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Integrated Pest Management process
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VI/PHC IPM assessment plans ‘o
SRUC

¢ Tool to facilitate discussion . J IThetz
: oluntary
between farmer and agronomist V Initiative
Promoting responsible pesticide use
¢ Data collection ZINIFU e vice of Britsh furming
‘ Baselines e | AboutUs = | News = | Our Officos = | NFU Momborsts -7 Sectors + | Gross Sl
‘IPM score (0-100) Time to fill in your integrated pest
¢ |dentify issues/topics management pian
¢ Direct R&D + KTE ‘u B s o o

Pest Management

Science

Research Article

Scottish IPM Assessment Plan

Measuring the unmeasurable? A method to quantify adoption of

integrated pest management practices in temperate arable
farming systems
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Distribution of IPM scores
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Country difference: Arable IPM "+~
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Rotations: continuous cereals *
(5+ years of cereals in same field) SRUC
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Soil cultivation

- England Northern Ireland = Scotland | Wales
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Problem pests: Arable
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Northern Ireland
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Weed Prevention: Arable
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Factors influencing decision eSe

. o
to adjust spray programme  SRUC

Weather conditions and forecasts

Resistance management

Predictions of Decision Support Systems (where available)

Observed levels of pest/weed/disease presence in the field (including thresholds)

Lack of availability of plant protection products

Industry crop monitoring information (eg. aphid/disease alerts)

Growth stage of the crop

Crop economic potential

Calendar date

BASIS qualified agronomist recommendation

Availability of plant protection products

Actions of/advice from other farmers in the area
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mHigh influence  ®mModerate influence  ® No/low influence



Factors influencing decision <3e

. o
to adjust spray programme  SRUC

Grassland

Weather conditions and forecasts

Sward growth potential

Qualified adviser recommendation

Price of herbicide products

Presence of clover

Predictions of Decision Support Systems (where available)
Observed levels of weed presence in the field
Lack of availability of herbicide products
Growth stage of the weed

Growth stage of the sward

Calendar date

Availability of herbicide product information
Availability of a contractor

Actions of/advice from other farmers in the area
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mHigh influence  ®Moderate influence  ®No/low influence



. &

<&
SRUC

Arable: High/Low IPM adopters

Max
- Bottom 25% farmers
S - Top 25% farmers
OC)’ )
©
T
(]
=
oo
—-— N T
§ Max
o Max
o =
Cont. Rotation Var. Prevention  Planning Discussion

cereals choice  measures  factors group.



<@

Grassland: High/Low IPM adopters ‘e
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IPM Points awarded
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IPM Score - Arable area [[J <"
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IPM Score - Grass area l)’c
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Knowledge => Uptake e
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IPM Score

Arable Grassland
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Q. How familiar are you with IPM? (1-5 scale)



Info source preference
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Arable Grasslands

m Contractors

m Social media

m Other farmers (not including discussion groups)

m Farming press

m Farmer discussion groups

m Information and updates from membership, levy and research organisations
m Evaluating previous control strategies

m Open days/crop walks

® Independent (e.g. AICC member) or in house agronomist

m Agronomist employed by a distributor
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Information source Is key
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Information source Is key
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VI/PHC IPM assessment plans ‘e
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¢ Assess overall IPM strategy
¢ Tool to facilitate discussion => IPM action plan

: ® The
¢ High adopters: V Voluntary
_ Initiative
‘ More preventatlve measureS Promoting responsible pesticide use
¢ Consider more factors when IPM planning
- #NFU
¢ Actively seek IPM knowledge 7

¢ IPM advice: clear, consistent, evidence-based

¢ Continually developing sector specific plans Plant
¢ O
‘ GraSSIand Scotland ‘s Centre of Expertise

¢ Specialist horticulture (coming soon)



Crop Specific IPM plans (LMP)
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Crop Specific IPM plans (LI\/IP)SRUC
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Crop Specific IPM plans (LI\/IP)SRUC

¢ Focussed on effective evidence-based IPM methods
¢ 1-2 hours

¢ Enables farmers to create IPM LMPs

¢ Guides users towards effective IPM methods

¢ Provides users with links to further guidance

¢ Records current implementation of IPM

¢ Records commitments to implement additional IPM

Behavioural Insight (interview) results

¢ Key barriers to uptake of IPM practices were highlighted as
‘economic’, ‘lack of knowledge or understanding of IPM’,
and ‘mindset or habits’




Measuring to inform IPM decisions®e*
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Health

Plant

¢ Assess overall strategy )ES
¢Benchmark against yourself

¢ Action plans to increase IPM adoption

¢ Crop*pest specific approaches
¢ What are the pest x crop issues?
¢ Current adoption recorded
¢ What did/didn’t work?
¢=> Next steps

uuuuu

Reduction in risk associated with pests and pesticides
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Integrated approach needed @g®
to Increase IPM adoption  SRUC

Dara et al. 2019. J. of IPM 10
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