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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:

1 2 3

Provide a picture of the Estimation of potential Identify the evidence of
actual deployment of IPM acreage for the the implementation of
practices and their implementation of the 8 these practices to
respective level of IPM principles, using expert strengthen the knowledge
adoption across MS, based assessments and national on IPM national guidelines
on the 8 principles of IPM. agricultural databases across Member State
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Key results: Current Deployment

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.

MAIN PRACTICE

TAXONOMY LAYER 1

TAXONOMY LAYER 2

1. Prevention And
Suppression

2.Monitoring

3. Decision making

4. Biological, physical and
other non chemical
methods

5. Pesticide Selection

6. Reduced Pesticide Use
7. Anti-resistance

8. Evaluation

1.1 Crop Selection

1.2 Crop Establishment

1.3 Cultivation Techniques

1.4 Amendments

1.5 Increase of natural regulation

1.6 Hygiene measures and
biosecurity

2.1 Monitoring

3.1 Decision Support Systems &
Thresholds

4.1. Biological Control

4.2 Biotechnical Control

4.3 Physical Control and mechanical

4.4 Natural Substances
5.1 Pesticide Selection

6.1 Reduced Pesticide Use
7.1 Pesticide Selection

8.1.Documentation And Reporting

8.2 Impact Assessment

1.1.1 Cultivar And Rootstock Diversity
1.1.2 Crop Species Diversity
1.1.3 Adaptation To Site Conditions
1.1.4 Seed/Planting Materials
1.2.1 Sowing
1.2.2 Planting (Cuttings/Seedlings)
1.3.1 Soil Cultivation
1.3.2 Crop management
1.3.3 Harvest Management
1.4.1.Suppressive Amendments
1.4.2. Balanced fertilisation
1.4.3 Ph Management
1.4.4 Water Management
1.5.1 Management Of Ecological Infrastructure
1.5.2 Management Of Resources To The Pest (landscape)

1.6.1 Cleaning Of Machinery And Equipment

1.6.2 Management Of Resources To The Pest (materials in

field)
1.6.3 Soil Disinfection

2.1.1 Monitoring
2.1.2 Assessment
2.1.3 Prognosis and forecast
3.1.1 Prediction And Warning (Seasonal)
3.1.2 Predictive Farm Systems (Long Term/Systemic)
3.1.3 Thresholds
4.1.1 Supplemental Release Of Live Beneficials
4.2.1 Attractants And Repellents (natural)
4.2.2 Attractants and repellents (other)
4.2.3 Stimulation And Interference
4.2.4 Engeneering of biocontrol agents
4.3.1 Barriers
4.3.2 Thermal Control (Excluding Thermal Seed Treatment)
4.3.3 Mechanical removal of pests
4.3.4 Visual Attractant
4.4.1 Natural Substances

5.1.1 Pesticide Selection

6.1.1 Adapting Spraying Technology
6.1.2 Spray Application

7.1.1 Choice Of Active Substance And Control Agent

8.1.1 Record Keeping
8.1.2 Reporting Systems
8.2.1 Efficacy Evaluation
8.2.2 Environmental Assessment
8.2.3 Societal Assessment
8.2.4 Economic Assessment

% OF ADOPTION

50%
63%
50%
75%
50%
50%
75%

75%
75%

38%
63%
50%

63%
63%
75%
38%
63%
75%
75%

Strong heterogeneity in IPM
implementation across
Member States.

Data collection is
fragmented and often
incomplete.



Key results: Estimation of the Acreage

Italy 9,91 Value obtaied with the sum of Regional surfaces present in the retruale.it website
Value obtained by difference from total harvested area of primary and processed crops (FAO.org) and total
Germany 6,70 .
organic area (EUROSTAT.eu)
. Value obtained by difference from total harvested area of primary and processed crops (FAO.org) and total
Romania 6,95 .
organic area (EUROSTAT.eu)
Value obtained by difference from total harvested area of primary and processed crops (FAO.org) and total
0,14 .
organic area (EUROSTAT.eu)
Value obtained by difference from total harvested area of primary and processed crops (FAO.org) and total
Poland 9,07 .
organic area (EUROSTAT.eu)

1,21 Field crops under the HVE label
0,11 Fruit trees under the HVE label

0,76 Sum of all fruit crop areas under integrated production
Croatia 0,03 Sum of all arable crop areas under integrated production
0,79 Total sum (arable plus fruit tree)

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

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.




Knowledge gaps

Lack of harmonized Differences in
monitoring mandatory vs

systems for voluntary
pesticide use. measures.

Inconsistent data
accessibility across
Member States.

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

SISTEMA DI QUALITA NAZIONALE
PRODUZIONE INTEGRATA

Certifications schemes (e.g.,
SQNPI in Italy, eco-labels in
Poland) prove to be effective,

Introduce and/or strenghten
measures of control on IPM.

Involving downstream actors
helps broaden rewarded
practices and creates stable

but need stronger market strategies. contracts - long-term .
tak tivation for f Environmental Market
uptake. motivation for farmers. support
NATIONAL

DIRECT REDISTRIBUTION Manda_tory I_PM through mandatory

I e c:f.iiif':f’;':’&i‘;?::;i;“aiiﬁf,".>

PN ke Cochie) ptiilas il IO

IPM promotion through food - oS RsE
saferiy and quality Iagels - e ES Gl INTERNATIONAL
. implementation - Regional, e . _
2 systems focus on strict . . - Subsidiesfor farmers for e
] o national, and international the purchase of IPM Hhctreimovey o b
traceability to guarantee food N equipments. s
<L : . legislation creates challenges for
quality and safety, encouraging :
o adopting IPM.
@) farmers to meet these standards.
J J CENTRALISED
> ANTORMAIIONS FARMERS & FARMERS
A Standardised registration Eocalfond habs or
Q. Long-term contracts across the . 0 cencatss sppro REAES S
o . Standardized record of cultural Systen for bloconkrok
supply chains - Stable . -,
: . practlces - AgrOWISe s IPM CONSUMER INFORMATIONS FARMERS & OTHER ACTORS
contracts motivate farmers and :

m Taxonomy Offe rs a Standard|zed Labels on IPM or use of pesticides Long term contracts between

suppliers to adopt IPM by
reducing risk and promoting

investment in sustainable
practices. D

framework to document, classify,
and promote the adoption of
IPM practices.

J

farmers and retailers/industry.
Local sourcing contracts.

Public markets : public facilities

buying high IPM foods.

(eqg: pestiscore, zero pesticide
residue, ...).
Traceability of the production
system down to the consumer.

Cooperation

Traceability




Take home message

- d L Py
E
Urgent need for Data transparency: Crop  Stronger monitoring  Collaboration and data The current
harmonisation of IPM  protection pratices data frameworks are needed sharing between MSs fragmentation threatens
guidelines across should be made to track actual IPM and stakeholders must  EU sustainability goals
Member States accessible, standardised implementation be improved

and comparable

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.

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

AGROWISE mission: create a clear, scientific

Enhance inspection, certification, and benchmarking

systems. : : :
. . . _
IPM harmonization = contributes to EU Green Deal goals. baseline, which EU IPM strategies could be re-

shaped

Agrowise final conference — 21"t October 2025



Integrated Plant Production
system in Poland — practical
experience in implementing IPM+

Dr. Wojciech Hatdas
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, Poland

Ministry of Agriculture and
Rural Development




Intagrated Pest Managemen
— obligatory for MSs

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 [...]

Article 55
plant protection products

* shall be used properly:

v with application of the principles of good plant protection practice
v in compliance with the conditions specified on the labelling

v in compliance with general principles of integrated pest management (art. 14 of Directive
2009/128/EC, and Annex 1)

\_ v




Intagrated Pest Managemeig
— obligatory for MSs

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

ﬁt. 14
Member States shall

* take all necessary measures to promote low pesticide-input pest management, giving
wherever possible priority to non-chemical methods
v’ integrated pest management
v organic farming
e ensure that professional users have at their disposal
v information and tools for pest monitoring and decision making,
v’ advisory services on integrated pest management
ANNEX Ill General principles of integrated pest management




Intagrated Pest Managemer’

/Directive 2009/128/EC
‘integrated pest management’
v’ discourage the development of populations of harmful organisms

economically and ecologically justified

v reduce or minimise risks to human health and the environment

v growth of a healthy crop with the least possible disruption to agro-ecosystems and
encourages natural pest control mechanisms;

\_

v’ keep the use of plant protection products and other forms of intervention to levels that are

/




Integrated Plant Production (I - o
— agricultural production

q ual ity system INTEGROWANA PRODUKCJA

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

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

funds granted
within
CAP — eco-
schemes

crop specific certification by
requirements to the certifying
fulfil entity

voluntary
participation




IP crop specific
methodologies

Research
Centre for
Cultivar Testing

Polish Seed
Trade
Association

agricultural
advisory
centers

Ministry of

Agriculture and

4 N 7

g

\ . \

State Plant Health
and Seed
Inspection Service

research institutes

Wy

Rural
Development

=

INTEGROWANA PRODUKCJA

Notification to
the EC (Dir.
2015/1535/EC

\.

approval by the
Chief of State Plant

Health and Seed
Inspection Service

1

J

)

farmers

59 methodologies approved +16 notified to the Eurorpen Commission




IP methodology for apples

\5
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INTEGROWANA PRODUKCJA

[main elements

]

* soil preparation and orchard establishment
e fertilization and liming

e soil maintenance and weed control

e orchard care

* protection against diseases

* protection against pests

~

/° list of mandatory activities and treatments i
the IP of apples

e checklist for orchard crops

* Annexes:

v disease control in IP of apples

v’ threat thresholds for major apple pests

\\/ list of pests and their control periods

~

n

J




IP methodology for apples e

ONS N N e

INTEGROWANA PRODUKCJA

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)

use of preparations with mechanical/physical mechnism of action in aphid control
e introduction and monitoring of the presence of predatory mites from the Phytoseiidae family

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

ﬁhe lists cover general IPM principles, but additionally includes as mandatory requirements such as: \

» use of preparations with mechanical/physical mechnism of action in the control of spider mites and

)




IP certification

ON N N e

INTEGROWANA PRODUKCJA

accreditation by
the Polish Centre
for Accreditation
(PN-EN ISOI/EC
1765)

sueprvision and

control by the
Voivodship
Inspector

and supervision

certyfing
entity plant producer
i i (training in the
‘ inspection of e

pcljant methodology)
proaucers

auhorisation by

the Voivodship
Inspector of State
Plant Health and

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




IP certification results for apples

NS N N

INTEGROWANA PRODUKCJA

IP certification of apples certified area [thousand ha]
1400 [thousand tonnes] 30
1200
25
1000
20
800
15
600
400 10
200 5
0 . 0 l
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021] 2022 2023 2024 2015 2016/ 2017/ 2018/ 2019 2020 2021 2022| 2023| 2024
production certified area
[thousand t] 6159 761,7| 563,8 707,9] 460,5 523,6] 117,3| 520,6/ 1249,9 1086 [thousand ha] 18,4 21,9 17,7 18/ 14,9 13,9 3] 11,5 28,2 27,6




IP certification results - all crops

NS N N e

INTEGROWANA

Number of certificates issued

25000

Deiennik Ustaw

20000

Zalaczmik do rorporzadaesia Miniswa Rolnicwa
i Rozwoju Wi 2 dua 24 czerwea 20131, (oz. 760)

e

A~~~ =
INTEGROWANA PRODUKCIA

CERTYFIKAT POSWIADCZAJACY STOSOWANIE INTEGROWANEJ PRODUKCJI ROSLIN

15000

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE WITH INTEGRATED PLANT PRODUCTION

T inimer certyfikatu)

10000

Zaswiadeza sig, Ze wymienione rosliny zostaly
wyprodukowane  zgodnie = wymaganiami
integrowanej produkeji roglin.

5000

Ninigjszy certyfikat jest wazny do dnia:

Podmiat certyfikujacy

(misfscowoid, data)

ekt poswisdozajacy stosowanie integrowane]
produicji rosiin wydany na podstawie ustawy Z dnia
Bmarca 2013 . o trodkach ochrony rodiin (Dz. U.
poz 455).

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Liczba wydanych
certyfikatow

811 1557 1891 1915 1174 838 1068 1482 2465 2898 3178 3137 4207 3628 3876 3325

P i
i L)
[
L]

2020

3027

Itis to certify that the above-mentioned plants
have been produced according to the rules of
integrated plant production.

The certificate is valid untit

Certificating Subject

certyfiuasego)

Cenfficat= of compliance with intsgratsd plant
production was issued on the basis of the law on plant
protection products of & March 2013 (0. pos. 455},

2021 2022

1418 2436

PRODUKCJA

Poz 760



Conclusions \g
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INTEGROWANA PRODUKCJA

4 N /7 Flexibility N\

different farm sizes, different climatic and

Cooperation soil conditions, production profile, level of
research institutes, administration, farm organisation, availability of
industry organisations, farmers and other machinery, and economic conditions,
stakeholders ability to make quick decisions/take

quick action in response to unforeseen

\ / Qtuations, /

4 N )
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

\_ o\ /




L Let’'s Open the
Discussion




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)




Opportunities to upgrade initial training and
life-long learning for fgl(/lmers and advisors
on

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?

Agrowise final conference — 21"t October 2025 24



A new IPM paradigm emerged

No intervention

Decision based
on monitoring
and thresholds

. - .

» Prevention and
Active prophylaxis

B - B

Non chemical
methods (biological
or physical barriers)

@

Anti-resistance
Tactics

Monitoring

Pesticide Reduce
selection | pesticide use

Agrowise final conference — 21"t October 2025
S
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Key MessSAages

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

eScience-based training

Towards an IPM training flagship program across Europe

Agrowise final conference — 21"t October 2025 26
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Informal
training
Top-Ups

Tralnlng More tools
and resources

Pedagogic tools

. Prophylaxis-oriented
workshops
c Pest monitoring Sharing good
. Demo-farms practices Local "
Revised IPM Decision among communiti
Support Systems farmers es

Beyond farmers
and advisors

Peer to peer learning

Downstream Collaboration among farmers for
landscape-wide preventative

ons

acti
Cost and value of Research Advisors

crop protection

Unlocking the

options More exchanges
io-techni c IPM-based
SOcClo-technic scope 3
systems Market
quality labels

Advisors and
Prophylaxis-

contractors
Impact of crop based crop . Life Long Learning
protection on protection Extension activities
. FRYsSnmERLa s © Systemic s
prophylaxis, innovative approaches

European academy
of advisors

Revised syllabus

© From IPM principles
to practices

o IPM practices and systems

(Prophylaxis, alternatives and

innovations)

Health of practitionners

practices and systems U pstrea m

Science-based decisions

Policy makers and
civil servants

Academic teaching

Life long learning

. Gender issue

Farmers’ training

Mandatory

Formal training 27



Formal
Formal training

. Mandatory
training
Improving the quality of

farmers training

Advisors and
contractors
e Life Long Learning

* Extension activities

Towards a European
academy of advisors

Revised syllabus

* From IPM principles to

practices
e |PM practices and systems

(Prophylaxis, alternatives and

innovations)
Health of practitionners

Enhancing advisor
training

* Academic teachin
The related syllabus must ©

be based upon recent
scientific results

e Life longlearning

* Gender issue
Farmers’ training

28
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Informal
|nf0rm(]| training

. . Top-Ups
training

Promoting farmers
collaboration and
networking, and a new
generation of tools

More tools
and resources

* Pedagogic tools

* Prophylaxis-oriented
workshops

* Pest monitoring

e Demo-farms

* Revised IPM Decision
Support Systems

Peer to peer learning

Sharing good
practices
among farmers

Local
communities

Collaboration among farmers for
landscape-wide preventative actions

Research Advisors

More exchanges

Agrowise final conference — 21"t October 2025 29



Training

beyond Beyond farmers

and advisors
fO rm e rS O n d Unlocking the socio-

technic systems
advisors y

Training throughout the
socio-technic system

(downstream, upstream,
administration)

Downstream

e Cost and value of crop
protection options

* |PM-based scope 3

 Market quality
labels

* Prophylaxis-based

Impact of crop protection on crop protection

environment and health
* Increasing awareness on
prophylaxis, innovative practices and

systems
e Science-based decisions

Policy makers and
civil servants

e Systemic approaches

Upstream

30
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L Let’'s Open the
Discussion




Define criteria to support the
delivery of a framework for
Member States to develop

crop-specific guidelines

c €Q5asc

RICUL Fooo DeveLopment AurHoRriTy n
A o

\ i

b : et

RICARDO

Clemence Decherf
Fiona Dowson




How can we achieve this for WP4?

Characterise existing policy instruments in
partner countries

Analyze Strengths and Weaknesses

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




How can we achieve this for WP4?

Characterise existing policy instruments in
partner countries

Analyze Strengths and Weaknesses

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




Published database with inventory of IPM related

policy instruments

e 1 tab containing the database — with one

line per instrument collated

i Country
France
France
France
France
France
France
France
France
France
France
France
France
France

France
France
France
France
France
France
France

France

France
France

France

1 introduction tab with Agrowise

presentation and definitions

Geographi
scope
Mational
Mational
Mational
Mational
Mational
Mational
Mational
Mational
Mational
Mational
Mational
Mational
Mational

Mational
Mational
Mational
Mational
Mational
Mational
Matianal

Iational

Iational
Iational

Mational

Comment oo Linked to az

ﬂ scope

Yes
‘es
Article 14 of Direc Y'es
‘es
Mo
Mo
Mo
Mo
Mo
‘ez

Yes
Ma

Yhich EU

ﬂ EU policy? ﬂ policy? ﬂ

CAP eco-schem

Regulation [ELI 3
Regulation [EL

Car

Main policy

instrument ﬂ
Mational action plan
Mational action plan
Mational action plan
Mational action plan
Mational action plan
Mational action plan
Mational action plan
Mational instrument
Mational instrument
Mational instrument
Mational instrument
Mational instrument
Mational action plan

Mational instrument
Mational non-public sc
Mational non-public sc
Mational instrument
Mational instrument
Mational instrument
Mational instrument

Iational instrument

Iational instrument
CAP instrument - ecos

Mational instrument

i
i
]
|

g
3
1
3
3
i
B
I

Policy instrument name
[english)

DEPHY netwark of pilot farms
Individual certificate for plant pratectic
Individual certific ate for plant plotectica
Individual certificate for plant plotectits
Crop health bulletin

Integrated pest management portal
30000 farms measure

Diffuse pollution tax 2
Phytopharmacovigilance tax

Low PPP uze cenification
Strategic advice

Specific advice

Research andinnovation strategy
High erwironmental valus [HEV)
certification

Zero Pesticide Residue label
Zero-pesticide label

Avenir Bia Fund

Organic Farming Mational plan
Payments for environmental services
PPP database

Buffer zones

Lo er registration fees for low-risk anig
binzontrol PPP 5
Eco-scheme

Earn of azrial spray 4

= R T R R R R BN

casasc

Acmoviroee axp Fooo Deverorsest Avrsonrry

Inventory of existing policy instruments related to IPM

AGROWISE
Guidelines for farm-specific or crop-specific rules for mitigating pesticides impacts while ensuring sustainable agriculture

Introduction to Agrowise:

The Agrowize project is a part of the EU "LIFE Program”, and aims at developing guidelines for farm-specific rules or crop-specific for mitigating pesticide impacts while
ensuring sustainable agriculture. Developed by a consartium of 10 research arganizations from & EU countries, this project will contribute to achieve the Farmta Fork
strategy objectives of 2 503 reduction in chemical pesticide use by 2030

Thiz project contains two strategic pillars from enhanced Integrated Pezt Management (IPM) implement ation: information on plant pratection practices and information on
policy instruments and their efficiency.

Lio-fantng by e Strqoean Linion, b and aoivins sxonssned an Aonesisr Hhows of e sctfonslonly 0o ol o necsrs sy rofiaet done of the Strapean Ladan o
LRUER Nadhar the Srpnnpoan Linion Aoe 310 graniineg 2o oan He Maidd sasponsinds Ao tham,

Acknow ments:
This databaze contains a list of policy instruments related ta IPM implemented in the § AGRDWISE partners countries [OE. FR, HR. [E.IT, PL. RO, SE). This listis not
erhaustive and will be updated if additional palicy instruments appear relevant.

Status:
200002025 - W3 - draft version
Mext step: senze check with national stakehalder inteview =

Definitions:
Category ! Option Definition
Geographic scope Mational Relating to 2 whale country
Regional Relating to or coming from a particular part of 2 country

Other [specify] Geographic scope other than national or regional

Linked to an EU policy? ez Linked to an EU policy
Mo Mat linked to an EU palicy
Main policy instrument Mational action plan Mational Action Plan according to Directive 2003/128/CE.

CAP instrument - enhanced condition: CAP payments inked to 2 stronger set of mandatary requirements

CAP instrument - ecoschemes Annual CAP direct payments used for climate, environment and animal welfare purposes

EMVCLIM - Corwersion aid for organic:

Introduction | Database | Sheet1 | ®



Over—reliance on ‘general IPM’ related policy instruments

120

100

&0

60

40

2

]

]

m Count of General |PM

m Count of 1. Prevention and suppres=on

m Count of 2. Monitonng

m Count of 3. Deci=ion makng
Count of 4. Biological, physical and ofer non-chemical
me fads

m Count of 8. Reduced pesicide use

m Count of 5. Peshiade seleciion

m Count of 7. Anfresistance siralegies

m Count of 8. Evaluation




Outputs

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

* 41% of the instruments are Number of policy instruments per country
binding, and 59% are optional

 79% are targeting farmers Sweden I

» 5% targeting advisors Romania I 3G

* 4% retailers Foland I /G

« 3% PPP registration holders lzly e 5i(1

* Most (87%) of the instruments’ Ieland I © 7
implementation are led by Gemmany I -5

national authorities
Fance I 5

Croaia I -
0 10 20 30 40 a0 60




Next step?

Characterise existing policy instruments in partner
countries

Analyze Strengths and Weaknesses of
existing policy instruments

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




Strengths and weaknesses ?

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

Economic instruments

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

Informative instruments

Research 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




Factors influencing effectiveness of IPM policy

iInstruments?

Tailoring
instruments to
local context
and conditions

Engaging
stakeholders in
the policy
making process

Farm and market contexts

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

Behavioural factors

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

Business
customers
{e.g. retailers,
Processors)

Advice
providers (e.g.
agronomists)

- -
- > \ * P -~
,! PPP \ 4 N\ — / Trade / EECEDF“
Registration PPP & , I associations |
inspectors / ! leg. farming

Hold Machin ificati
olders achinery Farmer certification \  business) 7
’

1
' Sal
Legend: ~ ales ‘
4 .o -~ . D bodies -~ _ -

Direct influence
on pesticide use
on farms

Mational
Authorities /
Agencies

Research

institutes

s
! Indirect

\ influence

.
---‘#

_’ Main direction of influence

&—)» Twowayinfluence



Targeting all stakeholders?

Permit to use, advise or s2ll PPPs

Reg EC 396/2005 Max Residue Levels
Lim& concentration value for
PPP and metabolites in groundwaer

Buffer zones
Inspection of equipment in use

pre-harvest use of Glyphosateban

PPP databass

Inter provincial bulietins of ntegrated a'nd organic production and

forecast

integrated production national guidelines

Advisory services

National Quality System Integrated
Production

Bes practicestool
Provincial Coor dination Pian {(PCTP)
Regional annual crop bulletins
Regional Traning and information on
the risks to biodiversiy by PPP

_

PPP registration
holders

Italy

latory - Economic Informative - Research

Business Natioral Authorities /
customers Agendes

Reg EU 2016/ 2031: Piant
Health Law
Reg (EU) 2018/848 Organi Label

indicatorsto measure the
effectiveness of IPM
interventions

Research
institutes



What does this mean for Framework?

Characterise existing policy instruments in partner
countries

Analyze Strengths and Weaknesses

Formulate framework to support policymakers,

with evaluation protocols for the economic impact of
implementing IPM practises




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

IPM policy instruments
to ensure they reflect
the national farm
context

All relevant
stakeholders in
the value / supply
chain

Mix of policy
instrument types to
support stakeholder
awareness and
implementation

All IPM principles Target
relative to the
agronomic
challenges faced




Adapt for challenge, Include all stakeholders ...

» Several factors (external or internal) proven to contribute to effective policy outcomes:
ADAPT e Behavioural factors, farm and market contexts, the level of knowledge on IPM
IPM policy * Cropping systems, farm size, economic situation, the farmers’ demographic, etc.
instruments to
ensure they reflect * Ensure IPM objectives clearly defined
the national farm  Both at national level to drive the design of IPM policy instruments
context e More importantly at local level

While farmers implement IPM practices, they do not act in isolation.
INCLUDE » Decision on pesticide use influenced by multiple stakeholders (e.g. Tier, 1, 2, 3, 4)
All the relevant * Policy makers_should identify_ the fuII. suite of'stakeh(_)Iders engaging with farmers
el ers and characterise the type of interaction and links of influence.




Deploy mix of instruments, Target all IPM Principles ...

DEPLOY

a mix of policy
instrument types to
support stakeholder

awareness and

implementation

TARGET

all IPM Principles
relative to the

agronomic
challenges faced

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.




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

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

Step 1:Understand the
national farming context

Step 7: design the Step 2: Establish the IPM
structure of the policy objectives relative to on-
\ instrument for effective farm challenges and

Action 4: deploy a mix of implementation
policy instrument types to
support stakeholder
awareness and

enterprise objectives

implementation.

.

Outcome:
better IPM
implementation
on farms

~

Action 2: include all relevant

stakeholders, including upstream
Step 3: Map all the and downstream stakeholders in

relevant stakeholders the agriculture supply chain and

p"mar'ly.a.ffecung. competent authorities.
farmers decision making \

Step 6: : Identify the type
of policy instrument best

suited to enhance the
role of each stakeholder

)

Step 4: Identify the role . L
Step 5: Identify and of each stakeholder in Action 3: target all IPM Principles
characterise existing IPM relation to active relative to the agronomic
instruments prophylaxis and IPM challenges faced.
practices




What does this mean for Framework?

Characterise existing policy instruments in partner
countries

Analyze Strengths and Weaknesses

Formulate framework to support policymakers, with...
evaluation protocols for the economic impact

of implementing IPM practises




Case Study: PUR for cereal
Productioninlireland

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?

e Scenario indicates high
variability dependent on
crop — pest

* |PM critical to closing the
economic gap

e Case for crop specific policy
supports

* |[PM improves scenario but
not uniformly

McDougall et al. (2025)




Case Study: PURIN
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: PURIn

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 Talmhaiochta,
Bia agus Mara

Department of Agriculture,
Food and the Marine




Peer To Peer Learning Among
Farmers - Ireland

ceogosc TR Discussion Groups
: = New Zealand — Concept,

|>a:3A\r\sO‘\l u Adopted in Ireland 1990/91;

gt Role Of The Advisor
= Technical Knowledge,

: Grou‘o Facilitation, (personal
development).

= Provide structure, Collaboration,
= |[ndependent advisors, Industry experts,
= Encourage ownership of group '

Science

An Roinn Talmhaiochta, Bia agus Mara |
Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine




Peer To Peer Learning Among Farmers - Ireland

Social Outlet
Farmer

Collaboration

Group Ownership

Signpost Farms, . ,
Better Farms, Group Diversity
Flagship

Discussion Group

KPI’s,

Group Trust, Profit Monitor,

Confidentiality
Purchase Inputs, Banking, Producer Group

¢
An Roinn Talmhaiochta, Bia agus Mara | Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine \/ﬁ“



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




Conclusion

Patrick Flammarion, Deputy director general for expertise and
public policy support at INRAE, France
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Thank you for your
attention
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