed the processes that each

pesticide fate model uses. From this list, a subset of processes was selected based on their importance,

relevance to mapping at a 5 km scale across Africa, and the feasibility of mapping each process using

publicly available geospatial datasets.

2.1.1. Identify Pesticide Fate Models

From the large number of available pesticide fate models, we identified those that provided an

overview of most relevant processes affecting the environmental fate of pesticides, giving preference to

models of relevance to African environments. Different sources were consulted to identify available

pesticide fate models and their relevance for Africa. Models that were applied or developed, calibrated

and validated in tropical areas were identified using the Web of Knowledge and the search term

‘pesticide fate model’ AND ‘tropic *’. Other pesticide fate models were found by consulting CEAM

(Center for Exposure Assessment Modeling), OPPT (Office of Pollution Prevention and Toxics),

CEMC (Canadian Environmental Modelling Centre), FOCUS (Forum for the Co-ordination of pesticide

fate models and their Use), OECDs (Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development) model
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database, RIVM (National Institute of Public Health and the Environment) and WEnR (Wageningen

Environmental Research). Two review papers were also used [14,15].

We only selected models that: (i) operate at catchment scale or coarser, (ii) operate at daily scale or

coarser, (iii) were not developed for one specific process or crop. We also discarded complex models

that required data at fine resolution, many different input sources (e.g., SWMS_3D (Simulating Water

and solute Movement in three-dimensional variably Saturated media), FEHM (Finite Element Head

Model)), and models that were derived from a combination of other pesticide fate models. We thus

retained a total of 24 models (Table 1).

Table 1. The pesticide fate models that are identified for this study.

Number Model Name Country Source

1 BASINS USA [16]
2 CASCADE-TOXSWA The Netherlands [17]
3 Chemical fate model Australia [18]
4 CliMoChem Global [19]
5 CoZMo-POP-2 USA [20]
6 CRACK-NP United Kingdom [21]
7 Dynamic multimedia environmental fate model Brazil [22]
8 EPIC USA [23]
9 GIBSI Canada [24]
10 GLEAMS USA [25]
11 HSCTM-2D USA [26]
12 LEACHM USA [27]
13 MACRO Sweden [28]
14 OPUS USA [29]
15 PEARL The Netherlands [30]
16 PELMO Germany [31]
17 PESTLA The Netherlands [32]
18 PLM United Kingdom [33]
19 PRIMET Southeast Asia [34]
20 PRZM USA [35,36]
21 RZWQM USA [37]
22 SESOIL USA [38]
23 SIMULAT Germany [39]
24 SWAT USA [40]

2.1.2. Selecting Key Processes Affecting Pesticide Fate

The processes used by the 24 pesticide fate models identified in Table 1 were listed (Tables S1

and S2). A total of 20 processes were used in one or more of the 24 pesticide fate models. A subset

of these 20 processes were selected based on the following criteria: (i) inclusion in at least ten

of the selected pesticide fate models, (ii) relevant at the resolution and extent of this study, i.e.,

a 2.5 arc-minute resolution applied across Africa, (iii) relevant to the fate of pesticides after application

(as opposed to factors related to the application rate), and (iv) generally applicable to all pesticides

(as opposed to pesticide-specific processes such as transformation and degradation). These criteria

resulted in the selection of four key processes: leaching, surface runoff, soil storage and filtering

capacity, and volatilization. The criterion of inclusion in at least ten pesticide fate models was relaxed

for the process of erosion, which was included in 9 of the 24 models, because erosion may play a

more important role in Africa as compared to the countries for which the existing pesticide models

were developed. Approximately 25% of the African land surface suffers from water erosion [41].

The combination of high rainfall intensity, sloping land and soils that are, in general, poor in nutrients

and organic matter increases erosion risk in Africa [42]. When the flow velocity decreases, soil particles

in erosion settle out. Pesticides can bind to soil particles and, therefore, sedimentation was the fifth

process selected for this study.
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The key processes selected for this study are visualised in Figure 1 and defined as follows:

- Leaching is the process by which rain or irrigation water infiltrates and percolates to deeper

groundwater layers.

- Surface runoff is the process by which rain or irrigation water flows overland to other streams or

surface water.

- Sedimentation is the process by which soil particles in suspension settle out of fluid, water in this

instance, and come to rest.

- Soil storage and filtering capacity indicates the capacity of a soil to store and filter substances

(e.g., water or pesticides).

- Volatilization is the process whereby a chemical substance is converted from a liquid or solid

state to a gaseous or vapour state.

 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Figure 1. The selected processes affecting pesticide fate and how they act in the environment.

2.2. Selection of Geospatial Datsets

Geospatial data were needed to map the spatial variation in the five key processes affecting pesticide

fate. Alternative data sources were sometimes available for these data. Climate data can, for example,

be obtained from NASA (National Aeronautics and Space Administration) or WorldClim—Global

Climate Data, and soil organic matter content can be obtained from the Harmonized World Soil

Database (HWSD) or SoilGrids. To select the most suitable data source, priority was given to datasets

that: (i) covered Africa and had a resolution of 2.5 arc-minute (approximately 5 × 5km pixels at

the equator) or finer, (ii) was most up-to-date, (iii) was established by an agency (e.g., the National

Aeronautics and Space Administration) or recognized by other studies, and (iv) was accompanied

by a quality assessment. Further details of the selected geospatial datasets are provided in Table S3.

The geospatial datasets were averaged to 2.5 arc-minute resolution before they were used as input

data for the models. Some datasets did not cover islands (e.g., Cape Verde, Comoros, Mayotte) or only

covered Sub-Saharan Africa, but met the other criteria. In other instances, the dataset used was the

only one available. These data limitations meant that the geographical extent of some of the maps

created by this study was restricted.

2.3. Mapping Key Processes Affecting Pesticide Fate

The key processes identified in Section 2.1 were mapped using publicly available geospatial data

and existing algorithms. Some of these processes are driven by variables for which no geospatial

datasets were available. These variables could not be included or were replaced by another, correlated

variable for which a geospatial dataset was available. In some instances, an algorithm to calculate

values for that process was not available, so the variables known to drive the process were simply
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combined. Both of these limitations meant that relative spatial variation in each process was mapped,

rather than a specific measurement value for that process.

The next sections explain the approach used for modelling each key process. Table 2 gives an

overview of the variables that were required to map spatial variation in the pesticide fate processes,

and the variables that were actually used as input data. The key processes were mapped at 2.5 arc-minute

resolution, because they were initially constructed for a wider project on insecticide resistance in

malaria vectors that operated at 2.5 arc-minute resolution [43].

Table 2. The geospatial datasets that drive each key process, according to the scientific literature.

The geospatial dataset selected by this study for each variable is listed together with the source details.

“-“ indicates that no geospatial dataset was available for that variable. “NA” indicates that no source

details are given because the dataset was generated by this study.

Pesticide Fate Process Required Variables Selected Geospatial Dataset
Source of

Geospatial Dataset

Leaching

Soil drainage rate Soil drainage class [44]
Groundwater depth Groundwater depth [45]

Depth to bedrock Depth to bedrock [46]
Type of bedrock Soil drainage class [46]

Slope Slope [47]
Soil moisture Soil moisture [48]

Surface
runoff—Generation

Soil drainage rate Soil drainage class [46]
Soil thickness Soil thickness [49]

Soil erodibility Soil erodibility factor NA

Topography
Slope [47]

Flow accumulation [47]
Land use Land use class [50]

Surface runoff—Transfer

Surface runoff—Generation Surface runoff—Generation NA
Slope Slope [47]

Break of slope – –

Catchment capacity
Watershed area [47]
Stream length [47]

Artificial linear axes – –

Surface
runoff—Accumulation

Surface runoff—Generation Surface runoff—Generation NA
Slope Slope [47]

Break of slope – –
Topographic index Elevation [47]
Flow accumulation Flow accumulation [47]

Sedimentation

Rainfall erosivity factor Rainfall erosivity [51]

Soil erodibility factor

Silt content [46]
Sand content [46]
Clay content [46]

Soil organic matter content [46]
Soil structure class [52]

Cover-management factor Enhanced Vegetation Index [53]
Slope length and slope steepness factor Slope [47]

Support practice factor – –
Erosion Erosion NA

Surface runoff—Accumulation Surface runoff—Accumulation
Watershed area Watershed area [47]

Soil storage and
filtering capacity

Soil organic matter content Soil organic matter content [46]
Clay content Clay content [46]

Soil pH Soil pH in H2O [46]
Cation Exchange Capacity Cation Exchange Capacity [47]

Volatilization

Evapotranspiration Potential evapotranspiration [54]
Wind velocity Wind velocity [55]
Temperature Land surface temperature [56]

Relative humidity Relative humidity [56]
Solar radiation Solar radiation [55]

2.3.1. Leaching

Data on soil drainage rate, groundwater depth, bedrock depth and type, slope, and soil moisture

were required to create a map on the geospatial variation in leaching [57,58]. Data on soil drainage

class were obtained from AfSoilGrids [44]. The dataset classifies drainage based on soil organic matter
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content, soil structure, and soil texture. AfSoilGrids combines the Africa Soil Profiles (AfSP) database

and the AfSIS (Africa Soil Information Service) Sentinel Site database with explanatory variables

to spatially predict soil drainage classes using the random forest method. Low infiltration rates

correspond to <15 mm/h, moderate infiltration rates correspond to 15–50 mm/h and high infiltration

rates correspond to >50mm/h [59].

A global groundwater depth map at 30 arc-second resolution is available [45]. This map is based

on limited observations (431 sites) for Africa, but it is the best spatially exhaustive prediction on

groundwater depth available. Data on bedrock depth were obtained from SoilGrids [46]. Bedrock type

is an indicator for porosity. Leaching takes place more easily in bedrock with high porosity. The porosity

of the bedrock is strongly related to the soil drainage rate; therefore, data on the soil drainage class

serves as an indicator for bedrock type. Slope was derived from the Shuttle Radar Topography Mission

90m Digital Elevation Database v4.1 [47]. The mean soil moisture content was obtained from National

Aeronautics and Space Administration—United States Department of Agriculture (NASA-USDA)

Global Soil Moisture Data. These data were only available at 12.5 arc-minute, but because this is the

only data on soil moisture available, the selection criterion was relaxed for this geospatial dataset.

The DRASTIC model used, among others, environmental variables to evaluate the vulnerability

of groundwater contamination [60]. Not every variable has the same impact on leaching and, therefore,

the DRASTIC model assigns a weight to each variable. The weights that were assigned to the variables

in the DRASTIC model have also been assigned to our model, resulting in Equation (1).

L = 5D + 5(1−GW) + 2(1−DB) + (1− SL) + 5SM, (1)

where, L represents the vulnerability to leaching, D is the drainage class, GW is the normalised

groundwater depth, DB is the normalised depth to bedrock, SL is the normalised slope and SM is the

normalised mean soil moisture content between 2010 and 2018. The resulting vulnerability for leaching

is adimensional and was normalized between 0 and 1. The DRASTIC model has been applied in

multiple studies on groundwater leaching [61–63]. Not taking non-linearity into account might result

in an over- or underestimation of assessments of geospatial variation in leaching [57,58]. The individual

datasets can be combined in more sophisticated ways when knowledge on the relationships between

the input data and leaching becomes available for Africa.

2.3.2. Surface Runoff

Surface runoffwas divided into three processes: the susceptibility for surface runoff generation,

transfer and accumulation. These processes were modelled based on the Indicator of Intense Pluvial

Runoff (IRIP) method. This method creates comprehensive maps of areas susceptible for surface

runoff without explicit hydrological modelling [64]. Each process required five variables (Table 2).

The method is described in more detail by Lagadec et al. [65]. However, in comparison to this study,

we used normalised continuous maps as input data instead of binominal data.

Data on soil drainage rate, soil thickness, soil erodibility, topography, and land use were required

to model the spatial variability in surface runoff generation [65]. An existing model described by

Wischmeier and Smith [66] was used to obtain a map on the soil erodibility. This method is explained

in more detail in Section 2.3.3. The topography indicator of the IRIP method is a combination of

slope and topographical wetness index (TWI) and were both derived from the SRTM-DEM (Shuttle

Radar Topography Mission-Digital Elevation Model). Land use classes were obtained from the

Global Mosaics of the standard MODIS (MODerate resolution Imagine Spectroradiometer) land cover

type data product MCD12Q1 [50]. This product collated land use data between 2001 and 2012 and

categorized the data into 17 different land use classes. Based on background information [65,67],

we categorized the MODIS land cover type data product into five classes and gave a weight to each

class to indicate how infiltrative or impervious surfaces under a certain land use class are (Table 3).
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Table 3. The weights that were allocated to the different land use classes in order to estimate the process

affecting surface runoff.

Forest 0
Grass/scrub/woodland 0.2
Barren/very sparsely vegetated land 0.6
Irrigated and rain-fed cultivated land 0.8
Built-up land 1

Data on surface runoff generation, slope, break of slope, catchment capacity and artificial linear

axes were required to model surface runoff transfer [65]. Data on slope were obtained from the

SRTM-DEM. Catchment capacity is estimated using the Horton Form factor [68]. This factor is the ratio

of area to length of the sub-watershed defined by the drained area at the considered pixel. The area of

the watershed and the stream length were both obtained from HydroSHEDS (Hydrological data and

maps based on SHuttle Elevation Derivatives at multiple Scale) [69]. The continental extent of our

study did not allow for the inclusion of ‘Break of slope’ and ‘Artificial linear axes’.

Data on surface runoff generation, slope, break of slope, TWI, and flow accumulation were

required to model surface runoff accumulation [65]. How the first three indicators were obtained is

described above. Flow accumulation was obtained from HydroSHEDS [69].

2.3.3. Sedimentation

Data on the erosion rate within a catchment area were required to map geospatial variation in

sedimentation. The erosion rate was quantified using the highly acknowledged Universal Soil Loss

Equation (USLE) (Equation (2)) [70].

E = R×K ×C× LS× P, (2)

where, E is the annual average soil loss through water erosion (in t/ha/year), R is the rainfall erosivity

(in MJ·mm/ha/h/year) that represents the power of rainfall to cause soil erosion by water, K is the soil

erodibility factor in (t ha h)/(ha MJ mm) that represents the non-resistance of soils to erosion, C is the

cover-management factor that represents the influence of land use and management on soil erosion,

LS is the topographic factor that represents the effect of slope-length and steepness on erosion, and P is

the support practices factor which represents the effects of human practices on erosion prevention.

The USLE equation was chosen because it requires relatively little input data and most of these input

data can be obtained from geospatial datasets.

The global rainfall erosivity map [51] was used to represent the rainfall erosivity factor. In this

study, a Global Rainfall Erosivity Database was compiled and Gaussian Process Regression was applied

to construct the rainfall erosivity map. The soil erodibility factor was estimated by Equation (3) [66].

K =













2.1× 10−4M1.14 (12−OM) + 3.25(s− 2) + 2.5(p− 3)

100













× 0.1317, (3)

where, M is the textural factor calculated by Equation (4), OM (%) is the organic matter content, s is the

soil structure class where 1 is very fine granular, 2 is fine granular, 3 is medium or coarse granular and

4 is block, platy or massive, and p is the soil drainage class.

M = msilt + mv f s × (100−mc), (4)

In Equation (4), msilt (%) is the silt fraction (0.002–0.005 mm), mvfs (%) is the very fine sand fraction

(0.05–0.1 mm), which equals 20% of the sand fraction, and mc is the clay fraction (<0.0002 mm). Data on

soil texture, organic matter content and drainage class were obtained from SoilGrids [46]. Data on soil

structure were obtained from the HWSD [52].
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The slope-length factor (LS) depends on two components: slope and length of the slope. This study

only considered the component slope, because the length of the slope affects erosion rate at much finer

resolution [71] than the 2.5 arc-minute that was used in our study. Including the length of the slope

would increase the error. To estimate the slope-factor (S), distinction was made between slopes flatter

than 9% (Equation (5a)) and steeper than 9% (Equation (5b)) [72].

S = 10.8× sin(θ) + 0.03 if slope < 9%, (5a)

S = 16.8× sin(θ) − 0.5 if slope ≥ 9%, (5b)

where θ is the slope in degrees.

The cover-management factor required data on land management, which was not available for the

African continent. Therefore, the enhanced vegetation index (EVI) was assumed to be a good proxy for

the cover-management factor [73]. Gap-filled mean EVI data were available for Africa [53]. This study

extracted data for the African continent from the MODIS Enhanced Vegetation Index (EVI) dataset,

and daytime and night-time Land Surface Temperature (LST) datasets, and applied two complementary

gap-filling algorithms and a variety of run-time options to create data on the EVI. No spatial data on

support practices were available for Africa and, therefore, the factor was excluded in the model.

Applying the USLE equation gave an estimation of the erosion rate across Africa. The sediment

load within a watershed is calculated by the sum of erosion within a watershed. We assumed that

sediment transport and water transport are steered by the same factors. Sedimentation takes place in

the streams where flow velocity is low. The flow velocity of water can be calculated by combining the

sediment load per watershed and slope Equation (6), [74].

V = Vm
sbAc

[sbAc]m
, (6)

where V is the stream velocity, Vm is the average stream velocity within a watershed which is assumed

to be related to the mean slope within a watershed, s is the slope, A is the flow accumulation, b and

c are constants which are both fixed at 0.5 in this study and [sbAc]m is the average slope-area term

within a watershed. The map on flow velocity can now be combined with the map on sediment load to

identify most vulnerable areas for sedimentation.

2.3.4. Soil Storage and Filtering Capacity

The soil storage and filtering capacity is influenced by the soil organic matter content, clay content,

soil pH and cation exchange capacity (CEC) [75]. The spatial patterns of filtering capacity were similar

to those of storage capacity according to Makó et al. [75] and, therefore, one map was constructed

for both.

All input data were obtained from SoilGrids [46]. This data source provided soil characteristics at

seven fixed-depth intervals ranging between 0 to 200 cm. Soil profile data were obtained by taking

depth-weighted averages of these seven layers. Although we know which environmental data were

influencing the storage and filtering capacity, the relationships between these data and storage and

filtering capacity are location- and pesticide-specific [75]. Lack of data on storage and filtering capacity

in African soils also hampers the use of statistical algorithms to find the best relationship. Therefore,

the data were combined using a linear relationship (Equation (7)).

SFC = OC + C + (1− pH) + CEC, (7)

where SFC is the soil storage and filtering capacity, OC is the normalised organic carbon content

and C is the normalised clay content. Soil pH and CEC were also normalised. Areas where the SFC

is low are more susceptible to pesticide fate. In reality, the relationship between the variables and

the soil storage and filtering capacity is complex, non-linear and depends strongly on the chemical
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and physical composition of the pesticide [76]. The variables can be combined in more sophisticated

ways when data on the applied pesticide compound and knowledge on the relationships between the

variables and the soil storage and filtering capacity become available.

2.3.5. Volatilization

Data on potential evapotranspiration (PET), wind speed, air temperature, solar radiation and

relative humidity were required to map volatilization [77]. Long-term annual average PET data were

obtained from the CSI-CGIAR Global Potential Evapotranspiration Climate Database [54]. Long-term

(1970–2000) average monthly wind speed and solar radiation data were obtained from WorldClim

V.2 [55]. Monthly maps on the average land surface temperature were derived from daily data MODIS

product MOD11A1 V6. Data on relative humidity between 2015 and 2018 were obtained from the

Global Forecast System (GFS) of the National Centers for Environmental Prediction (NCEP). Based on

these years, average monthly relative humidity was estimated. Again, due to a lack of knowledge

on the relationship between these data and the volatilization rate, the key variable associated with

volatilization was estimated using Equation (8).

Vi = WVi + Srad,i + Ti + PET + (1– RHi), (8)

where, Vi is the key variable associated with volatilization in month i, WVi is normalised long-term wind

velocity in month i, Srad,i is the normalised long-term solar radiation in month i, Ti is the normalised

long-term average day-time surface temperature in month i, PET is the normalised long-term annual

average potential evapotranspiration and RHi is the normalised average relative humidity in month

i. Volatilization is strongly influenced by the dose and method of pesticide application [78] and we

know that the relationship between the variables and volatilization are non-linear [78]. We recommend

combining the variables in more sophisticated ways when data and knowledge on the relationships

between the input data and volatilization becomes available for Africa.

2.4. Testing the Maps Associated with Pesticide Fate

Ideally, each map should be validated using observational data for the process that was mapped.

However, the data for any of the key processes were not readily available. Therefore, the maps created

in this study could not be validated by standard methods. In addition, (i) an insecticide residue

database was compiled to test whether the maps could be used as variables in an insecticide residue

prediction model, and (ii) a sensitivity analysis on the variables and parameters of the model was

carried out.

2.4.1. Insecticide Residue Database

This study was part of a wider project on insecticide resistance [43] and, therefore, an observational

dataset on insecticide residues was compiled for Africa. The dataset was compiled from a

literature review in Web of Knowledge to identify studies that measured insecticide residues in

soil, sediment, water and air. The search terms that were used and the resulting database are

available in Table S4. The following data were systematically extracted from individual papers:

year and month(s) of sampling, sample collection methods and depth, insecticide extraction method,

insecticide quantification method, quantification and detection limits, insecticide and insecticide class,

the measured insecticide concentration and geographical coordinates of the residue collection site.

The database contained 10,076 observations, of which 9867 could be georeferenced.

The observations were collected from 68 studies. Within this database, 93 different types of insecticides

were measured in 2344 soil samples, 3163 sediment samples, 3874 water samples and 486 air samples.

A lack of standardisation in the collection, extraction and detection methods made it difficult to

construct a standard dataset for use in testing the maps constructed here. The number of samples that

were measured at unique locations dropped rapidly when a single insecticide was selected. Figure 2
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provides an example for the insecticide compound that was most frequently measured in soil, sediment,

water and air.

 

 Figure 2. Extracting the number of locations and observations for the insecticide compound

that was most frequently measured in soil, sediment, water and air. pp’DDD stands for

pp’Dichlorodiphenyldichloroethane.

2.4.2. Using the Created Maps to Spatially Predict Insecticide Residues

Overall, pp’Dichlorodiphenyldichloroethane (pp’DDD) was most frequently and most consistently

measured in two substrates: soil and sediment. Therefore, pp’DDD observations measured in soil

and sediment were extracted from the database to obtain a standard dataset for one compound.

This resulted in the extraction of 169 and 216 observations measured at 100 locations between 1992 and

2016 across the whole continent. The limited number of observations and their clustered locations

made it impossible to perform a robust machine learning modelling analysis of the ability of the maps

constructed here to predict spatial variation in insecticide residues.

2.4.3. Sensitivity Analysis on Variables and Parameters

Some processes were modelled using simple linear relationships because often the relationship

depends on the chemical and physical composition of the pesticide or there was no evidence of

non-linearity. The output of the models is related to the uncertainty in the variables and the parameters

that were given to the model. To test the sensitivity of the variables and the parameters, we carried out

a one-at-a-time sensitivity analysis. We changed each variable one by one by 5% and we calculated the

average change and the variation in change. The parameters of the process associated with leaching

differed between 1 and 5. The effect of changing the parameters on the resulting map were analysed.

3. Results

3.1. Identifying Pesticide Fate Models and Select Key Processes

Only three out of 24 identified models were developed, calibrated and validated in tropical or

sub-tropical areas: the Dynamic Multimedia Environmental Fate Model [22] was developed for the

tropical floodplains of Brazil, the Chemical Fate Model [18] was developed for a tropical river catchment

in Australia and the Pesticides RIsks in the tropics to Man, Environment and Trade Pesticide model

(PRIMET) [34] was developed in Southeast Asia and later adapted to Ethiopia (PRIMET-Ethiopia) [79].

Some models were developed elsewhere, but applied in tropical and sub-tropical areas. For example,

the Soil and Water Assessment Tool (SWAT) model [80,81] was developed in the U.S.A., but had,

for example, frequently been applied in Southeast Asia. The Pesticide Root Zone Model (PRZM) [82]

and the TOXic substances in Surface Waters (TOXSWA) model [35] were developed in the U.S.A and The

Netherlands, respectively, but the models have been applied in Ethiopia [83]. The Environmental/Policy

Integrated Climate (EPIC) model [23] was developed in the USA, but has, amongst others, been applied
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in West Africa and Brazil [84], and the Coastal Zone Model for Persistent Organic Pollutants—Version

2 (CoZMo-POP-2) model [20] was also developed in the U.S.A., but has been applied in Botswana [85].

Most of the identified pesticide fate models were not developed in or for Africa. As a consequence,

we had to assume that the selected key processes affecting pesticide fate were also key for Africa.

3.2. Mapping Key Variables Associated with Pesticide Fate

3.2.1. Leaching

The spatial variation estimates of leaching resulting from Equation (1) is normalised in Figure 3.

The estimates are highest in Central Africa and in the southern coast of West Africa (Figure 3).

The tropical climate of these regions causes high soil moisture contents throughout the year, which

has a positive effect on leaching. The regions are also characterized by relatively shallow slopes and

low elevation. Steeper and higher areas with arid or semi-arid climate are less prone to leaching, e.g.,

the Great Rift Valley.

 

 
Figure 3. Geospatial variation of the process associated with leaching resulting from Equation (1).

The model does not correct for the more rapid infiltration caused by cracked clay soils. It is known

that the hydraulic processes of these soils differ from any other soil [86]. These soils, i.e., Vertisols, are

especially common in East Africa. The effect of leaching may, therefore, differ in this part of Africa.

3.2.2. Surface Runoff

According to our results, surface runoff generation was highest in areas where soil permeability

was low and bedrock was near the surface (Figure 4A). Steep slopes and high susceptibility for surface

runoff generation made Ethiopia especially vulnerable for surface runoff transportation (Figure 4B) and

accumulation (Figure 4C). Many studies have confirmed high rates of surface runoff in Ethiopia [87,88].
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Figure 4. Geospatial variation of the processes associated with surface runoff generation (A),

transportation (B) and accumulation (C) assessed by the Intense Pluvial Runoff (IRIP) method (65).

3.2.3. Sedimentation

The areas that are estimated as most prone to erosion and sedimentation processes are in Ethiopia,

the southern and eastern parts of the Democratic Republic of the Congo and Madagascar (Figure 5).

In some of these areas, we estimate up to 45 t/ha/year soil erosion. Previous studies confirm that these

processes take place in large amounts in these areas. For example, the soils of Madagascar tend to be

vulnerable to erosion [89], the Upper Blue Nile Basin (Ethiopia) receives large quantities of sediments

from agricultural areas in the catchments [90,91] and natural processes dominate the soil allocation in

Congo [92], although agricultural development and deforestation has increased the sediment load

over recent decades [93]. The maps for the process associated with erosion was compared to the global

erosion map of the European Soil Data Centre (ESDAC). The normalised maps showed a Spearman

correlation coefficient of 0.16 and a RMSD of 0.06. The low correlation coefficient must have been

caused by differences in input data (e.g., source, resolution), because both methodologies were based

on the USLE equation.

 

Figure 5. Geospatial variation of the process associated with sedimentation. The map resulted from the

Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE) equation (Equation (2)), the watershed area and the flow velocity

(Equation (6)).
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3.2.4. Soil Storage and Filtering Capacity

Soil storage and filtering capacity is estimated to be moderate to high in Central Africa, the southern

part of West Africa and the Ethiopian Highlands (Figure 6). These regions have relatively high organic

carbon (OC) content, clay content and CEC and a low soil pH. The Ethiopian Rift Valley and the Sahara,

Namib and Kalahari Desert have lowest storage and filtering capacity. In general, the soils of these

areas have extremely low OC contents, are coarser in texture and have a higher soil pH. Pesticide

leaching is a minor problem in deserted regions, because of the limited agricultural activity. However,

the resilience of soils with a low binding capacity is low, which can affect its bio-functioning [94].

 

 
Figure 6. Geospatial variation of the process associated with soil storage and filtering resulting from

Equation (7).

The role that soil characteristics play in pesticide binding is less documented and, in general,

less understood for tropical soils [95–97]. Soil storage and binding capacity depends strongly on the

chemical composition and the half-life of the pesticide. Pesticides can have a positive or negative

charge or they can be non-polar. Differences in the chemical structure of individual pesticides were

beyond the scope of the current study.

3.2.5. Volatilization

The map on mean estimates of the process associated to volatilization vulnerability showed

highest values in the Rift Valley, the Horn of Africa and the Namib and Kalahari Desert, and lowest

values in the tropical regions and in the Central Highlands (Figure 7A). The standard deviation of the

monthly values during the year was highest in areas with inter-annual variation in temperature and

relative humidity, and lowest in the Rift Valley and Central Africa (Figure 7B).

One of the factors that influence volatilization is wind velocity. We used the mean annual

wind velocity in the model, although farmers will attempt to reduce spray drift and volatilization

by spraying on days when the wind velocity is low. There is also no consistency in the duration

and extent of volatilization, because it depends, amongst others, on the application method and

environmental conditions. Some studies measured pesticide concentrations only up to a few meters

from the source [98] and only for a few hours after spraying [99], while other studies measured

pesticides up to a few kilometers from the source [99] and up to two months after spraying [100]. These

examples indicate that, in some cases, monthly maps at 2.5 arc-minute resolution might be too coarse

for studying the effect of volatilization on pesticide fate. Volatilization is strongly influenced by the

dose and method of pesticide application [78].
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Figure 7. Geospatial variation of the process associated with volatilization; the annual mean (A) and

standard deviation of the monthly values during the year (B). The maps resulted from Equation (8).

3.2.6. Sensitivity Analysis on Variables and Parameters

The results of the sensitivity analysis are provided in Table 4. The process associated with leaching

is most sensitive to groundwater depth (6.2%) and soil moisture (5.8%). Soil thickness (2.1%), surface

runoff generation (3.7%) and flow accumulation (2.1%) are the most sensitive variable in the process

associated with surface runoff generation, transfer and accumulation, respectively. The variables

associated with sedimentation showed very low sensitivity. The soil pH is most sensitive in the

process associated with the storage and filtering capacity. The variables solar radiation, temperature,

and potential evapotranspiration are almost equally sensitive. Changing the parameters of the model

associated with leaching by one point, resulted in a change of 12%. Deviation 2, 3 or even 4 points from

the given parameters resulted in a change of 24.1% (4.2%), 36.1% (6.4%) and 48.1% (8.5%), respectively.

Table 4. Each process associated with pesticide fate includes a set of variables. The values represent the

average change (in %) and the variation in change (in brackets) of the one-at-a-time sensitivity analysis

on the variables, changing them by 5% of the original value.

Process Variables −5% +5%

Leaching

Drainage class 2.4 (0.4) 2.8 (0.5)
Groundwater depth 6.2 (1.1) 3.2 (0.6)
Depth to bedrock 2.4 (0.4) 4.1 (0.7)
Slope 1.2 (0.2) 1.8 (0.3)
Soil moisture 5.8 (1.0) 2.4 (0.4)

Surface runoff—generation

Soil drainage 1.2 (0.4) 1.2 (0.4)
Soil thickness 2.1 (0.4) 2.1 (0.4)
Erodibility 0.3 (0.3) 0.3 (0.3)
Topography 0.3 (0.1) 0.3 (0.1)
Land use 1.1 (0.5) 1.1 (0.5)

Surface runoff—transfer

Surface runoff—generation 3.7 (0.9) 3.7 (0.9)
Slope 1.0 (0.7) 1.0 (0.7)
Catchment capacity 0.3 (0.7) 0.3 (0.7)

Surface runoff—accumulation

Surface runoff—generation 1.7 (1.3) 1.7 (1.3)
Slope 0.6 (0.6) 0.6 (0.6)
Elevation 0.6 (0.6) 0.6 (0.6)
Flow accumulation 2.1 (2.1) 2.1 (2.1)
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Table 4. Cont.

Process Variables −5% +5%

Sedimentation

Rainfall erosivity 0.3 (1.0) 0.2 (0.6)
Soil erodibility 0.6 (1.9) 0.7 (2.4)
Cropping factor 0.3 (0.9) 0.4 (1.3)
Slope 0.0 (0.0) 0.1 (0.4)
Flow velocity 0.0 (0.0) 0.1 (0.3)

Soil storage and filtering
capacity

Organic carbon 0.3 (0.4) 0.3 (0.4)
Clay content 1.2 (0.6) 1.2 (0.6)
soil pH 4.3 (3.6) 4.3 (3.6)
Cation Exchange Capacity 0.7 (0.4) 0.7 (0.4)

Volatilization

Wind speed 0.5 (0.2) 0.5 (0.2)
Solar radiation 1.0 (0.1) 1.0 (0.1)
Temperature 1.2 (0.2) 1.2 (0.2)
Potential Evapotranspiration 1.3 (0.2) 1.3 (0.2)
Relative Humidity 0.7 (0.6) 0.7 (0.6)

4. Potential and Limitations of the Created Maps and Future Perspective

This study has produced maps that show spatial variation in five major processes associated with

pesticide fate. Specifically leaching, surface runoff (generation, transportation and accumulation),

sedimentation, soil storage and filtering capacity, and volatilization. Variation can be seen at the

2.5 arc-minute scale, for example, in sedimentation across the continent, and at larger scales, for

example, higher values for leaching are apparent across the Congo Basin. The spatial variation provided

in these maps can play an important role in determining where pesticides end up in areas that have

been sprayed in the past or that may be sprayed in the future.

The major limitation of these maps is that they have not been validated against measurements for

these five processes taken from field sites across Africa, because such data are not available. Published

methods were used where available. Some of these methods were validated, but for most methods,

a sensitivity analysis of the variables was carried out. For example, the weights of the DRASTIC

model were used to create the map associated with the process leaching. The DRASTIC model is

typically evaluated by a map removal and single-parameter sensitivity analysis [101]. Ouedraogo et

al. [102] applied the DRASTIC model at pan Africa scale to analyse groundwater contamination by

nitrate. The study concluded that: (i) further validation using more observations is needed, (ii) a better

understanding of the factors influencing nitrate contamination is needed and (iii) data monitoring

experiments are needed for calibration and validation of the model. The IRIP method that was

used to create the map associated with surface runoffwas compared to four different datasets: two

regulatory zonings of surface runoff and erosion risks and two datasets of surface runoff impacts

on roads and railway networks [65]. The correlation coefficients between the four datasets and the

surface runoff susceptibility map ranged between 0.64 and 0.8 [65]. The USLE equation is a widely

acknowledged and applied equation [103]. The performance of the model depends on its application.

For example, considering rainfall erosivity and vegetation cover at shorter time steps can improve

the modelled estimates [104]. Auerswald et al. [105] states that validation of USLE-based erosion

modelling at regional or larger scales is hampered by the lack of long-term field-scale measurements.

Alternatively, a cross-comparison of the model estimates was done using Markov Chain Monte Carlo

(MCMC) simulations. This resulted in an error of the of 8 PG/year for the map that estimated global

erosion between 35 and 35.9 Pg/year [103]. For creating the map associated with the soil storage

and filtering capacity, information was obtained from European maps on soil storage and filtering

capacity. However, these maps were not validated [75]. When more knowledge on the structure of the

relationship between the variables and the mapped process becomes available, a sensitivity analysis

on the complexity of the model can be carried out.
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The models that were used to create the maps associated with pesticide fate used several

assumptions. The model associated with leaching assumes, for example, that the weights that were

defined by Pérez-Lucas et al. [60] could be applied to Africa. The exclusion of the break of slope from

the model associated with surface runoff transfer and the support practices factor from the model

associated with sedimentation could have affected the quality of the maps. As soon as these data

become available for Africa, we recommend incorporating these variables into the models. Although

studies showed a correlation between EVI and land management [106], using EVI as a proxy for land

management could have influenced the map associated with sedimentation.

The processes mapped in this study are all key in determining pesticide fate after an area is

sprayed, however, further information is needed before a complete picture of pesticide fate can be

constructed or the maps can be combined. Data associated with soil storage and filtering capacity

and volatilization were combined in a simplistic way despite the complex non-linear relationships

involved because insufficient information was available to model these relationships. Factors linked

to the structure of individual pesticides, such as degradation, were not mapped. In addition, other

variables such as microbial composition and plant uptake go far beyond the scope of the data available.

Long-term monthly averages were not always available from existing geospatial datasets. Therefore,

the maps created did not account for the seasonal effect of pesticide fate processes, while it is known

that seasonality plays a role in some of the processes [101,104]. Furthermore, creating each pesticide

fate process individually does not account for interactions between different processes, which is taken

into account by pesticide fate models.

Finally, in order to map pesticide residues in African environments, information about pesticide fate

processes needs to be combined with information on pesticide application. However, data on pesticide

application in Africa are sparse and inconsistently collected through space and time. For example,

registered governmental data and the Living Standards Measurement Study–Integrated Surveys

on Agriculture (LSMS–ISA) database contains data on pesticide application that were outdated,

not covering the whole continent, and typically underestimating the actual pesticide use [107,108].

The use of pesticides in Africa should be monitored systematically, e.g., by registering pesticide

application, including date, time, type and quantity, to enhance sustainable development. Only three

out of 24 pesticide fate models were developed, calibrated and validated for tropical environments.

The other models use data from temperate regions [12]. Further investigation is needed to test whether

these models can be used for African environments without taking a large number of observations for

calibration and validation of the model. The environmental fate of pesticides has locally been studied

in Africa. For example, pesticide use in South Africa was mapped [100], surface water contamination in

Ethiopia was assessed [83] and the effect of pesticide leaching on the contamination of Lake Naivasha

was mapped [102]. These studies provide data that can be used to develop or adapt pesticide fate

models for African environments.

5. Conclusions

This study illustrated how geospatial datasets can help in identifying areas vulnerable to pesticide

fate when data and knowledge on pesticide application and residues are limited. A set of aquatic,

terrestrial and atmospheric processes associated with pesticide fate is provided, which show the spatial

variation in the vulnerability across Africa to pesticide accumulation. The study serves as a first step

towards pesticide risk assessments for Africa. We recommend using the maps in combination with

data on pesticide application or, when it is known which pesticides a crop receives, data on agricultural

land use. Systematic data collection for the validation and calibration of pesticide fate models and on

pesticide application and residues is essential for future pesticide risk assessments.
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Africa [109]; Insecticide residue database for Africa [110].
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Wright, M.N.; Geng, X.; Bauer-Marschallinger, B.; et al. SoilGrids250m: Global gridded soil information

based on machine learning. PLoS ONE 2017, 12, e0169748. [CrossRef]

47. Jarvis, A.; Reuter, H.I.; Nelson, A.; Guevara, E. Hole-Filled SRTM for the Globe Version 4. CGIAR-CSI SRTM

90m Database. 2008. Available online: http://srtm.csi.cgiar.org (accessed on 15 March 2019).

48. Mladenova, I.E.; Bolten, J.D.; Crow, W.T.; Anderson, M.C.; Hain, C.R.; Johnson, D.M.; Mueller, R.

Intercomparison of Soil Moisture, Evaporative Stress, and Vegetation Indices for Estimating Corn and

Soybean Yields Over the U.S.A. IEEE J. Sel. Top. Appl. Earth Obs. Remote Sens. 2017, 10, 1328–1343. [CrossRef]

49. Stoorvogel, J.J.; Bakkenes, M.; Temme, A.J.A.M.; Batjes, N.H.; Ten Brink, B.J.E. S-World: A Global Soil Map

for Environmental Modelling. L Degrad. Dev. 2017, 28, 22–33. [CrossRef]

50. Channan, S.; Collins, K.; Emanuel, W.R. Global mosaics of the standard MODIS land cover type data.

University of Maryland and the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, USA. 2014. Available online:

http://glcf.umd.edu/data/lc/ (accessed on 26 February 2019).

51. Panagos, P.; Borrelli, P.; Meusburger, K.; Yu, B.; Klik, A.; Lim, K.J.; Yang, J.E.; Ni, J.; Miao, C.; Chattopadhyay, N.;

et al. Global rainfall erosivity assessment based on high-temporal resolution rainfall records. Sci. Rep. 2017,

7, 4175. [CrossRef]

52. Fischer, G.; Nachtergaele, F.; Prieler, S.; Van Velthuizen, H.T.; Verelst, L.; Wiberg, D. Global Agro-Ecological

Zones Assessment for Agriculture (GAEZ 2008). IIASA, FAO. 2008. Available online: http://www.fao.org/

soils-portal/soil-survey/soil-maps-and-databases/harmonized-world-soil-database-v12/en/ (accessed on 22

May 2018).

53. Weiss, D.J.; Atkinson, P.M.; Bhatt, S.; Mappin, B.; Hay, S.I.; Gething, P.W. An effective approach for gap-filling

continental scale remotely sensed time-series. ISPRS J. Photogramm. Remote Sens. 2014, 98, 106–118. [CrossRef]

54. Trabucco, A.; Zomer, R.J. Global Aridity Index (Global-Aridity) and Global Potential Evapo-Transpiration

(Global-PET) Geospatial Database. CGIAR-CSI GeoPortal. 2009. Available online: https://cgiarcsi.

community/data/global-aridity-and-pet-database/ (accessed on 5 January 2019).

https://www.osti.gov/servlets/purl/6154212
https://www.osti.gov/servlets/purl/6154212
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ldr.472
http://dx.doi.org/10.4314/wsa.v34i3.180623
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12936-017-1733-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0125814
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1229881
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0169748
http://srtm.csi.cgiar.org
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/JSTARS.2016.2639338
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ldr.2656
http://glcf.umd.edu/data/lc/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-04282-8
http://www.fao.org/soils-portal/soil-survey/soil-maps-and-databases/harmonized-world-soil-database-v12/en/
http://www.fao.org/soils-portal/soil-survey/soil-maps-and-databases/harmonized-world-soil-database-v12/en/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.isprsjprs.2014.10.001
https://cgiarcsi.community/data/global-aridity-and-pet-database/
https://cgiarcsi.community/data/global-aridity-and-pet-database/


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 3523 20 of 22

55. Fick, S.E.; Hijmans, R.J. WorldClim 2: New 1-km spatial resolution climate surfaces for global land areas.

Int. J. Climatol. 2017, 37, 4302–4315. [CrossRef]

56. Wan, Z.; Hook, S.; Hulley, G. MOD11A1 MODIS/Terra Land Surface Temperature/Emissivity Daily L3 Global

1km SIN Grid V006. NASA EOSDIS LP DAAC. 2015. Available online: https://lpdaac.usgs.gov/node/819

(accessed on 6 August 2018).

57. Gilliom, R.J.; Barbash, J.E.; Crawford, C.G.; Hamilton, P.A.; Martin, J.D.; Nakagaki, N.; Nowell, L.H.;

Scott, J.C.; Stackelberg, P.E.; Thelin, G.P.; et al. The Quality of Our Nation’s Waters—Pesticides in the Nation’s

Streams and Ground Water, 1992–2001; US Geological Survey Circular 1291: Reston, VA, USA, 2006; p. 172.

58. Sarmah, A.K.; Müller, K.; Ahmad, R. Fate and behaviour of pesticides in the agroecosystem—A review with

a New Zealand perspective. Aus. J. Soil Res. 2004, 42, 125–154. [CrossRef]

59. FAO. Guidelines: Land Evaluation for Irrigated Agriculture—FAO Soils Bulletin 55; FAO: Rome, Italy, 1985.

60. Pérez-Lucas, G.; Vela, N.; El Aatik, A.; Navarro, S. Environmental Risk of Groundwater Pollution by

Pesticide Leaching through the Soil Profile. In Pesticides—Use and Misuse and Their Impact in the Environment;

Larramendy, M., Soloneski, S., Eds.; IntechOpen: London, UK, 2018. [CrossRef]

61. Ahmed, A.A. Using generic and pesticide DRASTIC GIS-based models for vulnerability assessment of the

quaternary aquifer at Sohag, Egypt. Hydrogeol. J. 2009, 17, 1203–1217. [CrossRef]

62. Anane, M.; Abidi, B.; Lachaal, F.; Limam, A.; Jellali, S. GIS-based DRASTIC, pesticide DRASTIC and the

susceptibility index (SI): Comparative study for evaluation of pollution potential in the Nabeul-Hammamet

shallow aquifer, Tunisia. Hydrogeol. J. 2013, 21, 715–731. [CrossRef]

63. Saha, D.; Alam, F. Groundwater vulnerability assessment using DRASTIC and Pesticide DRASTIC models

in intense agriculture area of the Gangetic plains, India. Environ. Monit. Assess. 2014, 186, 8741–8763.

[CrossRef]

64. Dehotin, J.; Breil, P.; Braud, I.; De Lavenne, A.; Lagouy, M.; Sarrazin, B. Detecting surface runoff location in a

small catchment using distributed and simple observation method. J. Hydrol. 2015, 525, 113–129. [CrossRef]

65. Lagadec, L.R.; Patrice, P.; Braud, I.; Chazelle, B.; Moulin, L.; Dehotin, J.; Hauchard, E.; Breil, P. Description

and evaluation of a surface runoff susceptibility mapping method. J. Hydrol. 2016, 541, 495–509. [CrossRef]

66. Wischmeier, W.H.; Smith, D.D. Predicting Rainfall Erosion Lossess: A Guide to Conservation Planning; Agriculture

Handbook No. 537; U.S. Department of Agriculture: Washington, DC, USA, 1978; p. 60.

67. Guzha, A.C.; Rufino, M.C.; Okoth, S.; Jacobs, S.; Nóbrega, R.L.B. Impacts of land use and land cover change

on surface runoff, discharge and low flows: Evidence from East Africa. J. Hydrol. Reg. Stud. 2018, 15, 49–67.

[CrossRef]

68. Horton, R.E. Drainage-basin characteristics. Eos Trans. Am. Geophys. Union 1932, 13, 350–361. [CrossRef]

69. Lehner, B.; Verdin, K.; Jarvis, A. New global hydrography derived from spaceborne elevation data. Eos Trans.

Am. Geophys. Union 2008, 89, 93–94. [CrossRef]

70. Wischmeier, W.H.; Smith, D.D. Predicting Rainfall Erosion Losses; Agriculture Handbook No. 537;

U.S. Department of Agriculture: Washington, DC, USA, 1978; pp. 285–291.

71. Hickey, R. Slope Angle and Slope Length Solutions for GIS. Cartography 2000, 29, 1–8. [CrossRef]

72. Renard, K.G.; Foster, G.R.; Weesies, G.A.; McCool, D.K.; Yoder, D.C. Predicting Soil Erosion by Water: A Guide

to Conservation Planning with the Revised Universal Soil Loss Equation (RUSLE); Agricultural Handbook 703;

U.S. Government Printing Office: Washington, DC, USA, 1997.

73. Feng, Q.; Zhao, W.; Ding, J.; Fang, X.; Zhang, X. Estimation of the cover and management factor based on

stratified coverage and remote sensing indices: A case study in the Loess Plateau of China. J. Soils Sediments

2018, 18, 775–790. [CrossRef]

74. Maidment, D.R.; Olivera, F.; Calver, A.; Eatherall, A.; Fraczek, W. Unit hydrograph derived from a spatially

distributed velocity field. Hydrol. Process. 1996, 10, 831–844. [CrossRef]

75. Makó, A.; Kocsis, M.; Barna, G.; Tóth, G. Mapping the Storing and Filtering Capacity of European Soils; Techincal

Report EUR28393; JRC: Ispra, Italy, 2017; p. 62.

76. Keesstra, S.D.; Geissen, V.; Mosse, K.; Piiranen, S.; Scudiero, E.; Leistra, M.; Van Schaik, L. Soil as a filter for

groundwater quality. Curr. Opin. Env. Sust. 2012, 4, 507–516. [CrossRef]

77. Bedos, C.; Rousseau-Djabri, M.F.; Flura, D.; Masson, S.; Barriuso, E.; Cellier, P. Rate of pesticide volatilization

from soil: An experimental approach with a wind tunnel system applied to trifluralin. Atmos. Environ. 2002,

36, 5917–5925. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/joc.5086
https://lpdaac.usgs.gov/node/819
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/SR03100
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.82418
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10040-009-0433-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10040-013-0952-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10661-014-4041-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2015.02.051
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2016.05.049
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejrh.2017.11.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/TR013i001p00350
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2008EO100001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00690805.2000.9714334
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11368-017-1783-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1085(199606)10:6&lt;831::AID-HYP374&gt;3.0.CO;2-N
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2012.10.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1352-2310(02)00775-6


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 3523 21 of 22

78. Li, Y.; Venkatesh, S.; Li, D. Modeling global emissions and residues of pesticides. Environ. Model. Assess.

2005, 9, 237. [CrossRef]

79. Peeters, F.M.; van den Brink, P.J.; Vlaming, J.; Groenwold, J.G.; Beltman, W.H.J.; Boesten, J.J.T.I.

PRIMET_Registration_Ethiopia_1.1; Alterra-Rapport 2573; Alterra Wageningen UR: Wageningen,

The Netherlands, 2014; p. 133.

80. Arnold, J.G.; Fohrer, N. SWAT2000: Current capabilities and research opportunities in applied watershed

modelling. Hydrol Process. 2005, 19, 563–572. [CrossRef]

81. Arnold, J.G.; Srinivasan, R.; Muttiah, R.S.; Williams, J.R. Large area hydrologic modeling and assessment

part I: Model development. JAWRA J. Am. Water Resour. Assoc. 1998, 34, 73–89. [CrossRef]

82. Carsel, R.F.; Mulkey, L.A.; Lorber, M.N.; Baskin, L.B. The Pesticide Root Zone Model (PRZM): A procedure

for evaluating pesticide leaching threats to groundwater. Ecol. Model. 1985, 30, 49–69. [CrossRef]

83. Teklu, B.M.; Adriaanse, P.I.; Ter Horst, M.M.S.; Deneer, J.W.; Van den Brink, P.J. Surface water risk assessment

of pesticides in Ethiopia. Sci. Total Environ. 2015, 508, 566–574. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

84. Gaiser, T.; De Barros, I.; Sereke, F.; Lange, F.M. Validation and reliability of the EPIC model to simulate maize

production in small-holder farming systems in tropical sub-humid West Africa and semi-arid Brazil. Agric.

Ecosyst. Environ. 2010, 135, 318–327. [CrossRef]

85. Shunthirasingham, C.; Mmereki, B.T.; Masamba, W.; Oyiliagu, C.E.; Lei, Y.D.; Wania, F. Fate of Pesticides

in the Arid Subtropics, Botswana, Southern Africa. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2010, 44, 8082–8088. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]

86. Scorza Júnior, R.P.; Boesten, J.J.T.I. Simulation of pesticide leaching in a cracking clay soil with the PEARL

model. Pest. Manag. Sci. 2005, 61, 432–448. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

87. Tebebu, T.Y.; Abiy, A.Z.; Zegeye, A.D.; Dahlke, H.E.; Easton, Z.M.; Tilahun, S.A.; Collick, A.S.; Kidnau, S.;

Moges, S.; Dadgari, F.; et al. Surface and subsurface flow effect on permanent gully formation and upland

erosion near Lake Tana in the northern highlands of Ethiopia. Hydrol. Earth Syst. Sci. 2010, 14, 2207–2217.

[CrossRef]

88. Tibebe, D.; Bewket, W. Surface runoff and soil erosion estimation using the SWAT model in the Keleta

Watershed, Ethiopia. L. Degrad. Dev. 2011, 22, 551–564. [CrossRef]

89. Randrianarijaona, P. The Erosion of Madagascar. Ambio 1983, 12, 308–311.

90. Ali, Y.S.A.; Crosato, A.; Mohamed, Y.A.; Abdalla, S.H.; Wright, N.G. Sediment balances in the Blue Nile River

Basin. Int. J. Sediment. Res. 2014, 29, 316–328. [CrossRef]

91. Ayele, G.T.; Teshale, E.Z.; Yu, B.; Rutherfurd, I.D.; Jeong, J. Streamflow and sediment yield prediction for

watershed prioritization in the upper Blue Nile river basin, Ethiopia. Water 2017, 9, 782. [CrossRef]

92. Beernaert, F.R. Development of a Soil and Terrain Map/Database; Food and Agriculture Organization of the

United Nations: Rome, Italy, 1999.

93. Bagalwa, M.; Karume, K.; Bayongwa, C.; Ndahama, N.; Ndegeyi, K. Land use effects on Cirhanyobowa river

water quality in D.R. Congo. Greener J. Biol. Sci. 2013, 3, 21–30. [CrossRef]

94. Ludwig, M.; Wilmes, P.; Schrader, S. Measuring soil sustainability via soil resilience. Sci. Total Environ. 2018,

626, 1484–1493. [CrossRef]

95. Laabs, V.; Amelung, W. Sorption and aging of corn and soybean pesticides in tropical soils of Brazil. J. Agric.

Food Chem. 2005, 53, 7184–7192. [CrossRef]

96. Oliver, D.P.; Baldock, J.A.; Kookana, R.S.; Grocke, S. The effect of landuse on soil organic carbon chemistry

and sorption of pesticides and metabolites. Chemosphere 2005, 60, 531–541. [CrossRef]

97. Zheng, S.-Q.; Cooper, J.-F. Adsorption, desorption, and degradation of three pesticides in different soils.

Arch. Environ. Contam Toxicol. 1996, 30, 15–20. [CrossRef]

98. Lee, J.-Y.; Han, I.-K.; Lee, S.-Y.; Yeo, I.-H.; Lee, S.-R. Drift and Volatilization of Some Pesticides Sprayed on

Chinese Cabbages. Korean J. Environ. Agric. 1997, 16, 373–381.

99. Zivan, O.; Bohbot-Raviv, Y.; Dubowski, Y. Primary and secondary pesticide drift profiles from a peach

orchard. Chemosphere 2017, 177, 303–310. [CrossRef]

100. Hogarh, J.N.; Seike, N.; Kobara, Y.; Ofosu-Budu, G.K.; Carboo, D.; Masunaga, S. Atmospheric burden of

organochlorine pesticides in Ghana. Chemosphere 2014, 102, 1–5. [CrossRef]

101. Trinh, T.; van den Akker, B.; Coleman, H.M.; Stuetz, R.M.; Drewes, J.E.; Le-Clech, P.; Khan, S.J. Seasonal

variations in fate and removal of trace organic chemical contaminants while operating a full-scale membrane

bioreactor. Sci. Total Environ. 2016, 550, 176–183. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10666-005-3151-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hyp.5611
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-1688.1998.tb05961.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0304-3800(85)90036-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2014.11.049
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25481716
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2009.10.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es1024788
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20939577
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ps.1004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15643643
http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/hess-14-2207-2010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ldr.1034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1001-6279(14)60047-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/w9100782
http://dx.doi.org/10.15580/GJBS.2013.1.112012278
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.10.043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jf050969c
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2005.01.027
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00211324
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2017.03.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2013.10.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.12.083


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 3523 22 of 22

102. Ouedraogo, I.; Defourny, P.; Vanclooster, M. Mapping the groundwater vulnerability for pollution at the pan

African scale. Sci. Total Environ. 2016, 544, 939–953. [CrossRef]

103. Borrelli, P.; Robinson, D.A.; Fleischer, L.R.; Lugato, E.; Ballabio, C.; Alewell, C.; Meusburger, K.; Modugno, S.;

Schütt, B.; Ferro, V.; et al. An assessment of the global impact of 21st century land use change on soil erosion.

Nat. Commun. 2017, 8, 2013. [CrossRef]

104. Vrieling, A.; Hoedjes, J.C.B.; Van der Velde, M. Towards large-scale monitoring of soil erosion in Africa:

Accounting for the dynamics of rainfall erosivity. Glob. Planet. Change 2014, 115, 33–43. [CrossRef]

105. Auerswald, K.; Kainz, M.; Fiener, P. Soil erosion potential of organic versus conventional farming evaluated

by USLE modelling of cropping statistics for agricultural districts in Bavaria. Soil Use Manag. 2003, 19,

305–311. [CrossRef]

106. Kawamura, K.; Akiyama, T.; Yokota, H.; Tsutsumi, M.; Yasuda, T.; Watanabe, O.; Wang, S. Comparing MODIS

vegetation indices with AVHRR NDVI for monitoring the forage quantity and quality in Inner Mongolia

grassland, China. Grassl. Sci. 2005, 51, 33–40. [CrossRef]

107. Christiaensen, L. Agriculture in Africa—Telling myths from facts: A synthesis. Food Policy 2017, 67, 1–11.

[CrossRef]

108. Zhang, W.; Jiang, F.; Ou, J. Global pesticide consumption and pollution: With China as a focus. Proc. Int. Ac.

Ecol. Environ. Sci. 2011, 1, 125–144.

109. Geospatial Layers on Processes Affecting the Environmental Fate of Agricultural Pesticides in Africa.

Available online: https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.7923455.v2 (accessed on 1 April 2019).

110. Insecticide residue database for Africa. Available online: https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.7932485.v3

(accessed on 1 April 2019).

© 2019 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access

article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution

(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.11.135
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41467-017-02142-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloplacha.2014.01.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1079/SUM2003212
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-697X.2005.00006.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2017.02.002
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.7923455.v2
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.7932485.v3
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Selection of Key Processes Identified by Pesticide Fate Models 
	Identify Pesticide Fate Models 
	Selecting Key Processes Affecting Pesticide Fate 

	Selection of Geospatial Datsets 
	Mapping Key Processes Affecting Pesticide Fate 
	Leaching 
	Surface Runoff 
	Sedimentation 
	Soil Storage and Filtering Capacity 
	Volatilization 

	Testing the Maps Associated with Pesticide Fate 
	Insecticide Residue Database 
	Using the Created Maps to Spatially Predict Insecticide Residues 
	Sensitivity Analysis on Variables and Parameters 


	Results 
	Identifying Pesticide Fate Models and Select Key Processes 
	Mapping Key Variables Associated with Pesticide Fate 
	Leaching 
	Surface Runoff 
	Sedimentation 
	Soil Storage and Filtering Capacity 
	Volatilization 
	Sensitivity Analysis on Variables and Parameters 


	Potential and Limitations of the Created Maps and Future Perspective 
	Conclusions 
	References

