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catholique de Louvain; October 2002 - September 2003) and by the Fonds

National de la Recherche Scientifique (FNRS - Belgium; Research Fellow

from October 2003). A part of this work was realised at the National In-

stitute for Public Health and the Environment (RIVM - The Netherlands).

I am grateful to Dr. A.M. Breure for his permission to work in the Lab-

oratory for Ecological Risk Assessment. I also appreciate the delivering of

data on groundwater quality by the Direction générale des Ressources na-

turelles et de l’Environnement (DGRNE) and the Vlaamse Maatschappij

voor Watervoorziening (VMW).

My foremost thanks go to my thesis supervisors Mark Rounsevell and

Marnik Vanclooster, who gave me the opportunity to work on this disserta-

tion. First, I would like to thank Mark for his constant and friendly support,

and for his numerous comments and corrections throughout the last four

years. I would like to thank Marnik for his support and positive attitude, as

well as for showing me the implications of my work. Furthermore, I thank

him for introducing me into the ‘pesticide leaching community’ from the

very first day of my thesis.

I would also like to thank Aaldrik Tiktak and Ton van der Linden for

their important participation in the work presented here. Our collaboration

was very fruitful and this was largely due to their profound knowledge of

GeoPEARL as well as their kind offer to stay at the RIVM. They gave

me new insights on the issues treated in this dissertation and though I am

afraid that my Dutch has not improved, I learned a lot during my stay there.

Mostly, I would like to thank Ton not only for the days we spent working

together, but also for the numerous e-mails we exchanged to implement and

i



process the GeoPEARL Monte Carlo simulations.

Je tiens à remercier Patrick Bogaert, qui a fait preuve d’une constante
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sonnel des unités de Géographie et de Génie Rural. Impossible de les citer

tous après huit ans passés ici, mais je tiens particulièrement à remercier—
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