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Opening address: 
The significance of incorporating a 
strong IPM as a crucial
element within the post-2027 CAP

Janusz Wojciechowski, Former European Commissioner for Agriculture 
and Food, Poland
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Quantification of the actual
deployment of practices 

and systems and the 
potential acreage of 

implementation
Coordinator: Professor Giovanni Dinelli

Prof. Francesco Spinelli, Dr. Giovanni Mian, Dr. Camilla Tibaldi

University of Bologna



Provide a picture of the 
actual deployment of IPM 

practices and their 
respective level of 

adoption across MS, based 
on the 8 principles of IPM.

Estimation of potential 
acreage for the 

implementation of the 8 
IPM principles, using expert 
assessments and national 

agricultural databases

1
Identify the evidence of 
the implementation of 

these practices to 
strengthen the knowledge 
on IPM national guidelines 

across Member State

2 3

Objectives of Task 3.1
Why Assess IPM Implementation in Europe?
• Integrated Pest Management (IPM) is a cornerstone of sustainable agriculture under 

the EU Green Deal and Farm to Fork Strategy.

• Despite EU-wide frameworks, IPM definition varies among EU Member States.

• AGROWISE project was created to fill this gap with evidence, data, and guidelines.

• Task 3.1 aimed to assess the current state of IPM implementation across EU MS to:
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Heatmap on % of IPM adoption based
on the Taxonomy Layer 2 (first
discrepancies level). The table includes
both compulsory and optional
measures. Thus, it does not strictly
indicate that a single practice is
adopted. This provided a comparative
overview of the IPM measures across
the eight EU Member States
participating to Agrowise.

Key results: Current Deployment

Strong heterogeneity in IPM 
implementation across 

Member States.

Data collection is 
fragmented and often 

incomplete.



Key results: Estimation of the Acreage

Summary of surface areas supporting the IPM (ha) of the project partners, and the explanation 
pertaining to the entered value, for each of the Project State Members.

Country
Surface supporting the 

IPM (Million Ha)
Explanation of the entered value

Italy 9,91 Value obtaied with the sum of Regional surfaces present in the retruale.it website

Germany 6,70
Value obtained by difference from total harvested area of primary and processed crops (FAO.org) and total 

organic area (EUROSTAT.eu)

Romania 6,95
Value obtained by difference from total harvested area of primary and processed crops (FAO.org) and total 

organic area (EUROSTAT.eu)

Ireland 0,14
Value obtained by difference from total harvested area of primary and processed crops (FAO.org) and total 

organic area (EUROSTAT.eu)

Poland 9,07
Value obtained by difference from total harvested area of primary and processed crops (FAO.org) and total 

organic area (EUROSTAT.eu)

France
1,21 Field crops under the HVE label

0,11 Fruit trees under the HVE label

Croatia

0,76 Sum of all fruit crop areas under integrated production

0,03 Sum of all arable crop areas under integrated production

0,79 Total sum (arable plus fruit tree)

Sweden 2,48
Based on percentages of how implemented practices are in the JBV report. For example, the total area arable 

land that the report covers is 2526300 ha. 98% of farms implement the IPM recommendations, hence the 
guideline is implemented on 2475774 ha of arable land in Sweden.



Knowledge gaps

Inconsistent data 
accessibility across 

Member States.

Lack of harmonized 
monitoring 
systems for 

pesticide use. 

Differences in 
mandatory vs 

voluntary 
measures.

Missing cross-
country reporting 

systems.

Not all guidelines were detailed in a comparable manner among different member states. 

IPM data (e.g.: acreage per crop, use of a single IPM tool in a guideline, pesticide usage and the reduction of pesticide use
in relation to the adoption of the different IPM tools) are generally scant and difficult to access

Most of the MS countries lacked detailed documentation on the different IPM practices (e.g. acreage estimation and 
pesticide usage) and required either ad hoc estimations

Differences in national legislative frameworks created challenges in evaluating IPM implementation across Europe. 

Need to develop a common baseline of minimal applications/guidelines needed to foster IPM across MS, keeping 
in consideration specific climatic conditions, agronomic and local heritage strategies, pest and disease pressure in 

the different countries/regions.
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Potential of Downstream Stakeholders

Certifications schemes (e.g., 
SQNPI in Italy, eco-labels in 
Poland) prove to be effective, 
but need stronger market 
uptake.

Food industry and retailers can 
play a key role in rewarding 
farmers adopting specific IPM 
strategies.

Involving downstream actors 
helps broaden rewarded 
practices and creates stable 
contracts → long-term 
motivation for farmers. 

Introduce and/or strenghten 
measures of control on IPM.

IPM promotion through food 
safety and quality labels → 

systems focus on strict 
traceability to guarantee food 

quality and safety, encouraging 
farmers to meet these standards.

Complexities of IPM 
implementation →  Regional, 

national, and international 
legislation creates challenges for 

adopting IPM. 

Long-term contracts across the 
supply chains →  Stable 

contracts motivate farmers and 
suppliers to adopt IPM by 

reducing risk and promoting 
investment in sustainable 

practices.

Standardized record of cultural 
practices →  Agrowise’s IPM 

Taxonomy offers a standardized 
framework to document, classify, 

and promote the adoption of 
IPM practices.



Take home message

Urgent need for 
harmonisation of IPM 

guidelines across 
Member States

Data transparency: Crop 
protection pratices data 

should be made 
accessible, standardised 

and comparable

Stronger monitoring 
frameworks are needed 

to track actual IPM 
implementation

Collaboration and data 
sharing between MSs 
and stakeholders must 

be improved

The current 
fragmentation threatens 

EU sustainability goals

• Need for common baseline of minimal IPM applications.
• Improve practicality of guidelines (i.e. cultivar resistance, 

intercrops).
• Foster open-access databases for IPM adoption data.
• Enhance inspection, certification, and benchmarking 

systems.
• IPM harmonization → contributes to EU Green Deal goals.

• Today: IPM = fragmented, vague, often voluntary
• Provide incentives so farmers adopt and 

maintain IPM
• AGROWISE mission: create a clear, scientific 

baseline, which EU IPM strategies could be re-
shaped
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Integrated Plant Production
system in Poland – practical 

experience in implementing IPM+  
Dr. Wojciech Hałdaś

Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development,  Poland



Intagrated Pest Management 
– obligatory for MSs

Article 55 
plant protection products 
• shall be used properly:
✓ with application of the principles of good plant protection practice 
✓ in compliance with the conditions specified on the labelling 
✓ in compliance with general principles of integrated pest management (art. 14 of Directive 

2009/128/EC, and Annex III)

Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 October 2009 concerning
the placing of plant protection products on the market […]



Intagrated Pest Management 
– obligatory for MSs

Art. 14 
Member States shall
• take all necessary measures to promote low pesticide-input pest management, giving 

wherever possible priority to non-chemical methods
✓ integrated pest management
✓ organic farming 

• ensure that professional users have at their disposal 
✓ information and tools for pest monitoring and decision making, 
✓ advisory services on integrated pest management

ANNEX III  General principles of integrated pest management 

Directive 2009/128/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 October 2009 establishing a 
framework for Community action to achieve the sustainable use of pesticides



Intagrated Pest Management

Directive 2009/128/EC
‘integrated pest management’
✓ discourage the development of populations of harmful organisms 
✓ keep the use of plant protection products and other forms of intervention to levels that are 

economically and ecologically justified 
✓ reduce or minimise risks to human health and the environment
✓ growth of a healthy crop with the least possible disruption to agro-ecosystems and 

encourages natural pest control mechanisms;



Integrated Plant Production (IP) 
– agricultural production
quality system 

voluntary
participation

crop specific
requirements to 

fulfil

certification by 
the certifying 

entity

funds granted
within

CAP – eco-
schemes

ACT of 8 March 2013 on plant protection products
CAP Strategic Plan

a sustainable agriculture system for producing high-quality agricultural products for the market
the need to clearly define the requirements that will be enforced



IP crop specific
methodologies

research institutes
State Plant Health

and Seed
Inspection Service

approval by the 
Chief of State Plant 

Health and Seed
Inspection Service

farmers

Research
Centre for 

Cultivar Testing

Polish Seed
Trade 

Association

agricultural
advisory
centers

Ministry of 
Agriculture and 

Rural
Development

Notification to 
the EC (Dir. 

2015/1535/EC

59 methodologies approved +16 notified to the Eurorpen Commission



IP methodology for apples

main elements

• soil preparation and orchard establishment
• fertilization and liming
• soil maintenance and weed control
• orchard care
• protection against diseases
• protection against pests

• list of mandatory activities and treatments in 
the IP of apples

• checklist for orchard crops
• Annexes:
✓ disease control in IP of apples
✓ threat thresholds for major apple pests
✓ list of pests and their control periods



IP methodology for apples

list of mandatory activities and treatments in the IP of apples (100%)

list of additional requirements for orchard cultivation (minimum 50% compliance)

list of recommendations (minimum 20% compliance)

The lists cover general IPM principles, but additionally includes as mandatory requirements such as:
• use of preparations with mechanical/physical mechnism of action in aphid control
• introduction and monitoring of the presence of predatory mites from the Phytoseiidae family
• use of preparations with mechanical/physical mechnism of action in the control of spider mites and 

mites from the family Eriophyoidea
• use of biological plant protection products (at least one of the treatments should be performed 

with such a preparation) in the pest control programme (codling moth, leafroller moths)
• creating suitable conditions for predatory birds that control the rodent population



IP certification

accreditation by 
the Polish Centre 
for Accreditation
(PN-EN ISOI/EC 

1765)

and supervision

auhorisation by 
the Voivodship

Inspector of State
Plant Health and 
Seed Inspection

Service

certyfing
entity

inspection of 
plant 

producers

plant producer
(training in the 

field of IP,  
methodology)

sueprvision and 
control by the 

Voivodship
Inspector

sampling of plants and plant products to test for the presence of residues of plant protection 
products and the levels of nitrates, nitrites and heavy metals



0

200

400

600

800

1000

1200

1400

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

IP certification of apples
[thousand tonnes]

IP certification results for apples

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

certified area [thousand ha]

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

certified area
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IP certification results - all crops
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Conclusions

Cooperation
research institutes, administration, 
industry organisations, farmers and other 
stakeholders

Flexibility
different farm sizes, different climatic and 
soil conditions, production profile, level of 
farm organisation, availability of 
machinery, and economic conditions, 
ability to make quick decisions/take 
quick action in response to unforeseen 
situations,

Availability of alternatives
scientific and technological progres
biological plat protection products
basic substances

Financial suport
the possibility of refinancing additional 
costs increases participation in food 
production quality schemes



🌱Let’s Open the 
Discussion
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Opportunities to 
upgrade initial training 
and life-long learning 

for farmers and 
advisors on IPM

Presented by Dr Christian Huyghe, INRAE, France

Discussant: Declan Kealy (Ireland)
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Opportunities to upgrade initial training and 
life-long learning for farmers and advisors 

on IPM

Objective: Reviewing the current transfer knowledge to farmers and the related
stakeholders and identifying effective methods to improve it, with the co-design 
phase developing guidelines and recommendations to enhance knowledge 
exchange to and among farmers.

How the emerging paradigm has an impact on the training issue?
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A new IPM paradigm emerged

25

Prevention and 
Active prophylaxis

P1

Monitoring

P2 Decision based
on monitoring 
and thresholds

P3

Non chemical
methods (biological
or physical barriers)

P4

Anti-resistance
Tactics

P7

Evaluatio
n

P8

No intervention

Reduce
pesticide use

P6

Pesticide 
selection

P5
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Key messages

As discussed within the consortium and the group of experts and 
validated through the discussions with the stakeholders’ group

•Essential role of training for farmers, advisory services and beyond

•Strengthening advisory services  

•Developing networks and tools

•Science-based training

Towards an IPM training flagship program across Europe
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Training

27Formal training

Mandatory

Revised syllabus

• IPM practices and systems
(Prophylaxis, alternatives and 
innovations)

• From IPM principles
to practices

• Health of practitionners

Farmers’ training

• Academic teaching

• Life long learning

• Gender issue

Advisors and 
contractors

• Life Long Learning
• Extension activities

• Towards a 
European academy
of advisors

Informal 
training
Top-UpsMore tools

and resources
• Pedagogic tools

• Demo-farms
• Revised IPM Decision

Support Systems

• Prophylaxis-oriented
workshops 

• Peer to peer learning

More exchanges

Local 
communiti

es

Sharing good 
practices 
among
farmers

Research Advisors

Collaboration among farmers for 
landscape-wide preventative

actions

• Pest monitoring

Beyond farmers
and advisors

Unlocking the 
socio-technic

systems

Policy makers and 
civil servants

• Increasing awareness on 
prophylaxis, innovative 
practices and systems

• Science-based decisions

• Impact of crop
protection on 
environment and health

Upstream

• Systemic
approaches

• Prophylaxis-
based crop
protection

Downstream
• Cost and value of 

crop protection 
options

• IPM-based
scope 3

• Market
quality labels



Formal
training

Formal
training

Mandatory

Revised syllabus

• IPM practices and systems
(Prophylaxis, alternatives and 
innovations)

• From IPM principles to 
practices

• Health of practitionners

Farmers’ training

• Academic teaching

• Life long learning

• Gender issue

Advisors and 
contractors

• Life Long Learning

• Extension activities

• Towards a European
academy of advisors

Improving the quality of 
farmers training

Enhancing advisor
training

The related syllabus must 
be based upon recent
scientific results

28
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Informal 
training
Promoting farmers
collaboration and 
networking, and a new 
generation of tools

Informal 
training

Top-Ups

More tools
and resources

• Pedagogic tools

• Demo-farms
• Revised IPM Decision

Support Systems

• Prophylaxis-oriented
workshops 

• Peer to peer learning

More exchanges

Local 
communities

Sharing good 
practices 

among farmers

Research Advisors

Collaboration among farmers for 
landscape-wide preventative actions

• Pest monitoring
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Training 
beyond
farmers and 
advisors

Beyond farmers
and advisors
Unlocking the socio-

technic systems

Policy makers and 
civil servants

• Increasing awareness on 
prophylaxis, innovative practices and 
systems

• Science-based decisions

• Impact of crop protection on 
environment and health

Upstream
• Systemic approaches

• Prophylaxis-based
crop protection

Downstream
• Cost and value of crop

protection options

• IPM-based scope 3

• Market quality
labels

Training throughout the 
socio-technic system 
(downstream, upstream, 
administration)

30
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🌱Let’s Open the 
Discussion
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Define criteria to support the 
delivery of a framework for 
Member States to develop 
crop-specific guidelines
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Clemence Decherf 
Fiona Dowson

Fiona  
Thorne

Steven
Kildea

Ewen
Mullins



Formulate framework to support policymakers, 
with evaluation of the potential economic impact 
of implementing IPM practises

How can we achieve this for WP4?

Analyze Strengths and Weaknesses

Characterise existing policy instruments in 
partner countries



Formulate framework to support policymakers, with 
evaluation of the potential economic impact of 
implementing IPM practises

Analyze Strengths and Weaknesses

Characterise existing policy instruments in 
partner countries

How can we achieve this for WP4?



Confidential19/07/2024

Published database with inventory of IPM related 
policy instruments

• Compile and categorise existing IPM 
policy instruments in the 8 Agrowise 
partners countries 

• We will use this work to identify 
strengths and weaknesses of the policy 
instrument  types (task 2), to develop 
guidelines (task 3)

• Collating instruments and data sources 
from: 

• Agrowise partners
• Expert interviews
• Desk-based research, focusing on 

key sources such as government 
websites, existing EU 
documentation, such as the 
Farmer’s toolbox for IPM, the CAP 
invention Catalogue, etc.

• Codification and categorisation of policy 
instruments

• A user-friendly Excel database 
containing the policy instruments 
relating to IPM, pesticide reduction 
or pest management

• A report focused on methodology 

• 1 case study developed to showcase 
links between policy instruments 
and IPM principle(s) uptake. 2 other 
case studies will be developed with 
Task 2.

• 1 introduction tab with Agrowise 
presentation and definitions

• 1 tab containing the database – with one 
line per instrument collated



Over-reliance on ‘general IPM’ related policy instruments



Confidential19/07/2024

Outputs

>300 existing policy instruments have been identified in the 8 Agrowise partner countries

• 41% of the instruments are

binding, and 59% are optional

• 79% are targeting farmers

• 5% targeting advisors

• 4% retailers

• 3% PPP registration holders

• Most (87%) of the instruments’

implementation are led by

national authorities



Formulate framework to support policymakers, with 
evaluation of the potential economic impact of 
implementing IPM practises

Analyze Strengths and Weaknesses of 
existing policy instruments

Characterise existing policy instruments in partner 
countries

Next step?



Enforceability 
of the 
measures

Administrative 
burden to 
check 
compliance
Acceptance 
issues and lack 
of compliance

Risk of 
abandonment 
of specific 
crops due to 
rapid 
withdrawal of 
pesticides

Potential high 
cost for 
farmers

Regulatory instruments

Investment in 
research can 
lead to new 
solutions 
tailored to local 
contexts.

Research 
provides data 
that can inform 
better 
regulations and 
agricultural 
practices

Delayed impact: 
Research 
outcomes may 
take years to 
translate into 
practical 
solutions

Research instruments

Strengths and weaknesses ?

Encourage 
farmers take 
some risks and 
rely less on 
pesticides

Economic 
incentives can 
cover the cost of 
the alternative 
IPM practice 

Taxation 
schemes are 
easy to 
administer 
compared to 
other type of 
levers

Complexity, 
lacking clarity on 
eligibility.

Taxation 
schemes can be 
associated with 
acceptance 
issues and 
financial 
pressure for 
farmers.

The lack of 
knowledge is 
cited in the 
literature as a 
main barrier to 
implement IPM 
practices

Individual or 
collected advice 
through demo-
farms provide 
legitimacy to 
farmers to 
implement 
alternative 
practices

Inadequate 
accessibility or 
quality of 
advisory 
services in some 
countries or at 
local level

Economic instruments

Informative instruments



Factors influencing effectiveness of IPM policy
instruments?

Tailoring 
instruments to 
local context 

and conditions

• Farm and market contexts

• Level of knowledge on IPM 
and the level of awareness 
of available IPM policy 
instruments

• Behavioural factors

Engaging 
stakeholders in 

the policy 
making process

• Stakeholder participation 
increases the quality of 
environmental decisions, 
improves the legitimacy of 
the instruments and the 
likelihood of their adoption



Influencers on a farmer’s decision making process on 
pesticide usage



ItalyTargeting all stakeholders?



Formulate framework to support policymakers, 
with evaluation protocols for the economic impact of 
implementing IPM practises

Analyze Strengths and Weaknesses

Characterise existing policy instruments in partner 
countries

What does this mean for Framework?



4 Action Framework to support generation of 
Farm-Specific Guidelines for Targeted 
Stakeholders

Mix of policy 
instrument types to 
support stakeholder 
awareness and 
implementation

All IPM principles 
relative to the 
agronomic 
challenges faced

All relevant 
stakeholders in 
the value / supply 
chain

IPM policy instruments 
to ensure they reflect 
the national farm 
context Adapt Include

DeployTarget



Adapt for challenge, Include all stakeholders …
• Several factors (external or internal) proven to contribute to effective policy outcomes: 

• Behavioural factors, farm and market contexts, the level of knowledge on IPM
• Cropping systems, farm size, economic situation, the farmers’ demographic, etc. 

• Ensure IPM objectives clearly defined
• Both at national level to drive the design of IPM policy instruments 
• More importantly at local level

While farmers implement IPM practices, they do not act in isolation.
• Decision on pesticide use influenced by multiple stakeholders (e.g. Tier, 1, 2, 3, 4)
• Policy makers should identify the full suite of stakeholders engaging with farmers 

and characterise the type of interaction and links of influence.



• Most IPM policy instruments are generic and fail to target IPM Principles specifically.
• Designing policy instruments to target specific IPM practices will improve the 

implementation of such practices, especially practices most relevant to Active 
Prophylaxis. 

• Possibility to use the harmonised IPM taxonomy (WP2) as a supporting tool.

• Using instruments of different nature (economic, informative, regulatory, etc.) provides 
adequate flexibility to afford policies the opportunity to address the different drivers 
that farmers and other stakeholders will answer to. 

• Mixing instruments from different categories offers flexibility and addresses the 
agricultural landscape specific to each country.

Deploy mix of instruments, Target all IPM Principles …



Step 1:Understand the 
national farming context

Step 2: Establish the IPM 
objectives relative to on-

farm challenges and 
enterprise objectives

Step 3: Map all the 
relevant stakeholders 

primarily affecting 
farmers decision making

Step 4:  Identify the role 
of each stakeholder in 

relation to active 
prophylaxis and IPM 

practices

Step 5: Identify and 
characterise existing IPM 

instruments

Step 6: : Identify the type 
of policy instrument best 

suited to enhance the 
role of each stakeholder

Step 7: design the 
structure of the policy 

instrument for effective 
implementationAction 4:  deploy a mix of 

policy instrument types to 
support stakeholder 
awareness and 
implementation.

Action 3: target all IPM Principles 
relative to the agronomic 
challenges faced.

Ou t com e:  
better  IPM 

implementat ion 
on farms

Action 1: adapt IPM policies to ensure they 
reflect the national farm context.

Action 2: include all relevant 
stakeholders, including upstream 
and downstream stakeholders in 
the agriculture supply chain and 
competent authorities.

Practical 7 Step process plus case study developed to
support policy makers writing these recommendations



Formulate framework to support policymakers, with… 

evaluation protocols for the economic impact 
of implementing IPM practises

Analyze Strengths and Weaknesses

Characterise existing policy instruments in partner 
countries

What does this mean for Framework?



Case Study:  PUR for cereal 
Production in Ireland

Cost benefit assessment of 
pesticide use reduction (PUR) 
& adopting IPM for cereal 
disease control

IPM practices (e.g. sowing 
date, rotation expanded, 
improved varieties, pest 
monitoring)

Impact?

• Scenario indicates high 
variability dependent on 
crop – pest 

• IPM critical to closing the 
economic gap

• Case for crop specific policy 
supports 

• IPM improves scenario but 
not uniformly

McDougall et al. (2025)



Case Study:  PUR in 
French arable systems

Analysis exploited empirical data 
from 946 commercial farms

Diverse agroecological/production

Study estimated marginal effects 
of PUR on profitability

Impact?

• PUR could be achieved in 59% 
of farms, without negatively  
affecting 
productivity/profitability

• Remaining 41% excluded due to 
higher production risk profiles

• Heterogeneity reinforces need 
for targeted policy instruments

Lechenet et al. (2017)



Case Study:  PUR in 
Croatian apple 

systems
Study conducted in commercial 
apple orchard

Compared insecticide-based 
control of Codling Moth, with 
IPM based mating disruption 
(MD) via pheromone 
dispensers

Impact?

• Modest financial advantage 
(~4%) with MD scenario

• Specific to apple – codling 
moth

• Scalability and viability not 
guaranteed

• Application of protocol 
confirmed with use of 
empirical  plus FADN data

Baric and Zivkovic (2017)



Peer To Peer Learning 
Among Farmers -

Ireland 
Declan Kealy,

Pesticide Control Division (PCD),

Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine (DAFM), 



An Roinn Talmhaíochta, Bia agus Mara │ 

Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine

Science 

Teagasc

Ireland (IE) – Statistics:
• 130,000 Farmers
• UAA 4.6m Ha
• 90% Grassland
• 7 Million Bovines

Discussion Groups
▪ New Zealand – Concept,
▪ Adopted in Ireland 1990/91, 

Role Of The Advisor 
▪ Technical Knowledge,
▪ Group Facilitation, (personal 

development).
▪ Provide structure, Collaboration,
▪ Independent advisors, Industry experts,
▪ Encourage ownership of group

Peer To Peer Learning Among 
Farmers - Ireland 



An Roinn Talmhaíochta, Bia agus Mara │ Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine

Discussion Group

Social Outlet
Farmer

Collaboration
Group Ownership

Group Diversity 

KPI’s,
Profit Monitor,

Purchase Inputs, Banking, Producer Group 

Signpost Farms,
Better Farms,

Flagship

Group Trust,
Confidentiality

Peer To Peer Learning Among Farmers - Ireland 



Highlights of the session: 
IPM endorsement by the agricultural 
stakeholders,
especially the supply chain, to increase 
its adoption and to reduce burden on
farmer

Maud Blanck, Agrowise coordinator, INRAE, France
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Conclusion
Patrick Flammarion, Deputy director general for expertise and 
public policy support at INRAE, France

Agrowise Final Conference_October 21st 56



Thank you for your
attention
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