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This document presents an overview of the in-depth analysis performed on a total of 35 case studies,
carried out during the AgriDemo-F2F project.. These 35 cases represent a diverse array of demonstration
approaches and activities, occurring throughout Europe. The process of case study selection, and a short
overview of the cases, is given in D2.5.

The analysis focuses on 3 main aspects of on-farm demonstrations: i) structural characteristics
(corresponding to D3.2), involving characteristics related to the network, actors involved, roles of actors
and governance; ii) functional characteristics (corresponding to D4.2), describing mechanisms and tools
that are being used for recruitment, interaction and learning during the demonstration; and iii) peer
learning characteristics (corresponding to D5.3), which aim to capture the effectiveness of demonstration
approaches, by looking at both the extent and nature of learning that takes places during demonstration
events.

Data was collected by all partners, following the methodological guidelines for data gathering and
analysis (D3.1-4.1-5.2), after which analysis was done by the Case Study Work Package Team (AUA, CCRI
and EVILVO). Draft versions of the reports were sent to partners for validation (during cases study
workshops), after which the case study reports were finalized.

The content of this document is mainly descriptive, giving a detailed overview of the setting in which the
demonstration is conducted, and about the processes taking place. This document however does not
provide a cross-case analysis, which will be the focus of D3.3 (key structural characteristics for effective
on-farm demonstrations) and D4.3 (key functional characteristics for effective on-farm demonstrations).
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Network

In CS 1 the main actors of the networks present were the agricultural chamber, the advisory for soil and
water protection, companies, AGES, farmers, the host farmer and media channels.

Farm facts and location

The farm of MK & FK (50 ha arable land, 140 fattening pigs) is located in Bad Wimsbach-Neydharting in
Upper Austria and is an example of a farm well connected to agricultural organisations. They have a long
history of demonstration activities on their fields, which range from various crop trials to fungicide and
growth regulator tests and experiments with soil and plant aid agents. The agricultural holding is
working very closely with the agricultural chamber of Upper Austria. They also collaborate with AGES
and private companies which can rent fields for their experiments and tests. The farm of the family
organises field days already since 12 years; in the first year around 50 to 60 people participated and in
2017 already approximately 800 people (personal communication farm K., 2018).

Event details

The demonstration event took place on 13.06.2018 and was organised with a total of 350 participants
(split up in groups of approx. 30-50). 10 demonstrations as a field walk were organised: 1. fertilisation of
winter rape, 2. fungicides in winter barley, 3. winter barley varieties, 4. winter rape varieties, 5. under
sown crops and herbicides in grain maize, 6. N-fertilisation in winter wheat, 7. varieties and sowing
density of winter wheat, 8. growth regulators for winter barley, 9. varieties and sowing density of winter
barley, 10 varieties of winter wheat. A few hands-on tools (testing nitrate levels in water) and some
multisensory activities (touching and looking at crops and roots) were available for the farmers, There
was rather little time for formulating questions, however the discussion were lively once they started.
The limited discussions in smaller groups maybe have been caused by the heavy rainfall that
encouraged the participants to move further from station to stations rather than staying in the rain for
long discussions. The host farmer provided trial areas for the experiments of the agricultural chamber
and other participating organisations. The organisations benefit from the large range of the event and
the huge amount of participants. In cooperation with agricultural companies machineries were exhibited
and subsequently tested on the host farmer’s fields. AGES was mentioned as one key player for
knowledge transfer to the farmers. A report of the local television channel made the main contents of the
field day available for a broader audience.
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In line with the Methodological Guidelines, three main data sources are used: a background document
and interviews at Programme and Farm level to analyse structural and functional characteristics, and
event tools and surveys to analyse event level participation and learning, as follows:

1. Abackground document for every case study was completed by the AgriDemo-F2F partner who
carried out the case study.

2. Interviews with representatives of Programme (Level 1) and Farm level interviews with
demonstrators/hosts (Level 2) to reveal how the functional and structural characteristics enable
learning. Analysis is reported in Sections 3 and 4. Data is sourced from interviews with 3
Programme/Network members and 1 Farm level interviewee. The analysis followed 4 themes: (1)
Coordinating effective recruitment of host farmers and participants, (2) Developing and coordinating
appropriate interaction approaches, (3) Planning, designing and conducting appropriate
demonstration processes,(4) Enabling learning appropriate to purpose, audience, context, (5) Follow-
up activities.

3. Eventtools and surveys (level 3) to reveal peer to peer learning processes. Event details and analysis
is reported in Section 5. This data is sourced from 6 pre-demonstration participant surveys, 1 pre-
demonstration facilitator survey and an event observation tool completed by an observing
researcher. This data is mainly used for the analysis of learning processes and learning outcomes
related to the specific event and overall comments on the effectiveness of the event.

Finally, workshops were organised in September 2018 with the aim to introduce the project Agri-Demo-
F2F and the two Austrian case studies in detail to members of the agricultural chamber (WS 1) and to
demonstrators and participants of the demo events as well as two external stakeholders (WS 2).
Furthermore, the workshop participants, who have experiences in demonstration activities in their
provinces, were asked to contribute to key structural/functional characteristics of effective on-farm
demonstrations. Afterwards, they discussed about ‘barriers’ (issues/challenges) and ‘drivers’ of on-farm
demonstrations in Austria and gave examples for best practices from their regions.

Austria Case Study 1 5



T1: Programme/network level

AGES (Austrian Agency for Health and Food Safety) is responsible for variety testing throughout Austria.
It leases fields in different farms to conduct trials and compare results. AGES’ department role is to test
and present new varieties (Programme interviewee 1).

The Agricultural Chamber of Upper Austria holds the main responsibility in the organisation of events. It
also conducts experiments at the host farmer’s location, and together they plan the route for the field
day.

Private advisers are organised in a steering group which meets 2 times per year for discussions,
coordination, personal management, annual planning, and presentation of the business report. Within
formed working groups the advisers together with the so called ‘water farmers’ (which are heads of the
work groups and are trained by the consultancy for soil and water protection) manage the
network/programme (Programme interviewee 2).

Training organisations, such as the rural institute for advanced training, is responsible for
specific trials, such as plant protecting issues. They engage experts as
facilitators/demonstrators. (Programme interviewee 2)

Host famers engage in the selection of topics and the organisation of the event. (Programme
interviewee 1)

All actors above are engaged into assessing the event and planning future steps.

In the end we (AGES, agricultural chamber, farmers, demonstrators) pass the event in review
and think about possible improvements for the future. (Farmer)

Participants’ ideas are included in the demo set-up. Results from an event in autumn for
example are discussed with farmers, advisers and researchers. Their suggestions are taken
into account for the follow-up eventin spring. (Farmer)

All programme interviewees stated that actors involved are well connected at both national and
international level, as well as among themselves. Cooperating organisations and bodies use those links
to inform and increase outreach and impact of demos.

In Austria AGES conducts variety testing within 9 experimental stations throughout Austria. There is no
international cooperation.

| collaborate with BOKU Vienna (University of Natural Resources and Life Sciences) and the
agricultural school in St. Florian (upper Austria) to a limited extent. (Programme
interviewee 1)

We are well connected to other work groups and committees like the Advisory for soil
protection in Vienna, the ministry, universities (Boku, Vienna), partner organisations in
Bavaria (Bavarian regional office for agriculture), the machinery ring of upper Austria,
schools, the Federal Environment Agency (excursion delegations from Morocco or Jordan),
the ministry (....) The connection focuses on Austria and partly on Bavaria or foreign
countries due to excursions. (Programme interviewee 2)

Austria Case Study 1



| have good connections to other federal states like lower Austria, Burgenland, Styria, and
Carinthia. Furthermore | am well connected to the Austrian Agency for Health and Food
Safety (AGES), the agricultural ministry, RWA (Raiffeisen Goods Austria) and the chemical
industry including companies like: Bayer, BASF Austria, Syngenta, Kwizda, Nufarm Austria,
Belchim Crop Protection, FMC, Adama Austria, Plantana and Certis Europe. The connections
are mostly national and partly international (e.g. the Bavarian regional office). (Programme
interviewee 3)

Allinstitutional actors are either directly or indirectly funded for their involvement in organised
demonstration activities by the national or local government. In specific cases commercial/supply case
companies also pay for variety testing.

Variety testing is task of the state. Seed companies pay fixed tariffs for variety testing. We
have core financing from the agricultural chamber but no special funding. (Programme
interviewee 1)

The budget is provided by the division ‘soil water management’. Therefore an annual
decision of the state parliament is necessary. (Programme interviewee 2)

For the division crop protection there is no funding any more, in former times there was a
federation-federal state-funding pool. Now (...) we have to submit a project proposal every
two years which is supervised by a coordination office of the ‘agricultural chamber Austria’
in Vienna. (Programme interviewee 3)

T2: Farm (event) level
The farmer has a 30-years long experience in experimental farming and demonstration activities.

In 1985 | started with silage maize trials. In 1987 | started to cooperate with the agricultural
chamber as chairman of the work group for trial design and analysis. 1991-1997: crop
rotation trial with 16 replicates. Since 1995 variety testing on grain maize, silage maize,
wheat and barley. Since 1999 Trials on crop protection and fertilisation in cooperation with
the agricultural chamber. Since 2000 fertilisation trials with AGRO Linz and other
companies. Since 2004 my fields are one of AGES's trial sites. Since 200 all our experiments
are setup in 4 replications. (Post host farmer interview)

The farm hosts a variety of events each year with multiple objectives and target groups. Moreover, the
farmer’s experience has guided his selection of demo topics and objectives to meet the farmer
community needs.

(We host) ... annual field days, 10 excursions per year, pupils visit the farm once a week.
(Post host farmer interview)

(...), we aim to present a broad range of varieties from different companies and point out
also those with low yield levels for example. Independence of companies and politics is
important for us. (Post host farmer interview)

Although the demo farm is connected to the agricultural chamber and AGES (which summarize and
compare experimental results) it does not consider itself as part of a programme or wider network. The
farmer holds a decisive role in deciding on the when's and how’s of hosted demas.
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(....) AGES for example comes up with ideas for our farm but we decide whether we
implement them or not. But we are not involved in any demonstrations on other farms
(post host farmer interview).

Financial support of demos is rather limited despite the long-standing relationship of the farm/farmer
with AGES and the agricultural chamber. It seems that the overall power of the demo stems from the
clear division of roles and alignment of strengths, objectives and aspirations among actors.

(...) The family acts as manpower, the agricultural chamber is the interface to companies,
AGES (Austrian Agency for Health and Food Safety) supports with the experimental set-up
and also acts as demonstrator. (...) We receive small financial support from the agricultural
chamber (...) but we are not part of any funding programmes. AGES also pays a small
financial compensation for leasing 7 of our fields but this is no funding arrangement but just
a compensation for work effort. Last year we awarded the Austrian innovation prize thatis
endowed with 500 Euro.

The host farmer acted also as a demonstrator whereas the multiple demo trials were served by
experts/facilitators of collaborating organisations.

There was a facilitator at each 10 topics, as well as a person who guided the group from one spot to
another. The facilitators/demonstrators were from the organisations that were responsible for the
demonstration (observation tool).

The farm is located in Bad-Wimsbach-Neydharting, Upper Austria. It is an average sized farm (50 ha
arable land and 150 fattening pigs) cultivating maize, barley, rapeseed, soya, biodiversity fields as well
as permanent grassland (post host farmer interview). The farm offered ample opportunities for demo
experiments on several fields as comparisons in multiple fields while agricultural machinery was also
showcased.

Size and design of demo: big field experiments, on several fields, e.g. small plots with several winter
wheat varieties - also old varieties (observation tool).

The rich host farmer’s experience in demonstrations and experimental trials has resulted to a
multifaceted set of comparisons fields covering a wide set of demo topics.

(the farm had) 10 trials on: 1. fertilisation of winter rape, 2. fungicides in winter barley, 3. winter barley
varieties, 4. winter rape varieties, 5. under sown crops and herbicides in grain maize, 6. N-fertilisation in
winter wheat, 7. varieties and sowing density of winter wheat, 8. growth regulators for winter barley, 9.
varieties and sowing density of winter barley, 10 varieties of winter wheat (observation tool).

The farmer’s collaboration with apex organisations and national bodies equipped him with a plethora of
materials which he availed to participants.

We provide a printed field guidebook including explanations and results, posters, brochures,
presentation boards, Links, printed results, references for downloads from our and partner
homepages (e.g. PPT presentations). (Farmer)
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The farmer runs this specific annual field day since 15 years. This time the event took place in the
afternoon of June 13,2018 and its duration was three (3) hours (17.00 — 20.00).

It should be noted that trial/demo results are presented in a follow-up event organised in
autumn. (Farmer)

Impressively wide attendance numbers -some 350 participants in total- indicate that the eventis a
milestone in local farming communities. Most farmers found it rather easy to join, with only a few
reporting a travel time to attend that exceeds 45 minutes (pre survey participants’ tool).

Austria Case Study 1



T1: Coordinating effective recruitment of host farmers and participants

Although the Farmer was compensated for their involvement, he received 3 modest amount of money.

We receive small financial support from the agricultural chamber, according to their
financial resources, but we are not part of any funding programmes. AGES also pays a
small financial compensation for leasing 7 of our fields but this is no funding arrangement
butjust a compensation for work effort. (Farmer)

According to the Programme Interviewees, funding was increasingly limited, coming via the agricultural
chamber. They reiterated that any funding was intended as a compensation, rather than a payment.

There are no monetary incentives except taking over the arising expenses for a
demonstration event. (Programme Interviewee 2)

Farmers obtain a low financial compensation for the experiments but | would call this only
a tiny incentive. (Programme Interviewee 3)

¢KS CIFNNSNJ gla Y2U0A0F0GSR 6@ + RS&AANB (2 GNIFyaFSN wOdzN
demaonstrations provide the opportunity to see developments in agricultural machinery first hand and noted
how economic benefit has never been a motivation for them.

Our field days also include machinery exhibitions. Companies often offer us to test their
agricultural machines. Hence we become familiar with new technologies and the
companies get the chance for advertising their products at our field days. This is a wimwin-
situation for both. Economic benefit has never been a motivation or reason ¢Faghej

Programme Interviewee 1 noted how the Farmer (CS1), was naturally oriented to delivering demonstrations.

[The Farmer has expressed a] keen interest since school days, has closely cooperated with the

' INR Odzf GdzNI £ OKLF Y6 SNE hér gt Bn africulturaOsoriedi e &ldoladachesX 8 | & |
importance to knowledge transfer for pupils. Social standing is no motivation. (Programme

Interviewee 1)

Programme Interviewees 2 and 3 reiterated the importance of a personal desire to want to deliver
demonstations, rather than a desire for financial benefit. In terms of tangible benefit, Programme Interviewee
3 recognised how by becoming host farmersfarmers expand their own network.

Overall interest in plant production and in forwarding the informattorcolleagues. The focus is
on personal conviction rather than economic benefit. Our water farmers only get 150 Euros for
their activities. (Programme Interviewee 2)

| can exclude economic benefit as a motivation. Host farmers want to expand their own
knowledge, social standing in the region may be a reason too. Host farmers gain personal benefit
due to close contact to advisers also beyond and above the agricultural holding. (Programme
Interviewee 3)
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The Farmer felt participants were particularly attracted to their events because of their independence
from companies; he felt that participants were therefore more likely to trust their advice.

Because we are independent of any companies, participants appreciate independent
statements [...] we aim to present a broad range of varieties from different companies and
point out also those with low yield levels for example. Independence of companies and
politics is important for us. (Farmer)

Programme Interviewee 1 suggested thhetaccess to other farmers and the informal knowledge exchange
associated with this, was a key motivation for farmers. The social aspect should not be underestimated either.

The communication between the farmers and their exchange of knowledge couldnbéation
factor. Last but not least the cosy gigether with food and beer in the end is a great trigger
factor. (Programme Interviewee 1)

The second Programme Interviewee highlighted the importance of content; particularly attractive for
participantswas the exhibition of machinery, as well as novel speakers.. By attending demonstration events,
farmers can work towards their certificates of competence; which makassignificant motivation for
participants.

Technigue (machinery exhibition) is @ lfiigger factor, interesting and new speakers, and
confirmations for OPUL interventions or certificates of competence (Boogramme Interviewee
2)

Farmers obtain points for their certificate of competence by attending a demonstration
event. (Programme Interviewee 3)

Participants stated as motivations to attend this demo: interested in progress concerning plant
breeding and crop protection; comparing with others, get to learn something new; exchange of
experience; exchange of views with farmers; continuing education; experiments; interest;
machinery exhibition; unaltered results; school; watching new experiments on varieties and
fertilisation and copy them for own farm; experience for the future (on own farm); finding the best
varieties for own farm.

The Farmer noted that participants were not specifically targeted for recruitment and that the events
were open to a wide range of interested groups.

Everybody who is interested is invited to come, no matter if farmers or others. (Farmer)

The Farmer felt that word-of-mouth advertising was the most effective means of advertising events,
although he supplemented this with other platforms, including agricultural chamber communications.

Word-of-mouth advertising is the most effecéwvay, agricultural journals and the newsletter
from the agricultural chamber of Upper Austria are also used for advertising e\{Eairsner)

One of the Programme Interviewees noted the importance of differentiating the means of advertising and
inviting participants. He noted that this needed to be tailored to the age of participants. Interestingly, the
means of advertising were broad and varied.

Depending on the age of the target audience the personal, printed invitation, for elder people, or
a Faceboolost, for the younger ones. The water farmers also use Email and send reminders via
SMS or WhatsApp. Water farmers have to comply with a special number of participants that is
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targeted by the work group. Deductions are made in case of too less particigBnégramme
Interviewee 2)

Ly GSNxa 2F NBONHAGAY3 GNIRAGAZ2YIFIEEE WKINR (2 NBFOKQ
(discussed above), meant that demonstrations had become of interest to all farmers, who needed to attend
such events t@achieve their certificate.

We are successful with the certificate of competence, that farmers have to prove. Some pressure
is put on the farmers because now they have to pass this kind of advanced trgfPingramme
Interviewee 3)

One of the Programme Interviewees suggested that providing problem driven demonstrations — which
offer a solution to a specific and contemporary problem — was key to recruiting participants.

For example pesticide residues are found in water. Therefore the rural governmaritesdqo
advise farmers concerning stopping the application of a special pesticide and finding alternatives.
| always try to keep in mind the present problems and topjesogramme Interviewee 3)

T2: Appropriate demonstration and interaction approaches

The Farmer felt his approach to demonstrating was ‘Mostly top down’. Two out of the three Programme
Interviewees agreed with this, although one felt it was ‘Entirely top down’, owing to the directinput from
the Agricultural Chamber.

Although the demonstrations had a clear relationship with the Agricultural Chamber, the design of
demonstrations and selection of demonstration topics was done closely with farmers and hosts, and
often responded to issues farmers were experiencing or facing.

Some special issues are predominated by the host farmer and by the members of the working
groups. The presented experiments need to have duration of at least 3 years. Another focus is on
news and innovations, for example depending on new présitar crop protection. Farmers

want to become more familiar with them before using the(Rrogramme Interviewee 3)

According to the Farmer, participants were involved in the development of the demonstrations. There

was a strong emphasis on including potential participants in the demonstration-design, and a process in

place to ensure this could happen.
t F NOAOALI yiaQ ARSI & -Up.NRBsulis ffod farevedtin mimyl foriea@pleR SY2 a S
are discussed with farmers, advisers and researchers. Their suggestions are taken into account
for the followrup event in spring(Farmer)

The Farmer reiterated how demonstration design was a product of cooperation between farmers &nd oth
stakeholders. This came through strongly in this Case Study.

They are selected in cooperation between farmers, AGES, the agricultural chamber, the school

GKIFG LQY dSFOKAY3 FdZ YR YS® ¢KS YIFIAY RSOAAA2Y Aa
agricultural topics (e.g. pesticide residues in the groundwater) are presented and alternatives are

stated (Farmer)
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There was a similar emphasis on the inclusion of host farmers in the design of the overarching programme.
Although it appears to be a deromtic process, as Programme Interviewee 2 claimgth LILINB OA F (A 2 y
K2a0d FFENNYSNI Aa 2F LI NIGAOdzZ I NJ AYLERNIFYOS:E (GKS Kz2ad

Host farmers are always involved regardless of they are well known to our network or if they are
newly recruited ones(Programme Interviewee 3)

On the one hand the topics are steered by the programme or network on the other hand the
interest of the work group members, which is discussed at the annual meetings, is taken into
account. Nevertheless not emewish can be satisfiedProgramme Interviewee 2)

Both the Farmer and two out of the three Programme Interviewees described the network as ‘in between’
3 ‘Whole farm’ and ‘Single focus’ approach. The third Programme Interviewee described the network as
‘Single focus'.

The Farmer and two out of three Programme Interviewees felt the network approach was also ‘a mixture’
between an experimental and exemplary design. However, the Farmer felt that a more ‘experimental’
approach would better fit his farming ethos. All Programme Interviewees recognised the importance of
the Farmers’ ethos and own preferences.

This choice is influenced by the host farmer, the consultant for agriculture of the agricultural
chamber and myself. The approach shibbe as broad as possibl@rogramme Interviewee 1)

‘Whole farm’ focussed, deploying an approach that was ‘a mixture’ between experimental and
exemplary approaches to demonstration. The Farmer told us how he emphasised the whole system
because of the importance of the bigger picture to sustainable farming operations.

I try as less as possible to single out stuff. It's the whole system that... well | can imagine
that people who see something interesting here say ‘let’s try this too’ and then it doesn’t
work, because you need the whole system. (Farmer)

The Programme Interviewee reiterated the importance of a broad approach, particularly to those
interested in improving the environmental credentials of their farms.

People who want to start a nature inclusive farm, they have a big list of questions, not only
about the trees, crops or agricultural things, but very often more about the financing or how
to get approval from the municipality, or how do you get the land to start your farm? So
very broad, always very broad. (Programme Interviewee 2)

The Farmer and Programme Interviewees tended to agree about the ideal group size for a
demonstration - all suggested around 20 people or under work the best (regardless of type of
participant) — although they did recognise that it did depend on the event. Interestingly the Farmer
noted how, despite recognising an optimum number, some demonstration days had a lot more
attending.

20 persons (farmers) per group with almost the same basic knowledge are most effective.
Nevertheless, at our field days we have a number of groups with 50 to 80 participants each.
(Farmer)

Not more than 20 persons per group is most effective. The type of group is always farmers,
no matter which age. (Programme Interviewee 1)
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Progamme Interviewees 2 and 3 suggested that when groups are bigger, splitting the group into smaller
groups was a useful tactic to facilitate discussion.

The optimal group size is 30 people maximum. In case of more participants, they are split up in
smallergroups, like at our field days. 15 to 20 people per group would be even more effective
because than discussions arise but this is not feasible each time because a certain number of
farmers has to be advised. (Programme Interviewee 2)

| prefer 15 to 20 pede per group Above 20, smaller subgroups may split up and discuss a
special issug(Programme Interviewee 3)

T3: Enabling learning appropriate to purpose, audience, context

In terms of structuring the day, a clear emphasis was put on combining different elements.

Prefer a combination of demonstrations and oral presentations. Also a machinery exhibition is
part of our field days. Versatility is important, as well as food and dimitse end. (Farmer)

The most effective way is a balance between talk and practical actiifesgramme
Interviewee 2)

Programme Interviewee 3 described a very structured, but nonetheless varied, format of their typical
events. It also included a social element (meeting in a restaurant), before a field walk. He also noted how,
in his experience, farmers preferred evening events and warned against a standalone presentation,
without any interactive elements e.g. field walks.

We often meet in a restauraror discussing before the field walks or also the other way round.
The structure of the event also depends on the weather conditions. Farmers prefer evening
events. Single presentations that are given in restaurants in front of a huge audience are less
effective than events for small groups that are combined with field wglRsogramme

Interviewee 3)

The Farmer described a range of tools which he had found useful and was planning for future events. There
ga | AGNRByYy3I SYLKIF &Aa d2yl YK I &ySRA y235Q &S0 28958 yHiI2aNJI 22N yO (R A
iKS FASERQO®

Question and answer sessions are most effective. Posters would be effective too. It is important

to present topics directly in the field rather than at the meeting point in the maatyitnall

before the field walks. Handsn tools or looking in a soil pit would be desirable for future

planning. (Programme Interviewee 1)

The Farmer and all three Programme Interviewees listed the ability for ‘Participants to ask questions and
talk openly’ as the mostimportant facet of a demonstration day. As Programme Interviewee 2 noted -
‘open discussion is extremely important’. Programme Interviewee 1 suggested that asking questions was
a way of telling that participants had listened to the speech.

The Farmer claimedtotNE (2 O2yaARSNJ S OK LI NGAOALIY(IQa OGASsQ> |
F4d F FASER RI@ SgAGK YIye LINIAOALI yiaQd | Sedggh R K246S DS
about the demonstration topic.

Two out of the three Programme Interviewees claimed to plan for variation. The both referenced the use of
preRSY2Yya0GNF GA2Y S@Ifdzd G§GA2Yy 2F LINIAOALI yGAaQ 1y2e6f SRAS
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both noted that this is not always possible at smaller events; this may be something to consider developing the
provision for in the future.

We partly plan for the variation in learning capacities. In single cases (e.g. a seminar concerning a
new programme fothe Austrian fertilisation plan) we evaluate participants™ knowledge in
advance. This is not possible for demonstration events / field.d&rsgramme Interviewee 2)

In case of small course groups with a more diverse audience like pupils and faaslers |
participants to introduce themselves to ascertain their standard of knowledge. In case of our
working groups | know about that in advance. Planning for the variation in learning capacities is
not possible at big demo eventf®rogramme Interviewee 3)

T4 Effective follow-up activities

The Farmer claimed to continue to engage with participants on an informal level — encouraging them to
test what has been presented at the event. The Farmer and the Programme offered a range of materials
for participants to access after the event including presentations, figures and other resources; these
documents are available online to participants or in hard copy at the event.

| offer my PowerPoint presentation as printed slide$doe the event and an overview table for
pesticides as well as folders on topics like erosion, driftage, resistances, and weeds. The latter are
available on the info desk. Information material is also available on our homefRiggramme
Interviewee 3)

Adual information from our network and the agricultural chamber is available on an information

desk at each demonstration event. These are brochures, information sheets, etc. Participants

02t f SO0 GUKSY 0STF2NB 2NJ I TiSNwpks effScfuBobiise tieX 8 LINA y G SR
FNBYy Qi NBIFIR® ¢KSNBEF2NBX ¢S FT20dza 2y KFE@Ay3a | FSg o
our email as well as downloads from our homepa@@ogramme Interviewee 2)

Nor the Farmer or Programme Interviewees attempted to assess any kind of impact of the
demonstration event amongst participants or in the broader context.
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Event details

There were approximately 350 attendees at the event, of whitltompleted the pre and post
survey.

training
agricul farmer + centre +
n° tural emplo | farm | pu apprentice | apprentice

surveys || master yee er pil | retiree | salesman| adviser ship ship unknown
occupations 37 1 2 15 9 1 1 1 1 1 5
working
area 33
local area 29 1 2 12 6 1 1 1 5
not local 4
area 2 1 1
gender 35
male 34 1 2 13 9 1 1 1 1 1
female 1 1
age 36
1830 24 2 10 9 1 1 1
3140 1 1
41-50
51-60 7 1 2 1 3
60+ 4 2 1 1

T1: Learning processes

When in the whole group participants were rather closed and didn't share their knowledge and/or
experiences related to the topic willingly. When in small groups between 10% and 50% of the
participants had no problem sharing their knowledge and/or experiences related to the topic. In the
small groups, when walking in the fields and after the demonstrators had talked, people were opening
up and sharing ideas and stories. A little time was made for questions. Some (5-10) questions were
asked. There were a few participants trying to formulate their own points of view regarding the topic.
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participant answers

demonstrator answers

(A
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3| @ @ ) ) Q Q Q 3 =
822 |8 |8 Sls |8 |35 |8
2| o > a © ) ® @ 3 =2
) | asked participants to
| had the feelinghat | could share my share some of their owt
own knowledgeas relevant 0| 22 | 42 | 33 0 background knowledge 2/6 | 3/6 | 1/6 0
information during the demo.
| asked at !east one questiairing the 84% yes
demonstration .
lencouraged the
| shared my own point of vieat least 68% ves participants to formulatg 0 0 56 | 16 0
onceduring the demonstration. y their own point of view
during the demonstration,
| encouraged the
| felt encouraged to ask questions ol 11 | 53 | 28 0 participants to formulatg 0 o | a6 | 36 0
during the demonstration. questionsduring the
demonstration.
When there were e.my dISCUSS.IO.hﬁeH‘. ol 19 22 29 1
comfortable sharing my opinion

Handson opportunities

A hands-on activity on NO3- measurements of water was demonstrated taking enough time, so it was
clear to every participant. No hands-on activity was carried out by participants.

Other multisensorial experiences
It was possible to see and touch the crops, and the roots of rapeseed.

Discussion opportunities and negotiating conflicting points of view
There was a facilitator at each of the 10 topics, as well as a person who guided the group from one spot

to another. The facilitators/demonstrators were from the organisations that were responsible for the

demonstration.

Open discussions between a few participants were stimulated and shared critical points of view were

clarified so more people could understand. The rain probably minimized some discussions in the group.
There were although lively discussions about the advantages of old and new wheat varieties, diseases of
winter wheat (e.g. fungi) in different years, N fertilisation strategies for wheat with different qualities; N

fertilisation strategies (e.qg. before winter, slow release fertilisers) for rape; sulphur fertilisation of rape
and application of herbicides in rape. Additionally, advantages and disadvantages of different wheat
varieties were discussed in the field.
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participant answers

demonstrator answers
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In my opinionthere were interestin In my opinionthere were
1 my op . . 9 6| 8 47 | 33 6 interesting discussions | 0 1/6 | 3/6 | 2/6 0
discussionsluring the demonstration. : )
during the demonstration,
If participantdidn't agree
If participants didn't agreaith each with each other during
other during dlscussmns,. s.omebgdy 3l 9 26 | 29 | 14 discussionssomebody o |26 | ae 0 0
(demonstrator/other participantiried to (me or somebody else)
reach a consensusetween them. tried to reach consensu
between them.

Participants all seem to know each other well, but are not close friends. Demonstrators act open and

friendly, but not as close friends with the participants. The host farmer was also a demonstrator. Many of

the participants said they came because of the host farmer.
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participant answers

demonstrator answers

demonstrator.

participants.
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Wereparticipants
(farmers, advisers,
\ . . i 2/6 answered yes, by discussid
Ifelt actively involvediuring the whole _researchers etcipvolved ) yes, by )
. 0| 22 | 59 | 19 0 in the overall and involvement in the planning
demonstration process. .
development of this the demo event.
demonstratior? If yes,
how?
| felt ||k.elthe demonstration increased al s 57 | 20 5
my ability to rely on myselfs a farmer.
| couldrelate well to other participants .
) Most of the participant:
(because they have an agricultural 3] 1 54 | 32 0 participants 0 2/6 | 416 0
L ) were well known to me
background similar to mine).
- A lot of the participantare
Alot of th
ot of theother participantsarepart of| o | 17 | 47 | 55 | g part of the same 0o | 26| 46| 0
the same farmer networks me.
network as me
| felt like | couldrust the knowledge of
. 3| 19 | 33 | 42 3
(most of) the other participants
. . . The demonstration felt lik|
The d tratiofielt lik f | . L
© demonstratio ke an informa 3| 8 49 | 41 0 an informal activityto 0 0 | 2/6 | 4/6
activityto me.
me.
| thoughtthe host farm was comparab ol 28 | 39 | =1 3 I think tr_1ehost fa.rmwas 0 0 0 6/6
enough to my own farm well suitedfor this demo.
I_had the feeling thdemonstrator was 3l 11| 56 | 31 G
like one of us.
I had the feeli | h
ad the feeling could trust the 3l 6 58 | 33 0
demonstrators knowledge
Igot along very well with the 3l 11| 51| =1 3 I got along wellvith the 0 0 e | 56

T2: Learning outcomes

Explained knowledge was sufficiently understandable and practical skills were sufficiently addressed to
foster maximum uptake by participants. There was no clear evidence that common methods or ways of
thinking on farming and/or on learning were questioned. So at the actual demonstration critical thinking
was not fostered clearly, but this happened extensively afterwards when attendees were having food
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and drinks together.

participant answers

demonstrator answers

What would youdeally like to learn
today?

most answers contained: cro
protection; effects of plant
production products,
experiments on and
characteristics of varieties;
drought on arable land, tips
practice-oriented information
and solutions, current situatio
in cereal production; results fq
experiments on sowing densi
indicators for yield level; how
improve arable farming on th

what do youintend for
the particpants to learn
today?

getting to know new products ang
new techniques in crop productio
agricultural tools for the protection
of soil and water; presentation off
new varieties; practical experienc

own farm
41
S @ @
g S |2 S 2 |3
ol 2 g |8 e s |'e
21818 |a |2 s | 2 g |8
Q| 3 @ = & o s» 2 N =3
3 @ @ @ ) ) @ Q 3 =
8l2 |2 |8 |2 S |3 (2|3 |8
o| < S =3 © @ © @ e =2
Thedemonstration met my | think participants have
expectationsegarding what | wantedto| 3 | 8 50 | 39 learnt what | intended 0 0 1/6 | 5/6 0
learn. them to learn
| tried tosurprise
Thedemqnstratlon exceeded my 6| 22 | 36 | 36 0 participants with 0 o6 | 36 | s 0
expectations. uncommon/new
knowledge/new skill.
| felt surprisecht some
| felt surprlsed_at some point(s) during 3| 17 | 58 | 28 0 pomt(s)mys_elfdurlng the 0 46 | 16 0 16
the demonstration. demonstration (e.g. by a
question or discussion).
. . | obtained a clearer
| | .
obtained a clearer understanding | | o | 55 | 55 | understandingof the o |36 |26| 0 | 16
the topic(s) demonstrated. )
topic(s) myself.
| have the feelinglearned
I have the feeling Iea_rned sqmethmg 3l s 58 | 31 0 something new_iqnng thig 0 16 | a6 0 16
new (knowledge, skill, practice, etc.). demo (from participants,
discussion...).
I thought about how | could implemer I:ﬂfztfe\z:xmmi;fvg:
some of the ideas and practicesonmy ¢ 8 | 6 61 | 25 0 P . kd 0 | 36| 2/6 | 1/6 0
some point during the
farm.
demo.
| encouraged participants
Ireflecte_d on my own point of \{lem 3| 14 | 59 | 24 0 to _reflect _on the_lr ow_n 0 ve | a6 | 16 0
some point during the demonstration. point of viewduring this
demo.
| encouraged participants
I Iearr.wt abouthe principles underlying 3 11| 56 | 25 6 tr:v ref!ect on thglr owr? 0 o |36 | 36 0
practice situationsometime during
this demo.
| thought abouthow we learn something L:?:;);ri?ﬁisan"’sgams
new on demonstrations (e.g.: teaching | 6 | 21 | 44 | 26 3 . 0 1/6 | 4/6 | 1/6 0
learn something newon
methods). :
demonstrations.
| encouraged participants
| thought abouwhy | want to learn about| to reflect on why we ar¢
. : . 6 . 0
the topic(s) of this demonstration. 3|26 43 23 trying to learnabout the 0 0 | 56 1/6
topic of this demonstratiol
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T3: Overall comments on the effectiveness of the event

Participants:

With an average of 3,9 on 5, participants rated the event overall as effective. Everybody who participated
in the surveys would recommend the demonstration. They stated as most effective characteristics of the
event: exact results from the experiments; the host farmer; good information; field walks; many
participants; broad scope; precise experiments and demonstrations.

Most had no suggestions for improvement. Only three commented with: more efficient grouping of
participants; precision farming for next generations and ‘changes’.

Demonstrator:

The demonstrators reported as most effective characteristics: the practical relevance, variety of
experiments, only interested farmers as attendees, lots of experts as demonstrators, the broad scope, the
exact experiments and information about listed varieties.

Observed points of improvement
As points of improvement, the demonstrators stated none.

Observed main strong points of the event:

The event was very well structured and organised with guided field walks and printed guidebooks. The
host farmer is very interested in research and cooperates with various networks. Another strong aspect is
the host farmer's focus on knowledge transfer not only to farmers but also to pupils. The different
demonstrators were recognised by the participants as trustworthy and the participants felt as if they
could actively participate.
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FarmDemuo CASE STUDY Austria: Kastenhuber

Taru Sanden, Agnes Schweinzer, Heide Spiegel, AGES

The farm of Maria and Franz Kastenhuher (50 ha arable
land, 140 fattening pigs) has a long history of
demonstration activities, ranging from various crop trials
on fungicide and growth regulator tests and experiments
on soil and crop protection. The farm is working closely
with the agricultural chamber and AGES leases parts of the
farm for its trials. Annual field days with 500-800
participants are organised since 2006.

Objectives Audience & participation

*  knowledge transfer for local farmers and * mostly local farmers recruited from
agricultural schools agricultural networks, advisors, researchers

* collaboration with research partners * local television channel

* presenting innovative results and conclusions  +  free-of-charge participation
independently from agricultural industry

Motivations Demonstration set-up
= ‘curiosity in new ideas’ (direct guote from the host *  guided field walks

farmer] + 10 experiments, spatially and thematically
* new perspectives for agriculture separated

+ researchers and farmers as demonstrators
+ printed field guidebooks including results of

Topic selection the presented experiments

* in consultation with research institutes and the * predominantly top down approach
agricultural chamber + informal relationship between demonstrators

* according to the host farmer’s personal interest and participants

Evaluation peer-to-peer learning environment (field day, 13.06.2018)

* 350 participants in total (split up in groups of approx. 30-50)

* few hands-on tools (testing nitrate levels in water)

* some multisensory activities (touching and looking at crops and roots)

*  little time for formulating questions

+  lively, but limited discussions in smaller groups {maybe due to heavy rain)

well structured and organised demo, open minded host farmer
field day is organised once a year by the farmer himself without funding
keen interest of local farmers and promotion in agricultural networks, mostly positive

feedback from participants
participants considered the demo’s content relevant to their own situation
fostering of single loop instead of double loop learning

prograr under grant agrement N* 12 T3ER
LA and W 18061 LagriDemo-F2F)

{"6-
-
\\ w FLAD s AgriDema-F2F hnie recelved
“v bumdling Fom the the Eurepean Linlen's
Horizar 1020 Research and inncvation t s( ; I : ;
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Network

In CS 2 the main network actors were BOKU (University of Natural Resources and Life Sciences, Vienna),
FiBL Austria (Research Institute of Organic Agriculture), farmers, Bio Austria (umbrella organisation for
organic farmers), the host farmer and AGES. The host farmer mentioned a strong interaction between all
these actors.

Farm facts and location

The farmer, A, is located in Absdorf in Lower Austria. He stopped ploughing 25 years ago, and converted
his farm (80ha arable land, 10ha grassland) to organic cultivation in 2006. Nutrient management is done
only by crop rotation without any fertiliser (even no compost). In 2010 A co-founded VERMIGRAND
Naturprodukte GmbH. The company produces organic fertilisers and peat-free organic soils. The
research on his farm focuses on composting using earthworms, soil-health and agroforestry.

Details about the event

The organisation of the event was cooperation between FIBL, BOKU, Bio Austria and the host farmer. The
scientific actors FiBL and BOKU provided basic scientific information for the farmers and the host farmer.
The host farmer transfers practical knowledge e g. trial results and experiences about the Roller crimper
method to the participants. Farmer to farmer learning was mentioned as an indispensable basic for
discussion between peers. Participants were recruited from the local work groups of Bio Austria and the
host farmer himself.

Austria Case Study 2 24



In line with the Methodological Guidelines, three main data sources are used: a background document
and interviews at Programme and Farm level to analyse structural and functional characteristics, and
event tools and surveys to analyse event level participation and learning, as follows:

1.

A background document for every case study was completed by the AgriDemo-F2F partner who
carried out the case study.

Interviews with representatives of programme/networks (level 1) and farm level interviews with
demonstrators/hosts (Level 1) to reveal how the functional and structural characteristics enable
learning. Analysis of these interviews is reported in Sections 3 and 4. Data is sourced from interviews
with 2 Programme interviewees and 1 Farm level interviewee, the host farmer. The analysis followed
4 themes: (1) Coordinating effective recruitment of host farmers and participants, (2) Developing and
coordinating appropriate interaction approaches, (3) Planning, designing and conducting appropriate
demonstration processes, (4) Enabling learning appropriate to purpose, audience, context, (5) Follow-
up activities.

Event tools and surveys (level 3) to reveal peer to peer learning processes. Event details and analysis
is reported in Section 5. This data is sourced from 6 pre-demonstration participant surveys, 1 pre-
demonstration facilitator survey and an event observation tool completed by an observing researcher.
This data is mainly used for the analysis of learning processes and learning outcomes related to the
specific event and overall comments on the effectiveness of the event.

Finally, workshops were organised in September 2018 with the aim to introduce the project Agri-Demo-
F2F and the two Austrian case studies in detail to members of the agricultural chamber (WS 1) and to
demonstrators and participants of the demo events as well as two external stakeholders (WS 2).
Furthermore, the workshop participants, who have experiences in demonstration activities in their
provinces, were asked to contribute to key structural/functional characteristics of effective on-farm
demonstrations. Afterwards, they discussed about ‘barriers’ (issues/challenges) and ‘drivers’ of on-farm
demonstrations in Austria and gave examples for best practices from their regions.
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T1: Programme/network level

Two associations with special interest on Organic farming are referred by the two Programme
Interviewees: BioAustria (Austria’s umbrella association for organic farming) with an executive board out
of farmers and FiBL Austria, a non-profit association with an executive board and a managing director.

Bio Austria
Bio Austria as a network of organic farmers has several farmer work groups in all federal
states, each one of which is coordinated and supported by a so called ‘organisation farmer’.
In total Lower Austria it has 80 work groups with one leader each (Programme Interviewee

1).

BioAustria is responsible for the organisation of field days. In general, the leader of a work group or an
adviser from BioAustria is actively involved in demonstrations, while some actors may assume multiple
roles.

| act as organisation farmer, adviser and demonstrator. (Programme Interviewee 1)

WhNBFYAaFGA2Y FENYSNR 2N g2NJAy3 INRBdzZLI £ S RSNRa NRf S
The organisation farmers often organise field days or meetings with the work groups and inform

advisers concerning date and content of the field days. Working group leaders act also as demonstrators

(Programme Interviewee 1).

Advisers

Advisers act as demonstrators, recruit new demonstrators from farmer work groups, decide on the
suitability of a specific field for a demonstration, support and organise demonstration events and topics.
Working as an intermediary, they suggest topics related to participants interests.

Advisers are the main players... [...]. It is up to the host farmer to offer which fields are visited
during smaller field days. | have to decide if these experiments fit with the demonstration
programme and | act as the demonstrator. The host farmer provides his fields for the event
but does not necessarily have to be present. (Programme Interviewee 1)

We discuss about demo events at our adviser meetings. If drought was an issue for
participants, for example we try to include this topic in the next field day. (Programme
Interviewee 1)

AcBNEQ O2ftfl 02Nl A2y
The selection of farmers to host demonstrations is a collaboration between a work group leader and an
adviser.

First of all | arrange a meeting with a work group leader for discussing potential topics and
targeting a date. According to that | ask suitable farmers. (Programme Interviewee 1)

The selection of demo goals and objectives are decided on different levels.

Namely, the executive board, the assembly of delegates, various adviser meetings and
training courses in Austria’s federal states as well as the agricultural chamber concerning
education issues decides. Objectives may vary between adviser groups and federal states.
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Fibl

Fibl staff, work closely with both the agricultural chamber of Lower Austria and BioAustria, organising
and supporting field experiments and field days on farms.[..]. They are active in several phases, such as
the event organisation and propagation, feedback through surveys, new farmer hosts recruitment etc.

The chamber and | (researcher) organise field experiments and field days on farms. We
present the experiments, goals and results if already available. The farmer and owner of the
farm presents the backstory. Sometimes also the leader of a BioAustria network group or an
adviser from BioAustria is involved. (Programme Interviewee 2)

We refer to the network of the Bionet project where relevant information is available and we
invite farmers to participate also further events. We also recruit them to become part of the
Bionet network and as a further step intensify the collaboration. (Programme Interviewee 2)

Networking
Bio Austria and Fibl are well connected both nationally and internationally.

On international level we (Bio Austria) are well connected with other organisations, NGOs,
retail chains and companies related to organic farming in the EU. For this issue we have a
special department. On national level we cooperate with NGOs, retail companies,
gastronomy, beekeepers, viticulturists, direct marketers etc. (Programme Interviewee 1)

We (Fibl) are very well connected to all kinds of advisory services in the field of agriculture,
like the agricultural chamber or BioAustria. We also cooperate with research institutions like
Boku* or Raumberg Gumpenstein. There is also a network of farmers in the Bionet and
Biobo projects who are interested in conducting experiments on their own field. On the
international level we are in particular connected to the Fiblinstitutes in Germany,
Switzerland, France and Brussels. Furthermore Fibl Austria is in contact with organic
farming associations in Germany and Switzerland. (Programme Interviewee 2)

*the Boku Vienna (University of Natural Resources and Life Sciences, Vienna

Other actors
Host farmer
' O0O2NRAY3I (2 GKS t NRPANIYYS LyidaSNDA®BMYyTarwam § KS K2
some oral presentation to total absence. On the other hand Programme Interviewee 2, referred to a
more actual role of host farmers.

Host farmers are involved in case of bigger events, when preparing a pit with a soil profile
forexample ¥ R IAPAY I &a2YS 2NIf LINBaSyialdAazyd wX6 L
which fields are visited during smaller field days. | have to decide if these experiments fit

with the demonstration programme and | act as the demonstrator. The host farmer

provides his fields for the event but does not necessarily have to be present. (Programme

Interviewee 1)

Host farmers are involved in individual demo activities as well as in the overall demo
programme. Concerning field days, host farmers present experimemisdtw project but

they also present other topics that are relevant on their farm. This programme is planned
beforehand with the host farmer. (Programme Interviewee 2)

Researchers, experts and companies
Both programme interviewees referred to the involvement of researchers, experts and/or companies in
the preparation of a demonstration event and its content.
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Researchers and companies are invited to meetings in the work groups for the content of
the field days.” [..] “In case of bigger events with presentations of researchers, links to further
information are shared. (Programme Interviewee 1)

For field days with very special topics and experts we try to gain as much information as
possible in advance in order to provide useful discussions during the event. (Programme
Interviewee 2)

Target Audience

Both programme interviewees stated that the main participants/audience are organic growers and
especially Bio Austria members, and farmers in transition to organic practices. Nevertheless, one of the
two interviewees referred also to a wider stakeholder participation during demo events.

The main participants are the farmers of Bio Austria members. We also try to recruit
interested farmers that have not converted to organic agriculture yet. My audience are
always organic farmers. (Programme Interviewee 1)

First of all these are organic farmers but also other interested people, s, researchers and
representatives from the public body with relation to agriculture. . [...] .The most effective
way is tapping into already existing networks from projects or from the work groups of
BioAustria... [....] Some demo activities focus more on newcomers that have recently
converted to organic farming, others especially focus on women in agriculture. (Programme
Interviewee 2).

T2: Farm (event) level

The host farmer of this case study has a strong affinity to research and he cooperates with universities
by implementing research on his farm and transferring knowledge since 15 years. The host farmer has
referred to the following actors and respective roles.

The case study host farmer is always involved as demonstrator. However his involvement varies
according to who organises the event.

Sometimes other institutions organise demonstrations on our farm. Then, organisation and
advertisement is up to them but I'm still involved as demonstrator. [...] If partner
organisations organise a field day on my farm they give the main presentation but I'm
always involved at least as demonstrator. Researchers and advisers are the organisers of the
demo events. (Farmer)

Our workers are involved in preparing field days or excursions. Besides mainly | am
involved. | have to prepare information material or presentations, take time for the events
and think about the programme depending on the weather. (Farmer)

The host farmer is also involved in demo topics selection, usually in collaboration with the institutes who
organise the event.

Topics are selected by the organisation team, including the members from my cooperation
institutions and myself. | usually don’t organise demo events on my own. (Farmer)

In this specific dema the host farmer, acted as both a host, demanstrator and a facilitator of the event
(Observation Tool).
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The target is generally farmers and mainly organic farmers. Nevertheless a wide variety of stakeholders
has been reported to attend the farm’s events. Apart from the host, farmers are not involved in the
overall development of the demonstrations.

On the one hand these are farmers, but due to our holistic approach also pupils, students,
kindergartners. [...]. Nevertheless, according to these institutions’ ethos the focus group are
organic farmers as well as students who focus on organic agriculture. [...]I have a broad
audience from kindergartners to international researchers. (Farmer)

In general farmers as participants are notinvolved, except the host farmer. (Farmer)

The case study demonstration farm is not part of a programme or a wider network nor is connected to
other demo farms. However, the host farmer is well connected to research and project boards and in that
way he has the opportunity to use this kind of networking. Many of the institution he collaborates with
are networks or work with networks.

Hitherto our farm has not been connected to other demo farms but we are cooperating with
research institutions or BioAustria. For example the next IFOAM conference takes place in
Vienna in September. In the course of this BioAustria organises a demo event on our farm.
Fibl organises excursions on flowering strips, Bioforschung Austria on agroforestry or Boku
on roller crimper. We are also cooperating with schools, some of them (agricultural schools
in lower Austria and Salzburg) visit our farms regularly. (Farmer)

I'm in the consortium of the Best4Soil project and involved in the OK-Net Arable project as
farmer. In case of the latter one | organised a conference that also included demo activities,
with 120 participants from 15 countries on our farm last year.[...]. 'm glad to have access to
research, e.g. EIP-AGRI and as member in 3 focus groups (organic farming, soil borne
diseases, carbon sequestration.

As these two associations, Bio Austria and Fibl, have a big geographic coverage all over Austria, through
this collaboration the farmer gains attendance and support. Both associations work with pre-existing
locally based initiatives, groups and networks to host demos as well as for outreach and
recruitment/attendance.

The case study demonstration farmer is not funded for his demo services, but aims at some funding
arrangement in the near future.

Till now there are no funding arrangements but due to our increasing demo events we will have to
organise them more professionally and also ask for funding arrangements. (Farmer)

However when collaborating with some institutions or associations like Bio Austria and Fibl or a funding
programme, he has the opportunity of some kind of compensation.

There are funding programmes from the ministry, the federal states or the European Union
with a term of 3 to 5 years. [..]Yes, financial support is possible, because demo events can be
part of a funding programme. (Programme Interviewee 1)
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Funding is only on projects, without any core funding. Fiblin cooperation with the agricultural
chamber or BioAustria supports with the organisation of the field day. Farmers get a small
financial compensation. (Programme Interviewee 2)

The Grand Farm is an average size farm located in Absdorf, Lower Austria, cultivating cash crops, which
are sold through national product dealers. The farmer applies stockless farming and crop rotation:
lucerne (2 years)-wheat-maize-hemp-soja-rye-mixed crops- and also catch crops (Post host farmer
Interview).

The design of the demo/test area includes flower test strip, field experiment for roller-crimper with 4
replicates of each treatment. The farm has comparative layouts for the replicated field experiment plus
several fields are managed by no-tillage (observation tool).

Travel time of farmers to reach the demo farm ranged from 15 to 35 minutes, with an average time close
to 25 minutes. Most participants have rated their travel effort to participate as rather easy.

The specific event, occurred in19 of July 2018, in collaboration with the advisory service of BioAustria
(post survey demonstrator interview). The event was designed within the framework of a scientific
project (pre survey demonstrator interview). Its duration was 4 hours (from 15.00 to 19.00).

In general, the host farmer holds one-off events at his farm, but depending on the topic, a
series of events can be also organised. Overall, 20 to 30 events are organised at his farm per
year (Farmer).

The farmer offers some minor arrangements when holding an event, which he plans to expand and
organise better in the future.

| offer water in small glass bottles. For the future we are planning a sitting together after the
events in a restaurant close to our farm. (Post host farmer interview)
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T1: Coordinating effective recruitment of host farmers and participants

The Farmer claimed to receive no funding for demonstration activities, although he noted that the
increasing demand for demonstration events and the professional standards they were expected to
deliver them, meant they were going to ask for funding arrangements.

Till now there are no funding arrangements but due to our increasing demo events we will
have to organise them more professionally and also ask for funding arrangements. (Farmer)

Whilst the Programme Interviewee recognised that financial support was available through funding
programmes, he also noted that in receiving funding, demonstration events became more formal and
required much more structure. He therefore expressed a preference for more informal approaches.

Yes, financial support is possible, because demo events can be part of a funding programme.
But for this purpose some organisational effort like invitations or attendance lists are
necessary. That's why | prefer the more flexible way with email and SMS. (Programme
Interviewee 1)

The interviewees listed a variety of motivations for hosts. The Farmer was motivated by learning and
supporting other farmers in learning about specific topics and accessing the cutting-edge research on
specific topic areas.

The aim of these 3 main topics is supporting farmers with research by investing in soil
health and providing efficient methods for gaining higher gross margins for example. But
conducting research on climate protection, pollution prevention or promoting biodiversity is
equally important. (Farmer)

The Farmer also talked about wanting to respond to the challenge of knowledge transfer within the
agricultural community as being a key motivation for him.

The main reason is that knowledge transfer is difficult in the field of agriculture [...]. That's
why knowledge transfer is my main motivation. (Farmer)

The Programme Interviewee also described a range of motivations for farmers. In the first instance, he
mentioned how farmers were simply motivated by a desire to learn new things, including
recommendations and advice on things - in particular, things that had gone wrong. He also talked about
how some farmers were motivated by being selected to be demonstrators; this is seen as an honour and
privilege in the farming community and should not be underestimated.

Some farmers like to host events because they know that they will learn new things. Some
are recruited by myself and maybe feel honoured. Host farmers like to show best practise
examples or also failed experiments in order to get recommendations for improvement.
Discussing with other farmers and problem solving is an important point. Furthermore | try
to avoid possibly arising costs for the host farmer. (Programme Interviewee 1)
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The range of motivations for participants tended to be oriented around learning and the benefits to
their own farm practice. On a more practical note, Programme Interviewee 1 suggested that access to
machinery was often a key motivation for participants.

Most of them try to benefit from demo events, in the term of gaining new ideas, working
more efficiently, having higher gross margins or coming up to environment-related goals.
(Farmer)

Participants want to see and learn something new. Further trigger factors are the
attendance of researchers or companies with machinery exhibitions. (Programme
Interviewee 1)

Participants themselves stated as main reasons to attend: get to know something new; personal
interest; I'm also cooperating with the host farmer in another project; exchange of experiences, get
to know new cultivation methods; interest in mulch seeding; new technologies; interest in no-till
technology.

In terms of advertising, the Farmer noted how advertising was the responsibility of the Programme level.

| don't have much experience in this field because most advertisement is done by my
cooperation institutions but in my opinion email is the best way. (Farmer)

At the Programme level, a range of approaches were used to advertise events as to target the widest
possible audience. However, the interviewee was aware that the type of advertising needed to fit the
particular event; he suggested that bigger events were best advertised in the members journal, where
was smaller events required a more personal approach (e.g. email and text message).

Bigger events with researchers as speakers are advertised via our member journal and newsletter
some time in advance to address a wide audience. SMS and email are more effective for smaller
events like field days and allow planning on a short-term basis. (Programme Interviewee 1)

T2: Appropriate demonstration and interaction approaches

The Farmer felt his approach to demonstrating was ‘Mostly top down’ - because discussion was limited
to the specific topic area or question to be addressed. There was some disagreement amongst the two
Programme Interviewees, who conversely stated the approach was ‘Entirely top down’ and ‘Entirely
bottom-up’, however, they both agreed that the approach differed ‘depending on the approach of each
adviser’. (Programme Interviewee 1).

Despite this lack of consensus about the nature of interaction, Programme Interviewee 2 told us how the
programme was informally open to input from hosts and participants. He described a ‘multi-stage
process’ that involved multiple stakeholders to agree on potential topics.
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Hosts and participants are involved in the selection directly and indirectly due to discussions
and always having a sympathetic ear for the farmers/advisers and their concerns.
(Programme Interviewee 2)

Although, host farmers had more formal opportunity to have input to and steer demonstrations and the
demonstration programme.

Host farmers are involved in individual demo activities as well as in the overall demo
programme. Concerning field days, host farmers present experiments from our project but
they also present other topics that are relevant on their farm. This programme is planned
beforehand with the host farmer. (Programme Interviewee 2)

The Farmer and both Programme Interviewees described the network as ‘in between’ a ‘Whole farm’ and
‘Single focus’ approach.

There was disagreement amongst those interviewed regarding the nature of the design of the
programme; the Farmer felt the approach was ‘a mixture’ between an experimental and exemplary
design, Programme Interviewee 2 felt the design was ‘exemplary’ whilst the Programme Interviewee 3
felt the design was ‘experimental’ in nature. All had a preference for a mixed approach to programme
design, which was rooted in a desire to apply specific research findings to a broader farming context:

We present single experiments but my approach as a researcher is to stay on top of things,
bring the information on a broader basis and give a linkage to other research experiments
on the same topic. Of course there is this experimental approach when presenting an
experiment on a field day but we also give further exemplary information on relevant
research topics. (Programme Interviewee 2)

The Farmer and two out of three Programme Interviewees felt the network approach was also ‘a mixture’
between an experimental and exemplary design. However, the Farmer felt that a more ‘experimental’
approach would better fit his farming ethos. All Programme Interviewees recognised the importance of
the Farmers’ ethos and own preferences in shaping the delivery of demonstrations.

There was a strong consensus across the Farm and Programme levels that optimum group sizes should
be kept to around or under 20 persons. This allowed for better communication (without the need for a
microphone) and allowed more/better access to activities, tools or machines. It was also felt to allow
discussion between participants.

20 persons per group are most effective because this group size is optimal to handle without
a microphone. Moreover no sub groups emerge but still a good group dynamic is ensured.
(Farmer)

20 persons is an optimal size. In case of more participants acoustic becomes an issue and
not everyone can try out hands on or multisensory tools. A group of less than 20
participants diminishes lively discussions due to lacking knowledge exchange. (Programme
Interviewee 2)
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T3: Enabling learning appropriate to purpose, audience, context

The Farm and Programme level interviews revealed the importance of ‘doing’ and ‘seeing’ as part of a
varied day.

Looking in a soil pitis always part of our events, sometimes we also have machinery
exhibitions. They are very effective for attracting participants’ attention. (Farmer)

A technical presentation in combination with a field walk, no matter in which order, is a good
solution. Presenting some outlandish issues is effective too. (Programme Interviewee 1)

Giving a short overview and some explanations on what will be presented should be the
beginning. Usually a field walk follows. In the end there should be enough time for
discussion with the participants. (Programme Interviewee 2)

The Farmer and one of Programme Interviewees listed the ability to support or prompt ‘Problem solving’
as the most important factor in delivering demonstrations.

Problem solving is the most important aspect [...] because this is exactly what my work as
adviser is all about. Farmers contact me because of having problems and | try to give advice.
(Programme Interviewee 1)

The additional Programme Interviewee stated it was having opportunity for ‘Participants to ask
questions and talk openly’ which he felt was a precursor to being able to problem solve.

The Farmer talked in detail of how he adapted his approach to fit different learning styles and levels of
prior knowledge. By using prior knowledge of the group, he adapted his presentations according to their
skills and backgrounds. He also ensured he could account for differences in prior knowledge by starting
at a low baseline. Although this is effective, there is scope to develop this approach to differentiation
given the Farmer is so receptive to this idea.

Programme Interviewee 2 expressed a similar level of understanding of accounting for variation in
learning and accommaodated it in a similarly efficient but low-level way. There was no mention of the
way that different participants might prefer to learn. Variation in learning needs is an important theme
amongst demonstration programmes that target or cater for farmers converting to organic as there is
arguably more learning to do.

In case of many newcomers in the field of organic agriculture we try to present more basic
information [...]. The breaks in between the presentations as well as the discussions after
the event are used for question time for those participants that are on a lower knowledge
level. (Programme Interviewee 2)

T4: Effective follow-up activities

The Farmer did not continue to engage with participants after the event, claiming he ‘didn’'t want to push
anybody’ to continue their involvement.
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At the Programme level, the Programme Interviewee described an ongoing process of engagement,
where farmers are referred to the Bionet project network, part of which, they are invited to participate in
future events.

They may even be invited to participate in future research and collaborate with them.
(Programme Interviewee 2)

A range of follow-up materials were available. These included basic materials such as brochures, but
more complex and specialists’ results — particularly regarding the research project — were available on
request.

Yes, to some extent but only upon request, for example if participants ask for special results
regarding some scientific study that | have mentioned. Information is provided per email.
(Farmer)

We point towards our Bionet brochure which provides information on the presented topics
but also additional information. (Programme Interviewee 2)

Programme Interviewee 1 suggested that the types of materials available was linked to the size of the
event. Only at larger events were materials such as host presentations or research data made available.

In case of bigger events with presentations of researchers, links to further information are
shared. We also point participants out to our newsletter and education programme. At
smaller events usually no follow-up materials are made available. (Programme Interviewee

D

The Farmer did not assess the impact of his demonstration events.

At the Programme level, assessment was sometimes conducted. It was sometimes informal, i.e.
‘Sometimes when visiting the event location again we ask what has been going on since our last demo
event (Programme Interviewee 1) butis also conducted on a more formal basis at the start of
subsequent events.

As indicator we use feedback from participants when we meet again at field days and reflect
about former events. (Programme Interviewee 2)
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Event details

Only 8 farmers patrticipated, which were all men who worked in the local area. There were only 8
presumably due to the fact that this field day was righthe middle of harvest time. All of them
completed the pre and post survey.

n° survey
participants | farmer farmer/pensioner pensioner
occupations 8 6 1 1
age 8
18-30
31-40 1 1
41-50
51-60 3 3
60+ 4 2 1 1

T1: Learning processes

The event consisted of a very small group in which discussions were easy. More than 50% of the
participants had no problem sharing their knowledge and/or experiences related to the topic. There was
a lot of time for questions and a lot (>10) of questions were asked. A lot of participants, but not all of
them, had no problem formulating their points of view regarding the topic during the event.
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Handson opportunities
No hands-on activity was demonstrated or could be carried out by the participants.

Other multisensorial experiences
The participants could smell the compost and they could feel it with their hands. It was possible to see
the flower strips and field experiment up close.

Discussion opportunities and negotiating conflicting points of view
The farmer was both a host, demonstrator and a facilitator.

Open discussions were stimulated and given a lot of time. Most participants were involved. Shared critical
points of view were clarified/rephrased so more people could understand.
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during discussions,

In my opinionthere were
interesting discussions
during the demonstration.
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a consensusetween them.

them.

Participants all seem to know each other well, but are not close friends. Demonstrators act open and
friendly, but not as close friends with the participants.
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demonstratior? If yes, how?

1 said no. The othe
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of the coordination
with the advice servig
of BioAustria.

| couldrelate well to
other participants
(because they have an
agricultural background
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demonstrator was like
one of us.
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trust the demonstrators
knowledge
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I got along very well wit
the demonstrator.
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T2: Learning outcomes

Thedemons?ra.ltlonfeltllkan o | olizlielo
informal activityto me.

| think thehost farmwas

well suitedfor this demo. 0|0 |1/211/250
Igo'F glong wellvith the ol o li2l12l o
participants.

Explained knowledge was sufficiently understandable. Practical skills were not sufficiently addressed to
foster maximum uptake by participants. Common methods or ways of thinking on farming and thinking
on learning were questioned and alternatives were shortly elaborated on in group. Many aspects of

organic farming were discussed.
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T3: Overall comments on the effectiveness of the event

Participants:

With an average of 4,5 on 5, participants rated the event overall as very effective. They would all
recommend the event. They stated as most effective characteristics of the event: explanation of the tea-
bag method; open performance; practical experience; topic; presentation of innovative cultivation
methods and relation to practice and region.

Most had no suggestions for improvement. Only three commented with: stick to the time schedule;
advertise event earlier; event should be continued in the following years.

Demonstrator:
The demonstrators reported as most effective characteristics: the participants and knowledge exchange
between science and practice, transferring knowledge on current scientific results.

As points of improvement, the demonstrators stated: better scheduling and preparing and handing out
information material.

Observed main strong points of the event:

The host farmer holds a research farm and strongly focuses on knowledge exchange. He cooperates with
many national and international research institutions and is very keen on innovative agricultural
approaches like the Roller-Crimper method. It was a small group which was great for discussion. More or
less all participants joined discussions on the field and asked questions. All of them would recommend
the event to others.

Observed main improvements:

Sticking to the time-schedule was mentioned by one of the demonstrators and the participants. Hands-
on experiences could have been made possible in the context of this event and dissemination materials
could have been provided.
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FarmDemo

CASE STUDY Austria: GRAND

Agnes Schweinzer, Heide Spiegel, Taru Sanden AGES

Alfred Grand (AG) stopped ploughing 25 years ago, and
converted his farm (80ha arable land, 10ha grassland) to
organic cultivation in 2006. Nutrient management is done
only by crop rotation without any fertiliser (even no
In 2010 AG co-founded VERMIGRAND
Naturprodukte GmbH. The company produces organic
fertilisers and peat-free organic soils. The research on his
farm focuses on composting using earthworms, soil-health

compost).

and agroforestry.

Objectives

= research and development

= collaboration with research partners

* knowledge transfer of scientific results

= testing and modifying of new techniques

Motivation
= presenting innovative and alternative
approaches and methods for agriculture

Topic selection

= in cooperation with research partners,
universities, the agricultural chamber of Lower
Austria and BioAustria (Austria’s umbredla association for
organic farming)

* since being a research and demonstration farm
key topics are determined by the host farmer

Evaluation peer-to-peer learning environment
(field day, 19.07.2018)
= small group of 8 participants

Audience & participation

= sdentists, farmers, citizens, pupils, journalists,
local television channel

= recruitment from local work groups of
BioAustria and the host farmer’s personal
network

= free-of-charge participation

emonstration set-up
ora tation and topic overview by the
host farmer in the beginning
» field visits by car
= 2 demonstrators (1 researcher, the host
farmer)
informal relationship between demonstrators
and participants
* mostly top down approach
= no dissemination material
= no feedback surveys by the participants after
the event

* multi-sensorial experiences (smelling and feeling compost, viewing flower strips)
» exchange of knowledge within the whole group, sufficient time for questions
= all participants would recommend the event to others

first organic no-till trials with the Roller-Crimper method in 2016 - cooperation with
the Rodale Institute (Pennsylvania, USA)

fostering of research cooperation on EU- and international level
integration of values about sustainable agriculture
AG is very keen on a strong relationship between research and practice

&
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Austria Case Study 2
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Programme

The demonstration was inserted in the programme of the EURAF-2018 conference in The Netherlands,
as a field tour on Agroforestry. The ambition of the EURAF Conference 2018 is accelerating inspiring
transitions towards agroforestry as sustainable land use, including the role that agroforestry has to play
in order to fight against climate change. Agroforestry is the integration of woody vegetation, crops
and/or livestock on the same area of land. Trees can be inside parcels or on the boundaries (hedges).
Agroforestry can be applied to all agricultural systems, in all parts of Europe. As ‘European Green Capital
2018 Nijmegen is the perfect international podium to promote agroforestry. The prestigious title
‘European Green Capital’ is an initiative of the European Commission.

On EURAF-2018, farmers are more than welcome to exchange their experiences and know-how, also
regarding the barriers in their transition to agroforestry, which will be considered by the European
Thematic Network Project ‘Agroforestry Innovation Network’ AFINET linked to the EIP-AGRI. The aim
was to conclude the 2018 conference with a firm and clear public statement to inspire and to encourage
both farmers and policymakers. During the conference every participant was invited to contribute to this
statement.

Funding and Governance

The programme partners include: EURAF; The City of Nijmegen (NL); Van Akker Naar Bos and
AGROFORESTRY Nederland. EURAF's Executive Committee is composed of the Executive Board (elected
by EURAF's General Assembly) and the National Delegates (elected by the national associations that are
members of EURAF).

The EURAF conference asks for fees to participate in the conference and be part of the excursions/field
tours, as the one to the demonstration farm in Belgium.

EURAF accomplished that incentives for the promotion of agroforestry plots have been introduced to the
Common Agricultural Policy: Agroforestry practices are listed as Ecological Focus Areas and farmers can
receive greening payments for such plots in pillar | (Reg. (EU) 1307/2013). The establishment of
agroforestry plots can be supported through national or regional Rural Development Programmes in
pillar Il (Reg. (EU) 1305/2013).

Actors and networks

From the 250 participants in the EURAF conference 2018, about 40 attended the field tour at the
Belgian Agroforestry farm. The visit was arranged by a member of the EURAF staff who is also vice-
president for ‘Van Akker naar Bos’, 3 Belgian and Dutch organisation supporting transition to agriculture
more in balance with nature. The Belgian farm is part of an informal network, because the farmer is very
active in different networks related the organic farming, so his name is known.

This was a one-off demonstration in the context of this conference. But the farmer has demonstrations
at his farm for diverse groups on regular basis.

Event Farm and location

Itis an organic mixed farm with livestock (Limousin beef cattle) and sheep, cereal crops, orchards and
hedgerows. The farm is situated in the eastern part of Flanders. Farming in balance with nature is a key
objective for the farm. In recent years, the farmer has invested significantly in agroforestry around his
farm. Trees have been planted bath in the meadows for grazing, and in the arable plots (alley cropping).
He planted a large number of sweet chestnuts and walnuts in his pasturelands. Cattle and sheep graze
his orchards, use the straw and some of the cereals. He is member of a farmer’s cooperative. He sells his
beef and grinds his cereals into flour in an old mill. He teaches on agricultural schools, receives a lot of
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