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Survey #1. IPM awareness, IPM adoption,
pesticide use and self-evaluation




TOPICS OF SURVEY #1.

ﬂ FARMING CONTEXT

FARMERS EXPECTATIONS AND PREFERENCES

CULTURALPRACTICES: FARM LEVEL

CULTURAL PRACTICES: CROP LEVEL

PEST CONTROL EFFICACY: PERCEPTION OF
THE FARMER

COST-EFFICIENCY-PERCEPTION OF THE
FARMER: SELF-EVALUATION

NUMBER OF
FARMS

27

AVERAGE
VINEYARD SIZE

166ha

PARTICIPANT
COUNTRIES

SPAIN
PORTUGAL
SLOVENIA

TOTAL ORGANIC
FARMS

00

2L
AVERAGE EXPERIENCE

OF FARMERS
22 YEARS



Farmers Awareness of IPM

IPM is a way to protect biodiversity

“ IPM is a way to reduce environmental impacts
IPM is a way to increase the added value of my products
IPM is a way to protect the health of my neighbours

IPM is a way to protect the health of my family

IPM is a way to protect my own health

IPM is a way to improve soil health

IPM is a way to reduce pesticide use

IPM is a way to improve the confrol of pests

IPM is a way to reduce unnecessary costs

IPM is a way to fulfil regulations

| fry to restrict my use of crop protection products
Alternative crop protection methods are too risky for me in terms of crop yields
For me, crop protection must not be labour intensive

m For me, crop protection must be cost-effective

and Motivations

Rating statements from not "Fully true” to "Not at all true” or "Very important to "Not at all important”.
MOTIVATIONS

OBJECTIVES
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O1-Fully rue @2-Ratherfrue @3-Intermediate @ 4-Notreally rue B5-Notatalltrue B@é4- NA - Don't know

Meeting the demands of consumers

Meeting the demands of society

v\ Not compromising my health

Reducing my workload

As little administrative effort as possible

Freedom in my choices

Protecting the environment and natural resources
Maintaining agricultural traditions

Beauvtiful & healthy orchards

Anincome as high as possible

%High product quality

High yields
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O1-Very important B2-Rather important B3-Intermediate @4-Not really important B5-Not at all important O4- NA - Don't know

“IPM is a way to reduce environmental impacts”, “For me, crop protection must be cost-effective”, "Not compromising
my health” and "High Product quality” is considered to be the most important statements for IPMWORKS farmers.
Farmers do not consider alternative crop protection methods to be too risky in terms of crop yields.




Pesticide Use

O TFI-Pesticides_Other @ TFI-Herbicide

@ TFl-Insecticides_Chemicals
@ TFI-Fungicide Other O TFI-Fungicide_Cupper Based O TFI-Fungicide_Sulphur Based

OTFl-Insecticides_Natural Origin
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Portugal Slovenia Spain

Organic farms

High-impact chemical pesticides are shown in dark colours at the bottom.
Low-impact natural pesticides are shown in light colours at the top.

Treatment Frequency Index (TFI)
TFl is used as a metric of frequency and
intensity of pesticide use.

The TFl was determined based on:
e the number of treatments
e average dose (% recommended dose for
target pest)
e average % of treated area (default = 100)

TFI metric shows a large range of
pesticide use across farms, that can
be attributed to:

e climatic conditions

» Level of IPM adoption
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Integrated Pest Management

IndeXx

We tested a new IPM Index calculated from the information collected on crop and pest

management.

WINE CULTIVAR DECISION MAKING MONTORING LANDSCAPE/
CHOICE FORTREATMENTS TREATMENT BIODIVERSITY
EFFECT MANAGEMENT

wo Wl

SOIL TILLAGE MOWING MULCH GRASS COVER BIOCONTROL

VARIETY CHOICE

Topics included in IPM Index

Cultural practices at the crop and farm levels were evaluated based on
the last 3 cropping seasons.

IPM practices included in the index were e.g. use of Decision Support
Systems, mechanical weeding, cover crops, mowing, mulching, use of
biocontrol solutions, protection of wildlife at the landscape scale...

Each practice rating was then scored between 0-4. The IPM index is the
sum of the weighted scores and ranges [0 - 80].
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Integrated Pest Management (IPM) Index

The range of IPM adoption varies
across farms, and this explains
part of the pesticide use.




Variety
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System

B%DSS Used B%DSS not used 100%
100% 90% NA - don't know
0% Option 1+ 2
80%
80%
70% 70%
60% 60% Option 3
NA - don’t know NA - don't know
40%
40%
30%
20% 30%
Option 2
10% 20%
0% ' 10%
Herbicides Fungicides Insecticides
0%
Spain Portugal Slovenia

Farmers cited Decision Support Systems (DSS) for the . Option1 Cultivar(s) resistant to maijor diseases

implementation of herbicides, fungicides, insecticides, « Option 2 Cultivar(s) resistant to major pests

nematicides, slug control, and growth regulators, but still « Option 3 Cultivar(s) sensitive to all major pests and diseases

with quite a low frequency. Constraints on vineyards make the use of resistant cultivars
difficult.

The survey informs about how far the various components of IPM are already implemented by IMPWORKS farmers in
vineyards. Progress could probably be made on the generalisation of Decision Support Systems
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p Biocontrol

)

Grape camouflage (Kaolin)

Hormone like bait
poison released only to attracted insects)

Trunk treatment (glue / lime)

Enhancement of natural regulation
(hedges, flower strips, trees...)

Insect mass trapping
(chemotrophic/ biological attraction)

Mating disruption — Mating confusion
Release of biocontrol agents

None

Slovenia Portugal
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Biocontrol is widely adopted by
IPMWORKS farmers in the vineyard
sector, particularly in Portugal, but

also in Spain and Slovenia.

Insect mass trapping is the most
popular approach, in the three
regions.

Other biocontrol solutions used are
grape camouflage with kaolin,
trunk treatment, and enhancement
of beneficials around the vineyards
(Spain), and mating disruption
(both in Spain and Portugal)




Self-evaluation P \8

Self-evaluation of the quality of the weed, disease and pest control as compared to other farmers in the area. Results are
presented as a function of self-evaluation in IPM adoption.

Quality of %%/ Quality of O, Quality of =

Weed Control Disease Control Pest Control
as compared to neighbour farmers... as compared to neighbour farmers... as compared to neighbour farmers...
Better Better Better . .
Rather befter Rather better Rather better
Similar Similar Similar . .
Rather poorer O el e Rather poorer
Poorer PR er Poorer
N2 2 s
O steastiorgaic | &, sef.evaluation ——»= O Atleast 1 organic | = g @i & ot evatuation—» £
Conventional =z 2 i = «— Self-evaluation——— = Conventional § >
Conventional 2 E L
Farmers consider weed control to be Farmers consider disease control to be Farmers consider pest control similar
similar or better than neighbour better than neighbour farms, whatever to better compared to neighbour
farms, whatever the level of IPM the level of IPM adoption. farms, whatever the level of IPM
adoption. adoption.

IPM is efficient for weed control. IPM is efficient for disease control. IPM is efficient for pest control.




Self-evaluation

IP N

Self-evaluation of workload/ha, equipment costs, and gross margin as compared to other farmers in the area. Results are
presented as a function of the self-evaluation of IPM.

am
5l Workload [ ha

as compared to neighbour farmers...

Higher Workload

Rather Higher
Workload

Similar Workload

Rather Lower
Workload

Lower Workload

O At least 1 organic
Conventional

«— Self-evaluation ——»

No IPM
Full IPM

No clear impact of IPM adoption
on workload/ha.

Higher Costs O

Rather Higher
Costs

Similar Costs

Rather Lower
Costs

Lower Costs

«— Self-evaluation —»

O At least 1 organic
Conventional

No IPM
Full IPM

No clear impact of IPM adoption
onh equipment costs.

Equipment Costs ﬁ Gross Margin

as compared to neighbour farmers...

as compared to neighbour farmers...

Higher Gross
Margin

Rather Higher
Gross Margin

Similar Gross
Margin

Rather Lower
Gross Margin

Lower Gross
Margin

+— Self-evaluation —

[ O atteast1 organic]

£\ Conventional

No IPM
Full IPM

No clear impact of IPM adoption
oh gross margin.
IPM is cost-effective !
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