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1 Introduction:  

What do support agencies do for creating space where farmers feel invited to innovate? In the AgriSpin project we 

assumed that all participating partners, being predominantly support agencies themselves, have interesting 

experiences to share. Therefore, the core activity in the project is the Cross Visit: a team, composed of colleagues 

from the partner organisations, visits innovation cases that are selected by a host organisation. The visiting team 

reflects on what it has observed and gives feedback to the host partner and key actors in the regional Agricultural 

Knowledge and Innovation System (AKIS). In principle, all partners host one cross visit.  

This final report on Work Package 2 (Cross Visits) has been written after all planned Cross Visits have taken place. 

The Cross Visit Reports on each visit are added as annexes to this WP2 report.  

In the mid-term report on the Cross Visits (deliverable 2.7, final version 31 August 2016) an overview was given of 

the process to select cases and teams, as well as the learning process for developing a methodology to improve the 

yield of a Cross Visit. Since the final state of both issues are being described in separate deliverables (selection of 

cases: D1.3; developing a methodology: D2.4) we limit ourselves in this report only to a few remarks regarding these 

issues. The conclusions of this second Work Package will be described in a separate document as well: 

Deliverable 2.2.  

This document D2.1 reports about the factual information on the complete series of Cross Visits, and the answers to 

the seven questions on the cases that have been visited: 

1. Description of the innovation 

Answers the questions: What is it about? How to summarise as brief as possible the type of innovation and the 

innovation process? 

2. Actors/roles within innovation  

Which actors, networks and communication are involved, how are they related to the innovation? 

3. Role of support services   

What is the role of the innovation support services and service providers, in different stages of innovations? 

4. Analysis of factors of success and failures 

What events have led to success, what can be pointed at as reason for failures? 

5. Appreciation of regional particularities  

What regional particularities, that came into sight from sharing with local stakeholders, impressed the visitors? 

6. Specific recommendations 

Which  recommendations came up in the final seminars? 

7. Lessons that can be generalized 

What general lessons were mentioned and taken home? 

 

After the last Cross Visit, the project has entered a “digestion phase”, in which we try to make sense of what we 

have observed. We adopted the Learning History as a tool to do so. All partners are required to write a narrative 

about each case that has been visited: stories that are based on the moments that mattered most in the particular 

innovation process. The authors should not only use the information they knew already, but also what appeared to 

be important to the visitors. For the next step, the analysis of each narrative, the Science Group of AgriSpin is in the 

lead. While writing this document D2.1, this process is ongoing. 

This report is to be used by the Science Group, so that the scientists can easily ‘prick the knitting needle’ through a 

characteristic, over the CV’s and cases. The Science Group will do the analysis of the cases in AgriSpin, that will be 

reported on in D3.1 (Scientific paper) and 3.2 (End user book / report).  

Apart from the descriptions in this report, information about the cases is available in 5 sets, each having its own aim: 
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1. Stories to start with (deliverable 1.5): The partners have written a story about an innovations and their 

involvement in the process, prior to the series of cross visits. This is an inventory of what the partners found 

important in innovation at the start of the AgriSpin project, and serves as a baseline for the way they look at 

innovations, before the joint learning process would start. They were asked for one story, but some made more 

than one. In total 19 stories have been collected and compiled in the book “Stories from all corners, to start 

with.” 

2. Case fiches: All partners have proposed cases to be studied during the cross visits. Once approved by the Science 

Group, they made a fiche of each case for orientation of the visitors. These descriptions are part of deliverable 

D1.5. Some stories in the initial book became also cases for the cross visit, but there were changes too. There are 

more than 50 fiches.  

3. The Cross Visit reports contain a more extensive description of the cases: where was it situated, what was 

technically achieved, etc. They also include these characteristics, but here it is done more systematically to allow 

for comparison. 

4. The Cross Cutting Questions / Personal Reflections: all participants have written their reflections after each Cross 

Visit. These documents are input for the partners while making their action plans, and for the scientists while 

analysing the narratives of the cases.  

5. Practice Abstracts: (WP 3) the essence of the innovation case will be published in a booklet for interested 

stakeholders. These Practice Abstracts follow the EU template.  

6. Learning Histories: The final version of the case descriptions will have the form of Learning Histories, as was 

explained above. These stories are not part of this document D2.1.  

2 Relation with other Deliverables and Reports in WP2 
Below we describe the relation between the WP2 Deliverables (D2.1-2.6). 

2.1 The report of Work Package 2: Cross Visits (this document)   

This report completes and improves the mid-term report on Cross Visits (D2.7). It summarises the reports from all 

Cross Visits. During the Cross Visits the AgriSpin team gradually learned how to capture what really matters in the 

cases that were visited. It is important that the characteristics in the overview are helpful for: 

● deepening the understanding of the individual cases and the effect of particular innovation support actions;  
● making comparisons between cases, even though they represent different sectors and cover different types of 

innovation. 

2.2 Recommendations.  

Every Cross Visit report contains specific recommendations. Members of the visiting teams have also written 

personal reflections, amongst other issues, on how their observations influenced their way of thinking about 

innovation and innovation support. Based on these considerations, general recommendations are summarised in 

Deliverable 2.2. 

2.3 Action plans.  

Action plans are the responsibility of the partners that have been host. These plans will indicate what these partners 

are going to do with the experience of AgriSpin: how are they going to communicate about it, and what issues are 

being taken up in the agenda of the organisation for further action? These plans are to be ready in December 2016, 

and carried out in the first half of 2017 and beyond.  
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2.4 An improved Methodological Approach.  

The cross visit methodology has grown to a point where a group of practitioners can make use of it to analyse an 

innovation process and the role of services providers to support it. The ambition was to offer a method for use 

without an extensive training. The experience is, however, that it is advisable to involve a facilitator who has 

experience with the method.  

An “AgriSpin” visit results in a Learning History, highlighting those events that mattered most, and an analysis 

clarifying why things happened as they did, what (and why), what was most inspiring, and where possible 

improvements can be made. 

The approach is presented in the Cross Visit Manual, which has been revised after almost every visit.  

The AgriSpin methodology and its development have been documented in Deliverable 2.4: An Improved 

Methodology. 

2.5 An active Support Network of Professionals.   

During the multiple and intensive contacts during the cross visits useful professional contacts and friendships have 

been created, that make it easy to find each other on various themes. This led to several activities beyond the work 

of the AgriSpin project. Such ‘by-products’ will be listed in report D2.5.  The professional support network we aim for 

in AgriSpin should be part of the larger movement of the developing EIP for a sustainable and productive agriculture. 

Contact has been made with the EUFRAS network which provides a good environment to give shape to this 

professional network of innovation support agents. 

2.6 An offer to other partners in Europe.   

The cross visit approach is interesting for partners who are not yet connected to AgriSpin. They could invite AgriSpin 

partners for providing support. The initial offer to others, and the way we evaluate this is described in Deliverable 

D2.6. 

3 Overview of the Cross Visits 

Thirteen cross visits have taken place according to schedule between September 2015 and October 2016.  

 

Host partner Region Country Period  

ZLTO Brabant Netherlands September 9-11 2015 

Innovatiesteunpunt Flanders Belgium September 14 - 16   

HAZI Basque Country Spain October 27-30   

SEGES Jutland Denmark Nov 30 - Dec 5   

CIRAD/ACTA Guadeloupe France January 13-20 2016 

Region Tuscany Tuscany Italy March 7-10   

University of Athens Greece Greece April 4-8   

VLK Germany Germany May 9-13   

LLKC Latvia Latvia May 30 - June 3   

ProAgria Finland Finland June 13-17   
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IFOAM Campania Italy June 21 - 24   

Adept Transylvania Romania July 4-8   

Tegeasc Ireland Ireland September 12 - 16   

 

In principle, every partner organisation has hosted one Cross Visit. The host organises visits to key actors of the 

innovation cases they proposed, and provides accommodation for reflection sessions of the visiting teams.  

Most Cross Visits have been organised per region. The two French partners, ACTA and CIRAD, decided to get their act 

together, and hosted a cross visit at Guadeloupe, an overseas territory of France. There are two German partner 

organisations as well. One is the VLK (Verband der LandwirtschaftsKämmer / Chambres of Agriculture), which is 

actually a network of farmers organisations and training institutions for the German speaking area in Europe. The 

other one is the University of Hohenheim, taking the lead in the Science Group of the AgriSpin project (WP1). Given 

this important task, it was agreed that the German Cross Visit would be hosted by VLK. In this cross visit three 

training oriented organisations shared their experiences and approaches. All other partners have organised one 

cross visit. This brings the total number of Cross Visits to thirteen.  

Since the regions Brabant and Flanders are situated close to each other,  these visits took place one after the other, 

with a hotel accommodation right on the border between the two countries (a former customs office).  

IFOAM is a European network with partners all over Europe. From these partners, a case of regional branding in 

Campania region in Southern Italy was chosen to visit.  

The basic idea behind the cross visits is to learn from each other and with each other. The learning process is 

organised step by step. In this chapter we give an overview of the participation of experts in the activities (steps) in 

the CV’s. The development and description of the activities can be found in Deliverable 2.4.  

A visiting team consists of at least seven colleagues from the partner organisations. The budget has been calculated 

for 6-7 participations of every partner. With clever combinations and early bookings of flights, it usually appeared 

possible to participate in more than 7 visits, although average travelling costs from some countries costs were higher 

than from others (compare for example Greece with The Netherlands).  

The idea was that participants join cross visits with themes of their interests. Furthermore, it was important that 

sufficient experience was built up over the cross visits. Continuity in the teams should strike a balance with the 

desire in some of the partner organisations to offer opportunities to various colleagues to widen their horizon by 

participating in AgriSpin. Although things never turn out as they have been planned for, all in all composing the 

teams has run quite smoothly.   

The teams have been composed in the following steps: 

1. Collecting stories for the initial book (WP1) 

2. Collecting innovation cases (WP1), allowing partners to set priorities 

3. Making a time schedule with the partners for hosting the visits 

4. Asking all partners to rank their priorities 

5. Creating a schedule, respecting all wishes as good as possible 

6. Sharing the schedule, and solving emerging problems 

After this preparation the Cross Visits have started. 
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3.1 Step 1: Kick Off 

Participation in the cross visits, realised: 

Participants               

Cross visits effectuated visitors host male female total 

Brabant Netherlands September 9-11 14 5 9 10 19 

Flanders Belgium September 14 - 16 16 1 7 9 17 

Basque 

Country Spain October 27-30 9 2 5 6 11 

Denmark Denmark Nov 30 - Dec 5 8 1 3 6 9 

Guadeloupe France January 13-20 8 4 6 6 12 

Tuscany Italy March 7-10 10 2 6 6 12 

Greece Greece April 4-8 9 2 7 4 11 

Germany Germany May 9-13 10 8 10 8 18 

Latvia Latvia May 30 - June 3 7 3 4 6 10 

Finland Finland June 13-17 9 1 4 6 10 

Campania Italy June 21 - 24 8 3 6 5 11 

Transylvania Romania July 4-8 8 4 7 5 12 

Ireland Ireland September 12 - 16 11 4 5 10 15 

         79 87 167 

 

In total  57 colleagues have been involved in the cross visits, as host, as visitor, and most of them as both. These 

colleagues have generated 167 experiences (an average of 2,9 visits per person). These experiences are quite equally 

divided over the genders.  The compositions of the teams is added as annex 1. 

3.2 Step 2: The Innovation Cases 

In all Cross Visits together 57 innovation cases have been visited, mostly 4 cases per CV. In Netherlands an 

enthusiastic start was made with 9 cases, but that appeared to be too much for a proper analysis. Four of them are 

being elaborated in more detail. In the later CV’s the groups of 7-8 visitors and the host concentrated on three to 

five cases. In the Cross Visit to the IFOAM partner in Campania, Italy, three activities of the Biodistrict Cilento were 

studies, but actually the biodistrict should be considered as one case. A few more cases have been excluded from 

the analysis for various reasons, so that in the end the scientific analysis concentrates on 45 cases in total. 

List of cases visited: 

1 Brabant (NL) 

 
1 1 Dutch Quinoa Group - Rens Kuijten 

 
2 2 Sustainable supply chain pigs - Hans Verhoeven 

 
3 3 Vair Varkenshuis - Marijke Koenen 

 
4 4 Innovation in Animal Husbandry (new farrowing pen concept pigs) - MS Schippers 

 
5 5 Precision Agriculture (potato) - Jacob van den Borne 

 
6 6 Philips fruit garden - Carlos and Ineke Faes 
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7 7 VIC Sterksel (National Innovation Centre for Pig Husbandry / WUR) 

 
8 8 Vencomatic, Roundel Egg 

 
9 9 't Schop, organic farm - Jan and Cécile van den Broek 

    2 Flanders (B) 

 
1 10 Belgicactus - Agricoach: innovative labour organisation 

 
2 11 De Polle - Advisory Board: strategic innovation 

 
3 12 De Polle - DistriKempen: logisitic innovation 

 
4 13 Belgian Saffran - Food Innovation Academy on Tour: product innovation 

    3 Basque Country (SP) 

 
1 14 ITERA_AA: pilot projects for innovation in dairy farms (Milk vending machine) 

 
2 15 Karabeleko: Agroecological and psycho-social farm 

 
3 16 Geopos: livestock geo-localisation through satelite 

 
4 17 Seedcapital: use of oil seeds to reduce gas emissions 

    4 Denmark (DK) 

   

Trump cards: improving effectiveness of adivsory work 

   

Øselund Goat Cheese: marketing a delicacy 

 
1 18 Chemical control and app 

 
2 19 SOP and LEAN: labour organisation and continuous improvement 

 
3 20 Mini Wetlands: reducing the leaking of nitrogen 

 
4 21 SWAP pen: securing animal welfare and survival of piglets 

    5 Guadeloupe (F) 

 
1 22 RITA Guadeloupe: implementation of the network programme 

 
2 23 The yam platform 

 
3 24 The fight against citrus greening (yellow dragon disease) 

 
4 25 Apiloc: accociation of bee keepers promoting innovations 

    6 Tuscany (IT) 

 
1 26 IMVito, Fonterutoli winery 

 
2 27 Orti ETICI: social farming 

 
3 28 Floriddia: old wheat varieties for pasta production 

 
4 29 Formanova, coperative for cheese production: cholesterol low cheese 

 
5 30 POL-TP, ISVEA: wine testing laboratory, early detection of tanine content 

 
6 31 San Aro: aromatic buffer for Sangiovese winemakers 

    7 Greece (GR) 

   

Landscape, vines, wines and tourism: battlefield of innovations in Satorini Island 

 
1 32 ASYST, agricultural Stevia cooperative: 

 
2 33 ESEK, energy cooperative of Karditsa 

 
3 34 Psyhanthos, agricultural cooperative of pulses and foor items:  

 
4 35 EFKARPON: Hellenic Super Foods.  

    8 Germany (D) 

 
1 36 Hofgut Oberfeld: community supported agriculture 

 
2 37 AHA: train the trainer, reflection on personality (DOSG profile) and personal skills 

 
3 38 FiBL Germany: Training young professionals for the job in the organic sector 

 
4 39 CECRA, certification for advisors: Upscaling qualification standards for Europe 
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5 40 ENTRA: it's not necessarily lonely at the top. Network for managers of advisory services 

    9 Latvia (LV) 

 
1 41 Mežāres farm: team work for farm advice. Coping with the financial crisis 

 
2 42 Rudeni farm: herbivorous project 

 
3 43 Promotion of youth entrepreneurship in rural areas 

 
4 44 The Business Incubator: economic activities in rual areas 

    10 Finland (FIN) 

   

Green Creative Garden: wide stakeholder network  

 
1 45 Eerola: reduction of emmisions 

 
2 46 Tikka farm: new housing design for dairy farming (feed wall system) 

 
3 47 Kirkkolkallio Agroecological Concept 

 
4 48 Keisala Farm: investment support team and building blog 

    11 Campania (IT) 

 
1 49 Bio District Campania 

 
2 50 Anna dei Sapori, organic farm Felice Maio 

 
3 51 Tenuta Vannulo, organic farm and dairy 

 
4 52 Angelo Vassallo, Mediterranean Diet International Study Centre 

    12 Tansylvania (ROM) 

   

High Nature Value Farming for Smallholders 

 
1 53 SES Fruleco: community enterprise for processing and marketing 

 
2 54 Casa de pe Deal, Anca and Charlie: guesthouse with wholistic approach ot lifestyle 

 
3 55 VISCRI Association: village association for innovation. Milk collection, mower, etc. 

 
4 56 Model Sheepfold: combining new technology with traditional sheep production 

    13 Ireland (IRL) 

   

From top down to bottom up: changing management policy in Tegeasc 

 
1 57 Hannon dairy farm: EBI (Economic Breeding Index) 

 
2 58 Paddoc Systems on beef farm: Green Acres Programme. 

 
3 59 Farm succession case 

 

4 Characteristics of the cases. 

After the questions were discussed in all Cross Visits, we came to the following procedure: 

 We asked the partners to answer the questions in  a standardised way;  

 We report per Cross Visit (not per case, because it is hard to make a clear report with 59 cases) 

 Where CV reports contained tables, we used them as such, because the descriptions should be brief. Not all 

hosts worked with tables, in that cases we use text. 

 We put the reflections, mostly from the final symposia, on the places where we thought it would fit best in the 

standardised headings.  
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4.1 Brabant (The Netherlands) 

4.1.1 Description of the innovations 
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4.1.2 Actors/roles within the innovations  

 

4.1.3 Role of support services 

Support services have to act in different roles that respond to the needs of the entrepreneur and the specific 

innovation process. Especially when it comes to reach the consolidation phase it is necessary that the appropriate 

support services assist in upscaling the novelty to an innovation which is widely accepted. 

ZLTO and LIB 

LIB as an innovation support service helps entrepreneurs with their first funding, and connects them with possible 

partners for the development process. Because of its extensive experience in the field of innovation related to the 

agri-food sector in more than 20 years, LIB has built up an extensive network itself. This combination of seed money 

and network helps innovators to make the first difficult and risky steps in the innovation process. LIB spreads out the 

chances and helps multiple actors to get further on in the process. 

ZLTO in this process can, together with LIB, select the right entrepreneurs and their interlinked innovations. They can 

get the funding at an early stage. Furthermore, ZLTO has multiple roles in the process of innovation. ZLTO brings 

together groups of farmers and because of this it knows what is happening in the field. With a smaller group of 

farmers ZTLO consultants start a knowledge intensive trajectory to understand the specific challenges in the certain 

sector. Then, if a farmer (or multiple farmers) wants to continue, ZLTO builds a project around this person or group 

of people. 

ZLTO tries to be a guide and explores developments that are happening in the field of agriculture. These 

developments are communicated with its members. The organisation is a spider in the web and can link the 

entrepreneur to knowledge institutions, governmental bodies, other entrepreneurs, other sectors and specific 

experts. 

As a farmers organisation, ZLTO always is looking for innovations that can add value to a sustainable future for its 

members and the agricultural sector in general. If an innovation is in the development phase, ZLTO can bring it 

further into the realisation phase as it can also act as a private equity firm. 
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The role of Wageningen UR 

It was clear that Wageningen University and Research (WUR) played a role in many cases. WUR is the umbrella for 

the university and the research institutes in life sciences. Mostly the researchers/ project leaders had a positive 

influence. The visitors put a remark that this could work as monopoly in support.  

Connection to society could be supported more 

Innovating farmers have the tendency to go alone, because trying something new is hard work and acceptance in 

their environment is not obvious. They would be helped more when scepticism of citizens is taken away with 

communication: define common interests/common problems as platform to start. SMK (Stichting Milieu Keur / 

Environmental Certification Foundation) and ZLTO did serious effort on this. Pressure from the public opinion could 

become a driver then (needed in some cases). 

4.1.4 Analysis of factors of success and failures 

 



14 
 

 

 

 

4.1.5 Appreciation of regional particularities  

Based on all the information gained during this cross visit, the following pearls and puzzles were listed by the visiting 

AgriSpin team.  

The “pearls” are those elements in the innovative cases which were found to be positive and interesting to take 

home. What is striking in the nine visited cases?  

● The farmer is in the driver’s seat at the start of the innovation process, (s)he takes the initiative. Next the advisor 

gets involved, but the farmer remains in the driver’s seat during the process. 

● Individual farmers want to change something in their own management process. When multiple actors are 

involved they want to change a system. 

● Getting from the ongoing phase towards the consolidation phase is mostly beyond the scope of the 

entrepreneur. This is when support services need to take responsibility. 

● It takes specific people in the right organisation that really can bring an entrepreneur further. Those persons 

need to have an entrepreneurial mindset as well. 

● Some small money can help the innovators to take the first steps, these investments are low risk for support 

services but have a large impact. 

● Combining the innovation in the process with the right market is very important, it takes a while before the 

market gets organised. 

● Communication with all actors and stakeholders surrounding the entrepreneur/innovator is key for success just 

as the formation of new networks. 

● Triggers are incidents that make people start the entire process; this can be an outside person coming into the 

sector or that a farmer gets inspiration from some place entirely different. A ‘shock’ can trigger the idea. 
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The “puzzles“ are those elements that are not clear yet, would have been interesting to know, and things for the 

stakeholders or host to reconsider.   

● How typical are these cases for the Netherlands? Are these visited farmers “elite” farmers? 

● It would be interesting to also visit farmers that struggle, have failed or who are still in the middle of their 

innovation process. 

● The focus of the innovation cases was on individuals doing better things or doing things better. But how will the 

knowledge gained by these individuals be spread to others? What about the transferability of thise innovation 

processes?  

● Can you organise shocks for triggering ideas and then select the right people (farmers or support services) to get 

it going? 

● How to increase outreach by communication? Do specific mediums work out better than others? 

 

An AgriSpin symposium was organised at the end of the cross visit. The aim of this symposium was to share the 

results of the cross visit and reflect, together with the different local stakeholders, on the pearls and puzzles 

detected during the visit of the previous mentioned innovative cases.   

4.1.6 Specific recommendations 

Dialogue with the local stakeholders revealed that a lot of farmers started to innovate because of some sort of 

threat that was turned into an opportunity. The most successful innovation process is an answer to a crisis that once 

struck the farm. It is important to support the farmer in translating his innovative idea in a project type research 

question and connect them with adequate partners who will help them to start up an innovative project. 

Project funding for innovative projects?  

It also became clear that financial support is only useful and a strong incentive when it is backed by a good network. 

Easily available, funding is scarce in innovation. Cases of heavy administrative burden could be compared with 

(smaller) cases with simple procedures that involve entrepreneurs intensively.  

The more European and national programs are focussing on innovation, the more they will ask the project promotor 

to describe in full detail what the innovation project will deliver concretely. But this is counterproductive. Sometimes 

you end up with a much better result but completely different than what was foreseen. If it did not become more 

than what was predicted, it is no innovation.  

Moreover, some entrepreneurs only need a small amount of money to get going. They want to start their process 

and getting funding can also delay the flow. A small delay in the process can also mean that a farmer loses an entire 

season. This has to be kept in mind when it comes to organising innovation subsidies for this specific sector. More 

accessible funding for the start-up and ongoing phase would probably trigger more innovation 

4.1.7 Lessons that can be generalized 

Types of effective innovation 

Host and visitors were surprised that the overview of innovations showed that the cases were not innovative in 

novelty, but in their context. In the context of high pressure by the environment not to change, only the strongest 

entrepreneurs take the lead and survive. “Free actors” can help them, if they have the same strong personality. 

Drivers for innovation 

In the innovation process of the Dutch cases, different drivers were observed:  
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● Starting phase – the drivers are: 

o Economic pressure / motivation 

o Passion / Curiosity / Vision 

o Social concerns 

o Market opportunity 

● Development phase 

o Facilitate network building 

o Scientific backup/evidence 

o Communication (internal and external) 

o Success indicators (milestones) 

● Consolidation phase 

o Transferability potential? 

o Sustainability of individual cases 

In the evaluation over the CV’s the Science Group will evaluate which drivers are characteristic in different phases, 

thus giving advices for effective support. 

 

4.2 Flanders, Belgium 

4.2.1 Description of the innovations 
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4.2.2 Actors/roles within the innovations 

 

4.2.3 Role of support services 

Continuity of an innovation support service provider such as Innovatiesteunpunt is important. Change takes time and 

a famer should be able to rely on the innovation support service provider.    

Entrepreneurial advisors are involved in the innovation process. Remarkably, their engagement is less money 

(resource) driven but more value driven. The connection between the advisor and the farmer is about “We share an 

idea, we share an ambition and we share the same value”.  

During the innovation process, the advisors look at the whole farming system and not only at one aspect of it.  
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4.2.4 Analysis of factors of success and failures 

 

4.2.5 Appreciation of regional particularities  

Based on all the information gained during this cross visit, pearls and puzzles were detected.  

The “pearls” are those elements in the innovative cases which were found to be positive and interesting to take 

home. What is striking in the four visited cases?  

 The farmer is in the driver’s seat at the start of the innovation process, (s)he takes the initiative. Next, the 

advisor gets involved, but the farmer remains in the driver’s seat during the process. This points out very well 

what was seen in the approach of Innovatiesteunpunt.  

 The approach of Innovatiesteunpunt focuses on co-creation & cross fertilization, rather than instruction. They:  

o bring people together what gives rise to all kinds of new ideas. This illustrates the importance of strong 

networks. The innovation process is more a discovery tour rather than a flat process or an innovation 

protocol that can be ticked off.   

o help farmers to rethink their business/farm management. Holding a mirror in front of the farmer helps 

her/him to reflect on she/he is doing.  

o create the possibility for farmers to look beyond the border.  

o have the ability to connect farmers with the relevant funding. 
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The “puzzles“ are those elements that are not clear yet, would have been interesting to know, things for the 

stakeholders to reconsider.   

 How typical are these cases are for Flanders? Are these visited farmers  “elite – farmers”? Where does the 

mainstream farmer comes in and what does Innovatiesteunpunt for them?  

 The focus of the innovation cases was on individuals doing better things or doing things better. But how will the 

knowledge gained by these individuals be spread to others? What about the transferability of this innovation 

process?  

 Innovatiesteunpunt puts a lot of energy in individual coaching. Does it really help innovation at a larger scale in 

Flanders? What about the output – input ratio? Does the output justify the effort and resources that have been 

invested in the project? 

 Farmers can call upon low cost advice of ISP, which is made possible by project funding. But what is the 

willingness of the farmer to pay the real cost of an advice?  

 How are other advisors tied in? One farmer can get advice from many different corners, but how does that 

interrelate?  

 Research wasn’t involved in the visited cases. Instead, farmers used internet based knowledge. What is the 

quality of this internet based knowledge?  

These pearls and puzzles were discussed at the AgriSpin symposium at the end of the cross visit. 

4.2.6 Specific recommendations 

Discussion with the local stakeholders revealed that a lot of farmers need to innovate in order to survive. Every 

successful innovation process is an answer to a crisis that once occurred at the farm. It is important to support the 

farmer with translating his innovative idea in a project type research question and connect them with adequate 

partners who will help them to start up an innovative project.  

What about the role of Innovatiesteunpunt?  

Innovatiesteunpunt is recognised as value driven advisory service. To perform its activities properly, it mainly 

depends on project funding. Although the commitment of Innovatiesteunpunt is value driven, it helps farmers to 

establish a profitable business. Innovatiesteunpunt operates within a framework of other actors in the field, such as 

applied research centres and ILVO. These actors deal with other types of questions from farmers: more on 

productivity, cost effectiveness, pollution and other technical related questions. In that way, Innovatiesteunpunt acts 

complementary.  

What about the low consultancy cost for farmers?  

Flanders has an open knowledge system with very little paid advice for farmers and an open advisory system. In 

principle, all information derived from projects funded by the government is available for farmers.    

Project funding for innovative projects?  

A lot of project funding programs are available but only known by advisors and researchers and not by farmers. 

Therefore, farmers need to be supported with finding the right funding. Calling a farmer an entrepreneur opens a 

whole range of funding programs besides agriculture.  

The more European and national programs start focusing on innovation, the more they ask the project promotor to 

describe in detail were the innovation process will lead to. Sometimes you end up with a much more better result 

but completely different than what you foresee originally. Innovation isn’t always to predict. 

4.2.7 Lessons that can be generalized 

 Every innovation project starts with the farmer expressing her/his objectives. Farmers must take their innovative 

project in their own hands. 
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 The  bridge between research and practice and between front runners and mainstream farmers has to be made. 

 We need to evolve towards a culture of innovation.  

 Change takes time. 

 

4.3 Basque Country (Spain) 

4.3.1 Description of the innovation 

[1] ITERA_AA is a pilot project tracking of 8 innovative dairy holdings (in terms of product and marketing innovation) 

to thereby analyse the needs of farms that want to innovate and identify aspects that affect the project viability 

(positive and negative). In addition, during the pilot, some of the farms received assistance during all the process of 

labelling of the product or the certification of the products as integrated ones. 

INNOVATIVE POINTS  

 Innovation in marketing and commercialisation, promoting systems that bring supply and demand on a 

territorial basis (direct selling, short marketing circuits, vending machines, diversification of products…) to obtain 

a higher added value.  

 Innovation in human resources. Starting from the needs of the farms to build formations and accompanying 

paths.  

 The visited farmer: mr Iňaki, who joined the project, was assisted to sell part of his milk directly to the public 

through a vending machine. The higher price for only 9% of his total production allowed him to reduce the 

number of animals from 150 to 80.  Result: less costs (less personnel, less manure, do away with the robot), less 

stress and equal income. 

[2] Karabeleko is an agroecological farm created from the collaboration of three different entrepreneurs with 

complementary objectives:  

● To develop a pioneer research in organic agriculture.   

● To develop rehabilitation, therapy and inclusion work for people with mental illness.  

● To promote and disclose the values of the project, meaning health, biodiversity, local, participation, knowledge 

and culture.   

For this purpose a network for economic activities has been created. The benefits are used to support the three 

objectives mentioned above. 

INNOVATIVE POINTS   

Three different entities coming from different sectors that decide to create a common project combining organic 

farming with psychological therapy. Creating a space where farming, research, environmental protection, 

psychological support, awareness raise of mental illness and reduction of social exclusion come together.  

The creation of this innovative farm contributes to:  

● generating new knowledge.  

● raising awareness about the mentally ill people.  

● showing to consumers new varieties of vegetables and how they can be cooked.  

● helping to solve the issues between users and professionals.  

● providing a service for professional and amateur farmers that demand new varieties.  

● organising school visits were the children can interact with farmers and mentally disabled people. 

 

[3] The initiative is about an innovative device called GEOPOS for livestock geo-localisation through satellite / GSM / 

SIGFOX. The device, attached to the neck of the animal, sends the signal to HAZI servers where it is processed and 
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displayed on Google Maps. This way, the herds are constantly monitored, facilitating the daily work of the farmer 

and reducing time, costs and risks. 

INNOVATIVE POINTS  

It’s an example of transfer of scientific knowledge to meet the needs of everyday farmers to improve their quality of 

life. It’s a technological innovation created through a multi-stakeholder approach answering to the needs of the 

actors in the ground. 

[4] Through the rapeseed as a link and integral solution to the problems of pollution and self-sustainability of 

agriculture, LIFESEED CAPITAL aims to present and demonstrate ways of saving energy and reducing emissions of 

greenhouse gases, using 100% of the seed (recovering residual cake produced after pressing for oil generation, using 

it to cause changes in livestock food, which will help reducing methane emissions) keeping the conflict between 

biofuel production and human food to a minimum.  

INNOVATIVE POINTS  

Creation of a circular economy 

at farm level around the 

rapeseed:  

● Use of rapeseed oil as fuel, 

which allows savings of 57% 

of greenhouse gas 

emissions, compared to 

diesel fuel.  

● Use of the rapeseed cake 

residue to feed ruminants. 

This approach reduces 

methane emissions 

produced during the 

fermentation process. 

4.3.2 Actors/roles within the innovation  

[1] ITERA_AA:  Initiator is the HAZI advisory service, in response to the needs expressed by the breeders.  

[2] Karabeleko: Three friends with totally different backgrounds find each other in a shared ambition. Each of them 

uses his own knowledge, and the network in which he is embedded.  

[3] GEOPOS: The sectorial Network Team of HAZI foundation started the initiative, in response to the need of 

livestock breeders. HAZI advisory service is involved, just as the regional government, a research institute and an 

SME producing the device.  

[4] LIFESEED CAPITAL: Farmer Felix is a biologists who left his job to join his brother as a farmer. He has a strong 

attitude about ethical values and beliefs. He refuses GMO’s. He became vice president of the local cheese producers 

association. In 2012 he submitted the proposal for the LIFE  

Seedcapital project, in collaboration with Neiker, a researcher.  

GENERAL: Difficulties to reach all the farmers. For example, due to the aging issue of the farmers, the Internet was 

not always the best way to arrive to all. The structure of the different organisations completing the Basque 

agricultural innovation system is complex, which is difficult to understand not just to the visitors but also for certain 

stakeholders. 
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4.3.3 Role of support services 

[1] ITERA_AA:  The developed and 

implemented actions by HAZI were the 

base to boost the following milestones:   

● Cooperation among partners:  

● Disseminate the innovation between 

agricultural microenterprises for the 

structuration of the organisation of 

the economic branches with local 

added value.  

● Consolidate the methodological 

approaches of each partner in the 

construction of local governance.   

● Capitalisation: Capitalise the common results of the local testing of different cooperation projects, creating an 

information network and an expert leaded survey.  

There wasn’t a common intervention in all the participant farms because each one has its own specificities and 

needs. In this context, the technical assistance provided by the advisory bodies both in terms of advice and in terms 

of making existing resources more affordable, was crucial.  

LURSAIL, coordinates and gathers advisory centres (centros de gestión). 

The technician from the advisory centre helped to obtain a bank loan. 

[2] Karabeleko: The leading trio primarily counts on its own knowledge and experience.   

[3] GEOPOS: The idea for the device came from the HAZI advisor, who considers it as ‘his baby’. HAZI makes use of 

the existing technology and it adapts it. -The use of the prototypes freely by the farmers creates a need so that they 

are more likely willing to pay later on.  They want to spread the technology among farmers in the region. 

4.3.4 Analysis of factors of success and failures 

[1] ITERA_AA:  three factors together created a window of opportunity for change. 

● Lifelong learning approach of the farmer; 

● The Basque Government wanted the farms to diversify; 

● Environmental problems of the farmer, and problems with a worker. 

[2] Karabeleko:  

 Grounded in organic and ecological beliefs. Growing local varieties combined with the research and new 

varieties.  

 2015: A serious flood destroys the harvest. Surprising help of 30 volunteers to recover the fields 

 They have created a demand that has an effect on the mindset or openness of other farmers. 

[3] GEOPOS: HAZI took in charge the costs to develop the device and the risks.   

 The important role of the farmer in the local community (farmer, mayor, owner of restaurant). 

 Initiator (advisor) without commercial interest.  

 Interest from elsewhere but not similar experiences abroad for the moment. 

[4] LIFESEED CAPITAL:  

 Mobile rapeseed press machine at disposal of farmers for free.  

 Effects of cooperation: surprise on the rapeseed cake for the researcher, surprise on the opportunities given by 

rapeseed oil for the farmer.  
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 Less dependence of external feed=reduction of costs= more profit -Crucial moment for the farmer: direct selling, 

will work?  

 Farmer Felix was a natural choice for the researcher because of his openness.    

 

 

 

 

4.3.5 Appreciation of regional particularities  

General: The visitors sensed a strong Basque identity, and a climate that is favourable for collaboration. At farm 

level, family support and family pressure are seen as positive factors. Regarding the influence of the ecosystem, it 

was stressed the advantage of being a small region in terms of accessibility and communication. 

Regarding the impression of the visitors of the main characteristics of the innovation, the participants were partially 

in disagreement. They don’t see the risk if all the sector is innovative, as they say that innovation is not just to do 

different things, but doing things differently. At the same time, the production is quite small which reduces the 

problems of competition. 

 

4.3.6 Specific recommendations 

General: The visitors stressed the importance for better networking at national level in relation to the Rural 

Development Programmes and especially for cooperation in the framework of Operational Groups. They also 

stressed the fact that the Basque organisations are active in many networks and cooperate at European level. 

The regional actors don’t think that the innovation is just individual farm oriented. Even if the innovation initially is 

addressing individuals it grows and it shared among collectives and impacts at local level. The visitors and regional 

representatives agreed that there was a need of sharing more knowledge from farmer to farmer. 
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The aging of farmers as an issue in the Basque Country, which may also bring difficulties for introducing innovations. 

In line with this, there is the need to link experienced farmers with young entrepreneurs, to ease the generation 

renewal and boost the innovation.   

The Basque actors said that there are more innovative initiatives with a bottom up approach, coming from the 

farmer, instead of what the visited thought. The group also highlighted the importance of farmers with leadership 

skills.  

 

 

4.3.7 Lessons that can be generalized 

The more you innovate, the more challenges you face in relation to the characteristics of the innovation. 

 

4.4 Denmark 

4.4.1 Description of the innovations 

What is the innovation about?  
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The innovation process 

 

 

4.4.2 Actors/roles within the innovation  

 

4.4.3 Role of support services 

In the Cross Visit there was a clear focus on activities of SEGES and DAAS. So we reflected on their roles. 
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SEGES is a farmer owned organisation, just as the local advisory service (DAAS). It is a non-profit organisation. For 

performing innovation activities, SEGES mainly depends on project funding and this makes it difficult to always act 

quickly in the innovation process. DAAS is also an important factor in the innovation process – especially in the 

implementation and transferability process. DAAS has a lot of service products and can be seen as an operational 

organisation – this makes it sometimes difficult to handle the implementation process. 

4.4.4 Analysis of factors of success and failures 

 

4.4.5 Appreciation of regional particularities  

The “pearls” represent elements in the innovative cases which were found to be positive and interesting to take 

home. What is striking in the four visited cases? 

● The farmers are in the centre and they are involved in the innovation process. 

● Farmers can initiate innovation processes and bring in their needs and ideas, especially when they combine 

bright ideas and board responsibility (decide about priorities, funding, be ambassadors). 

● Innovations are taken from the non-farming sectors and adapted to the needs of the farming sector (no re-

invention of the wheel). 

● Ideas from science/universities are taken up by practitioners and made fit for practice. 

● Strong feeling of ownership by the farmers and advisors (DAAS, private, etc.) involved in the innovation process. 

● Successfully organised collaborations in all cases. 

● Involvement of the environmental, consulting and governmental organisations. 

● Consumers’ demands are being taken up for initiating innovation. 

● Innovators’ passion and persistence are drivers in innovation processes; economic motives are at the core of the 

innovation. 
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● Good collaboration and direct and easy communication among actors contribute to bringing out and dealing 

with farmers’ needs. 

● Involving enforcement agencies in the innovation process (mini wetlands) was beneficial in development of the 

innovation. 

4.4.6 Specific recommendations 

At the AgriSpin symposium recommendations were made with a question mark, as ‘puzzles’: elements that are not 

always clear, but interesting for the stakeholders to reconsider. 

● A broader view when looking for partners and ideas could be useful. 

● Be quicker in the innovation process – from big tanker to the quick speedboat. Or incorporate both aspects and 

make solutions when they conflict. 

● Funding process is longer than market response. 

● Farmers’ options to get involved in regional development are limited. 

● Hard to involve DAAS sometimes, but if you put an effort to it – it gives extra power. 

● How to bring agricultural ideas to commercial partners in/outside agriculture, especially supermarkets? When 

research is started under NGO pressure (animal welfare), the risk is that this pressure does not (yet) influence 

the market. 

● Funding schemes set the framework for (innovation) projects and topics, while there is no scheme focusing on 

innovation. 

● Socio-cultural factors, relating to farmers’ innovation development and adoption in Denmark, are not well 

understood and further research in this regard might be helpful. 

● Missing competences/capacity (actors) to pick up individual ideas from farmers. 

● Two-layer system (SEGES and DAAS) + lack of methods makes it difficult to understand farmers’ motivation. 

● SEGES (national) and DAAS (local) are operated separately, with different business models. Despite good working 

relationships in general, there are some issues of coordination and communication. For example, SEGES might 

develop a new tool or method but the local offices have no obligation to promote them, as their commercial 

priority is to acquire client hours. Building in more feedback loops in the system might help. 

● Big cooperatives make limited space for innovations in their business models (or market departments have other 

policy than innovation departments). 

 

With the experience of the AgriSpin visitors as background, the Cross Visit came to the following suggestions:  

SEGES needs to provide more “own” funding for innovative projects to be able to: 

● move faster and respond to farmers’ needs as they emerge; 

● be able to work with issues that are not mentioned in the public funding schemes; 

● be able to work more with business models and the value chain in order to help the niche producers and those 

who want to work beside the big cooperatives.  

SEGES could look for other collaborators (incl. international) and sources of funding – and make sure not to invent 

the wheel again and again. 

SEGES could improve in transferring the results from innovation projects to a broader range of farmers. For example: 

● involving the farmers/entrepreneurs more in the projects; 

● including external parties in the work groups/project group; 

● cooperating with partners already present in the market (ie. The Wetlands). 
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4.4.7 Lessons that can be generalized 

Project funding for innovative projects? 

The more European and national programs start focusing on innovation, the more they ask the project promotor to 

describe in detail what the innovation process will lead to. Sometimes you end up with a much better result but 

completely different from what you had originally foreseen. Innovation isn’t always predictable and this makes it 

difficult for SEGES as well as for DAAS and the farmers to work with project funding for innovative projects. 

Guadeloupe (France) 

4.4.8 Description of the innovation 

[1] RITA Guadeloupe: implementation of the programme. 

RITA is the abbreviation for « Réseaux d’Innovation et de Transfert Agricole » (agricultural innovation and 

dissemination networks). in 2011, RITA is launched in each of the 5 French overseas territories (Guadeloupe, 

Martinique, Guyana, la Réunion, Mayotte). The administrative, financial and scientific coordination of the RITAs was 

given jointly to ACTA and CIRAD. The aim: to improve the a poor cooperation among stakeholders of agricultural 

development: research institutes, technical institutes, extension services, farmers’ organisations. 

[2] The Yam platform: platform of stakeholders setting the agenda for new initiatives. 

The yam platform is considered innovative for two main reasons: 

● There is a wish amongst consumers to get locally produced yam, which is better adapted to the local taste, 

instead of yam imported from Costa-Rica. Therefore, there is a strong potential for local production.  

● In Guadeloupe, yam is currently affected by antracnosis (a fungus borne disease), for which research activities 

were undertaken, and eventually carried out in collaboration between research institutes and technical 

institutes. 

[3] The fight against citrus greening (yellow dragon fly disease): Citrus greening broke out in Guadeloupe as the RITA 

activities were already launched. Citrus greening affects citrus in wide areas, including the major citrus-producing 

region (e.g. Florida, USA). The “RITA Guadeloupe” was able to cope with this issue, at constant costs, through 

reallocation of idle funds (some activities of the overall action plan of RITA were delayed, thus leaving some funds 

idle).   

Therefore, the “citrus greening” activity is considered an innovation since: 

● It was introduced as an emergency response to an unexpected situation, thus showing the ability of the RITA 

scheme to deal with crucial issues in a flexible manner; 

● It has triggered joint research activities between organisations who were acting separately since then, in order to 

speed up the upcoming of solutions to address the citrus greening issue. 

[4] Apiloc: association of bee keepers promoting innovations. This case study differs from the others, since it 

involves more limited scientific inputs: there is no R&D project specific to the actions, except some links with the 

University of Corsica. The approach is considered innovative because it is driven by the professionals themselves, 

who mobilize expertise and funds as far as they need it / can do it. Apigua, a beekeepers association gathering most 

beekeepers of the territory, is the driving force. The focus is on two activities: 

● Selection of queen bees: 

The selection programme undertaken by Apigua aims at supplying well-selected queen bees to apiarists. A 

fecundated queen bee is sold at 25 €/pc. The demand currently exceeds the supply. 

The process of spreading queen bees with high genetic potential is of paramount importance to increase honey 

production. 

● Pollens characterization: 
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This activity was initially undertaken through the acquisition of needed methods and know-how at the University of 

Corsica. It is now on-going, with the scope to establish a pollen databank. 

The three latter cases are in fact projects of the Rita network. 

In the Guadeloupe CV an interesting way to make an overview on the cases was used. Because of the importance of 

RITA for the CV we put this overview in the summary. 

 

 

 

Type of innovation: 

● Bio-technical, not moving towards farming system/ some moving towards agro-ecological; 

● Mostly not yet implemented at larger scale (except for APIGUA); 

● Strong interest in innovation for plant diversification (Pitaya, Yam…). 
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Characteristics of the innovation process: 

 

 

4.4.9 Actors/roles within the innovation  

The actors are mentioned in the ‘target’: left public partners, 

right private, in the bulls eye the most involved partners. This 

overview was used in more CV’s, it is used here as illustration. 

4.4.10 Role of support services 

Main characteristics of the Innovation: 

● Science driven (except for APIGUA); 

● Farmers are not in the driver’s seat; 

● Learning from experiences outside Guadeloupe; 

● Education/ sensitization of the actors: “Think out of the 

box!”; 

● “Due to RITA we started or enlarged cooperation among 

various actors”. 
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4.4.11 Analysis of factors of success and failures 

The environment  gives obstacles and opportunities: 

 

4.4.12 Appreciation of regional particularities  

The visitors gave an overview of the characteristics they appreciated over the cases: 

 

4.4.13 Specific recommendations 

The favourable funding conditions identified by the AgriSpin team need to be relativized. 

Indeed, the RITA scheme helps the small actors, sectors and organisations but most of the subsidies available in 

Guadeloupe are captured by the main sectors (Banana – Sugar Cane), outside the RITA scheme. 

Moreover, the conditions of access to the RITA funding and most of the available funds evolves quite a lot and is 

more and more competitive and seems more and more complex for the actors and stakeholders (from a RITA state 

lead management to a RITA region lead management: this transition period is key and needs a lot of investment and 

effort to become effective). 

The RITA actors should also investigate how it’s managed in other EU regions (through ERIAFF) and mostly in 

federated states such as Germany in order to learn from other organisations and various experiences. 

The Guadeloupian Agriculture should benefit and take advantage from its own particular island and isolated 

environment and better organise short supply chains (school canteens, etc…). This would require a better 

coordination with local collectivities and also the National Organisation for Social Aids (CAF). 

There’s a lot of opportunities outside Guadeloupe to harvest new knowledge and know-how that the stakeholders 

should develop but also within Guadeloupe in other innovations sectors. 

Lastly, the Agricultural sector should also better consider the bio-economy and the biodiversity potential of the 

island that represent its outstanding wealth. 
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AgriSpin team underlines the margin for improvement to better commit farmers and small producers association at 

the heart of the project that would significantly improve the uptake of innovations in the farming sector. 

Indeed, this uptake but also the technical upgrade of skills by farmers and producers would complement the huge 

research potential that characterizes Guadeloupe. 

In that way, the facilitating role (already active through the position of mr Manuel Gerard as RITA Coordinator) 

should be strengthened as it is a way to generate trust with farmers and to better understand them and commit 

them, seeking for passionate and front-runners farmers who have this multiplier potential. 

The RITA could also commit new actors to “think out the box” (criticism on the pattern between problems and 

solutions) and open-up its mind on the processes, but so far it has been difficult because the RITA 1 projects have 

been set-up in emergency, based on the existing dynamics, networks and relationships among actors. 

Obviously there is room for improvement along these lines for the RITA 2 scheme and its governance, especially 

regarding ways to commit stakeholders as active actors of the projects. 

Nevertheless, the RITA allowed to defragment actors, networks and activities and to resolutely bring cross-cutting 

and multi-actor approaches in the daily works. The actors should continue these efforts through more holistic 

approaches and also agro-ecological and mixed farming systems approaches. 

Regarding the transfer and the impact of the RITA activities, there is a need to mutualize the results and still to 

commit more farmers in the actions for a better and faster adoption and to maximize the dissemination potential. 

A “proximity dissemination”, not only towards the stakeholders in direct contact with the RITA actors but towards 

the whole Guadeloupian should be the main objectives of RITA2. 

As everywhere in the world, it’s also difficult to measure the impacts of the projects regarding the maturity level of 

the outputs …but involving farmers as implementer of the results would help to improve these expected impacts. 

Working on the economic impact would help to fulfil RITA’s missions and attract and commit more and more 

producers. 
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4.4.14 Lessons that can be generalized 

The Cross-Visit in Guadeloupe allowed to highlight several striking points in the organisation of the RITA scheme and 

the related innovation processes: 

● The main added-value of the RITA lies in its responsive potential to face challenges and pop-up crises (i.e. 

sanitary crises such as Citrus Greening). The flexible management and funding scheme that characterize the RITA 

allows to quickly gather the relevant actors and stakeholders and to set-up projects in response to a specific and 

emerging challenge. 

● Moreover, the second added-value lies on the multi-actor and multi-stakeholder consultation and organisation 

to address the challenges. The fact that each kind of actor (researcher, engineer, advisor, farmers etc…) works at 

his/her dedicated place and does what it does best in a synergistic and complementary way between actors is 

valuable for the projects and the innovation processes. RITA allowed to shift from a “fragmented cooperation 

model” to a “coherent and dynamic path”. 

● The third added-value that came-out this visit is the strong willingness of the Guadeloupian actors to learn from 

outside the island (i.e. Cuba, Corsica, etc…) and to foster knowledge and know-how exchanges between RITA 

actors and abroad…even if there’s still room for improvement. 

● A weakness of the RITA scheme identified during the visit is that when there’s a lack of organisation of the 

producers (i.e. in active associations) and more generally of a certain farming sector and when the activities are 

not sufficiently steered by the farmers themselves, there’s a clear lack of impact and innovation uptake by the 

farmers (i.e. APIGUA strong impact versus YAM weak impact). 

● Particular effort should and will be given to the consultation process of the farmer’s professional organisation to 

help them to formulate their needs in the perspective of the RITA 2 phase to enhance effectiveness of the future 

actions. 

 

4.5 Tuscany (Italy) 

4.5.1 Description of the innovation 

[1] IMVito: Fonterutoli Winery 

The project cared about three different viticulture sectors: 

1) Sustainability and transformation of cultivation systems; 

2) Assessment of potentiality of autochthonous vines; 

3) Traceability 

This project aimed to: 

reach the highest degree of wine quality production. 

In Tuscany more than 60.000 ha are dedicated to wine production, have better sustainability is requested by 

consumers and farmers, as well as the traceability of productions. Consumers want to know what they buy. 

[2] Orti E.T.I.C.I.” (Social Farming) – Horticulture, Economy, Technique, Innovative Social Inclusion. 

The project “Orti ETICI” started in 2008 and is aimed to promote “responsible innovation” in the field of agricultural 

production and social inclusion. The project combines sustainable farming and social rehabilitation through the 

employment of persons belonging to vulnerable groups and with low contractual capacity. 

It is an example of social innovation (social farming): this experience mobilize the resources of a territory in order to 

provide innovative services to the local community through a partnership between farmers, social cooperatives and 

local authorities. People with a disability work to produce vegetables that are sold directly to local consumers. 
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[3] Floriddia: Old wheat varieties 

The innovation consists of a process of rediscovery and cultivation of old varieties of wheat and, progressively, the 

production of bread and pasta to be sold to local consumers. Started in one organic farm in the Province of Pisa 

(Pratini Farm – Floriddia brothers), this process progressively involves other farms, international networks and 

associations. 

This experience can be considered a radical, social innovation in the context of broad supply chain for different 

reasons, such as: the collaborative approach in creating a network among different actors (farmers, researchers, 

extension agents, consumers, associations) around the same sustainability principles; the valorisation of peer to peer 

exchange of knowledge in order to share and spread sustainable farming and production practices; the impact it has 

not only at local community but also at a broader level, because of the involvement of national and international 

network working on preservation and exchange of seeds. 

The initiative started from the ambition of one of the two owners of Pratini farm, Rosario Floriddia, to change his 

business and his personal life too.  

Pratini Farm extends on a surface of 300 Ha. Major crops are cereals, legumes and fodder.  

In the second half of 1990s the farm developed as a conventional cereal farm, strongly dependent on CAP subsidies 

and integrated in the agro-food chain. The turn to organic, in 1987, was a first manifestation of the desire to regain 

some control, both on the technical and the economic level. 

Looking for a more profitable but also satisfactory management of the farm, in 2005 the brothers obtained the 

authorization to process and sell food on farm. Initially they bought a small electric stone mill to produce their own 

flour. They began to make bread, and sold it to the local bakeries and directly to consumers.  

In 2006, acknowledging that the modern wheat varieties were not suitable for organic farming and traditional 

processing, they began to cultivate old winter wheat varieties. Thanks to the good agronomical and economical 

results obtained in these early years, from 2009 onwards they have been growing only old wheat varieties and 

landraces, implementing some innovations in the agricultural techniques too: no-till sowing; fertilization only 

through green manure; self-production of seeds for sowing and use of blends of different varieties. This last point is 

particularly significant for the farm reorganisation.  

In 2010, the success of this new direction of farm activities motivated the owners to make a much greater 

investment consisting of: a shed for grains storage; a cutting-edge plant for seeds cleaning and selection; a 

professional stone mill for flour production; and a plant for pasta and baked goods production. This plant is now 

considered one of the most advanced in Tuscany, able to produce high quality flour, and it is a good example of 

innovative technology at a non-industrial scale. Its equipment and functioning have been the result of a close 

collaboration between the Floriddia brothers and the firm which installed it.  

 [4] Formanova (Cooperative for Cheese Production: cholesterol low cheese) - Innovation in grassland and fodder 

quality for the production of “Pecorino Toscano PDO cheese” with nutraceutical properties: The Project 

FORMANOVA combines the transfer of both product and process innovations in the agricultural sector and 

specifically: 

 Transfer of technical innovations related to fodder crops, to the cultivation of flax on farm and to the supply and 

management of the grazing of dairy sheep; 

 Transfer of technical innovations to optimize the potential forage production of local forage systems forage on 

the basis of more quality parameters and to support the production of cheese characterized by a high content of 

CLA (Linoleic Acid) and VA (Vaccenic Acid), omega-3 and by a lower content of saturated fatty acids, enhancing;  

 Improvement of the technological quality of milk, controlling seasonal variations linked to changes in nutrition 

and enter formulas of cheese yield standard enhancing the composition of the milk itself. 
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In this case, two process innovations (fodder crops and introduction of flax) are needed to obtain one product 

innovation (Pecorino cheese with nutraceutical properties). 

[5] POL-TP: wine testing laboratory, early detection of tannin content 

This project aim was to transfer in Tuscany an innovative analytical method for colour components of red wines, 

developed in Australia, and allowing a routine evaluation of wine potential on grapes before harvest. 

The work demonstrated that a simple and inexpensive analysis, of grape sampled two weeks before harvest, allows 

the estimation of the polyphenols potential of grape lots, therefore obtaining useful information on organization of 

grape reception and on the winemaking strategies to be adopted. 

4.5.2 Actors/roles within the innovation  

[1] IMVito 

The project cared about three different viticulture sectors: 

1) Sustainability and transformation of cultivation systems; 

2) Assessment of potentiality of autochthonous vines; 

3) Traceability 

This project aimed to: 

reach the highest degree of wine quality production. 

In Tuscany more than 60.000 ha are dedicated to wine production, have better sustainability is requested by 

consumers and farmers, as well as the traceability of productions. Consumers want to know what they buy. 

[2] Orti ETICI 

The University of Pisa (Department of Veterinary Science), two social cooperatives, “Bio-Colombini” organic farm 

and the Centre for agro-environmental research of the University of Pisa (CIRAA) started to work together to realise 

this project on social farming and decided to formalise the collaboration in an organisation. 

The project is regulated by ATI (Temporary Association of Enterprises; it is an agreement among different 

organisations oriented towards a specific objective) and by an internal protocol between the partners. 

The ATI enables partners to pursue the project objectives enhancing and complementing the specific skills of each 

partner. Moreover, ATI and the Protocol provide clarity and transparency about the use of public land resources 

made available and establishes the role of the partners in the project. 

In this case, the task of the farm is primarily to sell the products (mainly fresh vegetables) within the short supply 

channel of the Solidarity Purchasing Groups (GAS). The task of co-operatives is to manage the job placement process, 

monitoring and evaluating individual outcomes. The CIRAA manages the processing, provides the land and buildings 

(land, greenhouses, buildings) and the experiences of its technicians and, moreover, utilizes Orti Etici as “place of 

experimentation and research in the agricultural sector”.  The Department of Veterinary Sciences provides the skills 

acquired over the years on social farming and promotes the creation, within the university, of a training centre on 

these issues. 

So, the task of the farm is to produce food, the task of university is oriented towards research and development and 

the cooperative produces inclusive outcomes, in a context in which the two objectives are not parallel or overlapping 

but integrated, through a path where work is both the place of production and inclusion. This is guaranteed by the 

presence of a tutor, who is in charge of guarantee the job placement with a constant presence in the workplace. 

Recently, also collaboration agreements where activated (and are still ongoing) with institutional and private 

organisations operating in the area, in particular, the partners of the project are working with the “Società della 
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Salute di Pisa” (SDS, Local Health Agency) in order to establish a “permanent table on social farming”. Furthermore, a 

coordination work was done with the public social services who are in charge to oversee the users with disabilities, 

for the preparation of specific guidelines for the inclusion of disadvantaged people within the Orti Etici project and 

within social farming activities". 

[3] Floriddia: Old wheat varieties 

The farmers’ interest in the old wheat varieties started to develop in 2005, thanks to the interactions within the 

Tuscan Coordination of Organic Producers (CTPB, an association of organic farmers and agronomists founded for the 

promotion and dissemination of organic agriculture in Tuscany, with the aim of achieving a sustainable farming 

practices from an ecological, social, economic and political point of view), of which the Pratini farm is a member. 

In the belief that a special attention to the availability of proper varieties and related seeds was necessary for the 

success of organic farms, the President of CTPB organised a meeting with Floriddia, a geneticist, Prof. Benedettelli – 

a Professor at the University of Florence - and an agronomist, Cerretelli - expert of organic farming - to discuss the 

issue. This first interaction and the related project aimed at collecting the old varieties to be seeded at Pratini farm 

initiated a broader process of exchange and collaboration which has progressively involved many other actors, such 

as the technicians and the other farmers members of the Rural Seeds Network (a second level association which 

supports, facilitates and promotes contact, dialogue, exchange and sharing of information and initiatives between 

those who claim the values of biodiversity and of peasant agriculture and oppose what generates erosion and loss of 

diversity and agriculture based on intensive monoculture and/or genetically modified crops) and of the WWOOF 

association, but also international networks of farmers,  bakers and seed banks.  

The work of plant breeding, seed conservation, reproduction and, lately, the evaluation of the biochemical 

components of these old grains, useful also to establish the baking performance, are the most important activities at 

the centre of the collaboration with the researchers of Florence University. More and more interested in the issue 

and committed to actively manage its genetic resources, Pratini farm has moreover started other collaborations with 

several research institutions (also within EU projects). 

The success of this collaborations is strongly linked to the ways through which the researchers and the farmer 

interact, grounded on a tacit acknowledgment of the equal dignity of knowledge and skills, which are pooled to 

achieve shared goals (the conservation of biodiversity, the spreading of organic farming, the production of healthy 

food). 

The relational activity of the network has seen an important development also on the side of the interaction with 

other farmers. Some of them are local farmers who have joined the network, starting to collaborate with Floriddia, 

because looking for alternatives and thus attracted by this different model of management and the possibility to find 

more satisfactory outcome. Three of them began the activity of seeds reproduction, fully espousing the cause of the 

retrieval of old varieties and the agro-ecological approach. Unfortunately, the activity of seeds reproduction didn’t 

spread a lot among other farmers, so that it is considered at the moment a criticality on which continue to work in 

order to consolidate the alternative supply chain . 

Together with the neighbouring farmers, Rosario assumes the role of “custodian grower”, a role formally recognized 

to farmers committed to reproduce genetic resources at risk of extinction: this “role” was introduced in 1997 and 

formalised through the Law no. 64/2004, strongly supported by the Regional Government of Tuscany. The aim of this 

low is, in fact, to promote the participation in projects addressed to the identification, characterization, conservation 

and enhancement of the local genetic resources, especially if at risk of extinction. 

[4] Formanova 

The key actors involved in this innovation process belonged to research and agricultural practices. 

Regarding the “production side”, two cheese factories have been involved: the cooperative cheese factory of 

Manciano (it is the organisation which coordinated the project funded by the Regional Government of Tuscany) and 
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the Pinzani cheese factory. The actors belonging to research are the Centre for agro-environmental research of the 

University of Pisa “Enrico Avanzi” (CIRAA) and the “Scuola Superiore Sant’Anna”: these organisations already tested 

in research fodder production and the feeding techniques aimed at increasing the nutraceutical properties of the 

Pecorino cheese. Moreover, fodder producers and farmers’ consortia specialized in animal nutrition were involved. 

[5] POL-TP 

1. ISVEA Srl - a private company in close collaboration with other entities - private individuals, professionals, local 

authorities, universities and research institutions, operating within and even outside the National borders - has 

always dedicated important energies of the research activity on issues of real practical interest for wine production 

quality and the development of innovative operational protocols.  

2. AWRI (Australian Wine Research Institute) of Adelaide, South Australia, who developed the “Tannin Portal”. 

3. Cantina Colli Fiorentini with its 23 associated wineries to collaborate to make the processing and marketing of the 

grapes produced and delivered by the members. 

4.5.3 Role of support services 

[1] IMVito 

Create opportunity for different key players in the innovation system to meet each other. Make actors aware of 

various new developments (e.g. EU). Link with funding opportunities. Link initiators to researchers and vice versa. 

[2] Orti ETICI  

It has to be observed that for the realisation of the project no official support agencies were directly involved. 

Particularly relevant was the institutional support provided by the Regional Government of Tuscany, which claimed 

social farming experiences as useful for society some years before the Italian national low dealing with this issues 

was promulgated (2015). 

[3] Floriddia: Old wheat varieties 

The investments were supported financially by the Rural Development Plan of Tuscany Region, specifically by 

Measure 121 related to the modernization of farms: the investments in farms facilities have enabled the processing 

of stone ground flour, pasta and baked products, the packaging of the same and the cultivation of legumes. The 

access to these Regional funds thus consistently helps the two farmers in the realization of their ambitions and in the 

achievement of their objectives for growth.  

With regard to the presence of a support agency, the advisory services involved is private, as part of the CTPB; it can 

be considered a farmer-based advisory system. 

 [4] Formanova  

No advisory services were directly involved in the process of Project realization and development. Institutional and 

economic support by the Regional Government of Tuscany, who has funded the Project with the money of the Rural 

Development Plan 2007-2013 (Measure 124). 

[5] POL-TP 

In this case the role of support agency was carried out by ISVEA with the collaboration of "Vinidea" which is a private 

company acting as knowledge broker. 

4.5.4 Analysis of factors of success and failures 

[1] IMVito 

The identification of GAP ( good agricultural practices) using the best available techniques (BAT) that will end up to 

the Smart Factory that, in this sector, offer important innovation using sensors, automation of decision-support 

systems. Furthermore, diffusion of grapevines indigenous varieties (e.g. Pugnitello, Foglia tonda) were evaluated as 
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potentially interesting genetic materials as well as Innovative methodologies (identification of cultivar’s DNA into the 

wine and others related to phenolic and aromatic profile). 

Part of the activity was dedicated to develop a technological data platform that allows producer and consumer to 

track each step involved into the viticulture supply chain. A technological model (e.g. as software) for performing the 

economic sustainability of productions ( e.g. supply chain). 

The result of this applied innovation is going to be spread in many regional and national farms in the viticulture and 

other fields. 

[2] Orti ETICI  

What guided the process was the idea to connect diverse actors of the Province of Pisa around the principle of 

“social economy”, by enhancing and integrating the skills of each actor in pursuing the goal to promote social 

integration through the production of food. 

The main challenges are: maintaining stable collaborations with institutions; finding “educators” able to work with 

different kind of disability and also providing sufficient production to meet the demand of local consumers. 

[3] Floriddia: Old wheat varieties 

● Since Floriddia started to produce flour on farm, direct sales expanded: the products were sold directly on farm, 

to some local bakeries (400 kg of flour per week) and to local GAS (Solidarity Purchasing Groups): the last ones 

regularly prepare their orders through the online catalogue and the e-commerce service that is available on the 

website. The price is one euro per kilo, while the conventional flour is 30 cents.  

● Activating the on-line sales allows Floriddia to cover the whole Italian territory. The products are packed 

carefully and shipped via a courier within 3-4 days from receipt of order. Floriddia serves a varied clientele of 

individual private companies that operate mainly in the catering industry, such as restaurants, pizzerias, 

gastropubs, shops and all those who are interested in buying organic products. The farmers also got into contact 

with an expert geneticist and activated an experimental project with a children hospital in Florence to verify 

relationships between grain varieties and celiac disease. 

● The interactions have developed also beyond the local scale, as in the case of the exchanges with similar 

experiences in other contexts, including also foreign networks. The successes of some events organised at the 

Pratini farm are illustrative in this regard. One of these is the “Participatory Plant Breeding Week”: an initiative 

included in the National Seed Production Plan for organic farming promoted in 2010 by the Italian Ministry of 

Agriculture  and by the Italian Association for Organic Agriculture (AIAB. The two editions of June 2010 and 2012 

saw the participation of many farmers, technicians and researchers, exchanging information and experience 

about the management of the genetic resources. Another significant international event was, in June 2013,“Let’s 

Cultivate Diversity”: the second European meeting on cereal cultivation and processing, organised in Italy 

through the help of the Rural Seed Network.  

● All these initiatives have been very important for the growth of this innovative experience, its capacity to 

communicate to the world outside, its impact on the local ‘communities’, as well as its potential to generate 

broader changes. An example of this last point is the strengthening within these networks of the willingness to 

lobby for a change in the legislation on seeds, and the contribution to the emerging debate on the ‘qualitative’ 

properties (for health, environment) of different breads and the related production systems. 

Low interaction with official advisors can be considered a point of weakness.  

Another weakness is that the activity of seeds reproduction didn’t spread a lot among other farmers, so that it is 

considered a point of weakness and the main challenge for a further spreading of this approach to the development 

of an alternative supply chain for old wheat varieties. 
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[4] Formanova  

The Project answered to different innovation needs: differentiation of market opportunities for farmers, by 

introducing a new product; optimizing the agronomic management of forage and pasture that leads to the main 

purpose of the project, (the obtaining of pecorino cheese with a high content CLA and omega-3); reduction of water 

nitrate pollution by the spreading of flax in Tuscan farms. 

[5] POL-TP 

Success factors: 

 The Wine Cloud data are correlated very well with those ones elaborated through established (but sophisticated) 

analytical procedures; 

 The developed sampling protocol took about 20 minutes per vineyard, much less than the previous analysis; 

 The polyphenol profile of grapes sampled two weeks before harvest is well correlated with the polyphenol 

profile of the wine obtained from those grapes, at least after 12 months of storage; 

 The knowledge of the potential phenolic quality of grapes allows the application of adapted winemaking 

processes able to optimize the final quality of wine. 

Fail factors: 

At the moment, there is a problem of scaling up: the innovation is difficult to spread. 

4.5.5 Appreciation of regional particularities 

[2] Orti ETICI  

The sensitivity of local public institutions and the strong engagement of the university in facilitating collaboration 

among different actors represent a peculiarity of the Province of Pisa, in this specific case. But the model can be 

replicated also in other Provinces/territories of the regions and the country. In fact, other experience of social 

farming are realized in other Italian Regions but, until now, the project Orti Etici is quite unique in its organisation. 

[3] Floriddia: Old wheat varieties 

Floriddia was one of the first farms in Tuscany that started to re-discover old wheat varieties and that gave the 

farmer economic value and profitability. Nowadays the cultivation of old wheat varieties for the production of bread 

and pasta is quite widespread in other part of Tuscany. The organisation of the supply chain is oriented mainly 

towards local production and consumption (as in the case of Floriddia). 

[4] Formanova  

“Maremma” represents a particular territory in Tuscany where sheep breeding and the production of pecorino 

cheese is a traditional farming practice, as well as the fodder production.  

 

[5] POL-TP 

In the past years Tuscan Region administration started, following the needs of wine producers, small territorial 

projects related to the polyphenol profile of wines. 

4.5.6 Specific recommendations 

 [2] Orti ETICI 

Some aspects of the project should be improved. For example, if the project’s partner would really have an impact 

on local community they need to optimize the production phase and improve the marketing of the products (e.g. 

localize the fields in one site, build a shop where sell production directly, involvement of other GAS). Moreover, links 

with other farms of the territory in order to create more job opportunities should be encouraged. 

[4] Formanova  
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Widen the production of this pecorino cheese and the related farming practices by continuing to involve other local 

breeders and cheese makers. 

General: 

Puzzles: “Tradition versus Innovation?”  

● Lack of structured links  

● Lack of strategy/vision of the region 

● No advisory service 

● How much recognition for role region? 

● Role of region? More than cashpoint? 

● Who feels responsible for which function in AKIS? 

● What scale of farming to support? 

● Organised farmers? Seem sleeping1 

● Are people aware of data ownership? 

● Fair sharing of costs and benefits of innovation. 

● How to scale up? 

 

Recommendations :  

● Create support service (FAS) 

● Proper of facilitators brokers intermediates  

● Need for mapping out/stimulating networks 

● Training on soft skills 

● Equal partnership (including farmers) 

● Dissemination ≠ publishing – translation of knowledge necessary  

● Mechanism for dissemination (beyond innovation) – upscaling Including innovators in enterprises/innovation 

processes 

● Create overall innovation strategy – EU/H2020 

● Changes incentives for researchers  

● Take sustainability/viability into account 

 

4.5.7 Lessons that can be generalized 

 [2] Orti ETICI  

Also in the experience of Orti Etici, the main lesson to take home is the success of a multi-actor and collaborative 

approach. The collaboration among private and public actors towards a common objective can bring to outcomes 

useful for the community. 

[3] Floriddia: Old wheat varieties 

The general lesson we can “take home” from this experience is linked to the approaches that guided all the process, 
starting from the collaborative approach in creating a network among different actors (farmers, researchers, 
extension agents, consumers, associations) around the same sustainability principles;  

The valorisation of peer to peer exchange of knowledge in order to share and spread sustainable farming and 
production practices is another important point that can be generalised. 

                                                           
1
 In the seminar where these Pearls and Puzzles were presented, a representative of the Farmers Organisation made clear that 

the organisation was active, but apparently remained out of sight during the case visits.  
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Another lesson is related to the general principle “act local but think global”: the impact it has not only at local 

community but also at a broader level, thanks to the involvement of national and international networks dealing 

with seeds production a conservation. 

[4] Formanova  

Collaboration between science and practice in order to develop new products and farming practices should be 

encouraged more, especially if they are oriented to meet consumers and, more generally, society demand about 

healthy and safe food. 

[5] POL-TP 

Collaboration between science and practice and a good brokering activities are the basis of the development of 

innovation. 

4.6 Karditsa (Greece) 

4.6.1 Description of the innovations 

All four cases are characterized as organisational innovations including an institutional innovation angle. Also all 

cases except PSYHANTHOS (retro-innovation) are product innovations. In addition, the case of stevia represents a 

process innovation owing to the introduction of a totally new method for stevia processing. At the same time the 

knowledge available in the area changes. In the case of ESEK various technical improvements have occurred while in 

the rest of the cases organic and integrated cultivation practices have been implemented with local knowledge 

regarding new cultivations been enhanced as well. 

Type of innovation in the cases: 
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Innovation process: 

 

 

4.6.2 Actors/roles within the innovation  

 

 

4.6.3 Role of support services 

New Generation Cooperatives (NGC) and specific policies can help in the creation of an integrated network, i.e. an 

extended “ecosystem” providing innovators with the support they need in the different stages of their endeavours.  
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Obstacles emerge from the complex legal framework and bureaucratic processes regarding the establishment of 

coops and emphasized the need for simplifying them.  

The structural features of the Greek agricultural sector make NGCs a rather straightforward option for farmers. 

Mutual trust as an element for the formation of collective schemes is absolutely necessary. The trust, developed 

between and around a core of actors who already know each other, can lead to initiatives with potential to move 

forward.  

Different types of innovation require different types of support. This highlights the need for a central policy that will 

allow for a broader “ecosystem” to be built, with each of its parts being organically connected with all the others; 

such a policy cannot be developed by local actors like ANKA.  

4.6.4 Analysis of factors of success and failures 

 

4.6.5 Appreciation of regional particularities  

Visitors pointed to a number of positive aspects in the CV meetings. 

● The spirit of cooperation among farmers involved in the cases examined, their enthusiasm and their 

participation in considerable numbers is very encouraging.  

● Cooperation and strong belief in their projects are the main characteristics of the involved farmers. 

● The farmers involved in the innovation cases are convinced that they will succeed in doing things better, based 

on their own efforts. They are not interested only in money but are willing to engage in tasks (work) for doing 

things better. 

● New Generation Cooperatives may be the starting point for attracting young farmers also in other European 

countries and making the cake bigger for them. 

● The encouraging presence of motivated actors, with strong personal drive comprising not a different society but 

a well-functioning society. 

4.6.6 Specific recommendations and response of the local representatives 

The members of the visiting team proposed a number of worthwhile messages to take home: 

● “I have been working a lot in developing countries and Greece presents many similarities with developing 

countries… What I see… you are trying to do something, to invest … and this is for me a good message. But, you 

have to be open”. 



45 
 
●  “Do not blame the crisis! The crisis brought back this fantastic present of having a supportive community, which 

is unique and it does not exist anywhere else. These new coops may work here only because of the crisis”. 

● The visiting team remarked that it had not had enough information to evaluate the business plans and the 

marketing strategy of the NGCs. The General Director of ANKA pointed out that building a marketing strategy is 

an important part of the training program that ANKA organises with the participation of the local coops and it is 

planned to put more emphasis on this issue in the near future. 

Team and locals actors share the willingness to continue this conversation and put the right things forward; support 

services examined in CV’s can contribute in the dialogue by putting forward the right questions in order to be 

properly supported in their mission and this actually can turn the AgriSpin project into a success. 

4.6.7 Lessons that can be generalized 

The cases studied in Karditsa represent a bottom up approach for rural development involving farmers who are 

trying to meet (notwithstanding trade-offs) environmental, financial and social criteria for sustainability. 

All cases were built around different versions of the New Generation Cooperatives (NGCs) adopted by farmers in 

response to their specific needs and priorities. NGCs represent, on the one hand, an innovative ‘tool’ utilized by 

ANKA in its efforts to promote rural development and, on the other hand, a new organisational method/ for 

farmers/growers and citizens through which they attempt to overcome the structural shortcomings of the Greek 

agricultural sector (collapsing coops, small and fragmented farms, need to restructure the cropping system, etc.) and 

environmental problems.  

The introduction and adoption of NGCs implies a change in the values, mentality and vision of the local actors, who 

appear more willing to collaborate and actively engage in common decision making processes and initiatives. They 

also appear more willing to undertake risks and thus to innovate, an attitude lacking in the years before the financial 

crisis - despite the existence of innovative ideas at those times, too. The selection of all the four cases, and especially 

the cases of Efkarpon -which  precedes and has set an example- and PSYHANTHOS – the members of which specify 

more precisely and rigidly the terms of their co-existence - underlines this rationale and aims at provoking 

discussions that highlight the strengths and weaknesses of the support service system while also suggesting effective 

ways to assist innovative endeavours. 

 

4.7 Germany 

4.7.1 Description of the innovations 

[1] AHA: Train the Trainers 

Our points of innovation in the story of training for more success are: 

 Different innovations on at first two different  levels  on levels of farmers and of advisors  

 and mostly their interaction: Methodological trainings can open minds and people allow themselves to think 

and act “out of the box”, and in fact they inspire each other to think and act “out of the box”.  

 First level:  trainings for farmers in order to find the own individual way  

o describing the characteristics of entrepreneurial thinking and action; 

o working on the personal strengths and weaknesses ; 

o a series of trainings instead of one single training; 

o starting a process: the trainings lead participants in a process of developing and an interaction between 

developing myself and my business . 

 Second level: trainings for advisors in order to be an advisor with a triple expertise as an advisor, coach and 

moderator, 

o who accompanies the development process of the farmer; 
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o to strengthen methods concerning these three competencies; 

o giving tools to the advisors instead of facts to expand their own skills; 

o to enable them to stimulate and support their farmers to create new and innovative ideas and ways to 

their success. 

 Third level: the mutual influence between both for further steps of success 

Or in the end one can say the influence between not only the farmers and advisors but as well between the staff of 

the different organizations, who have got the tools in trainings and workshops as well.    

[2] CECRA: Certification for Agricultural Advisors 

The "Certificate for European Consultants in Rural Areas" (CECRA) is the first European competence 

development program with an international certificate meeting the rising demand for advisor method training. 

Currently, the CECRA system is expanded through EUFRAS to non-German speaking countries in Europe. 

4.7.2 Actors/roles within the innovation  

[1] AHA: Train the Trainers 

Andreas Hermes, founding the first advanced education training organization in German agriculture in 1948 and 

supporting the education or just pressing  the importance of lifelong learning into the German agriculture  

Dr. Gerd Lohmöller who creates with the bus-trainings the idea of a learning process and the ideas of a “creative 

learning”.  And Gerd Lohmöller put the corner stone for a very trustful work together in the team of trainers that 

lasts until today…   

The Andreas Hermes Academy with the team of trainers and stuff who just have the task to deliver adult education 

in agriculture. But more than this they are working by heart – for training and opening minds and for supporting 

farmers/ people in their trainings, workshops or coaching. 

They are well settled in the German and international network of agriculture for reaching the target groups on the 

one hand and being informed about their needs on the other. 

[2] CECRA 

 IALB: rural advisors network, CECRA owner, developed CECRA I 2009 in a cooperative approach 

 EUFRAS (RAS network): Licensed party, signed Partnership agreement with IALB, promotes CECRA as standard 

among member organizations, offers TTT. 

 Several rural advisory services and universities: Accredited CECRA partners by EUFRAS and IALB, implement 

CECRA within their organization and provide CECRA Modules, Most of them for the for the time. 

 IALB CECRA AG: Operative body, where CECRA work is done, every CECRA partner sends one delegate, EUFRAS 

two delegates. 

 EUFRAS CECRA Working Group and EUFRAS CECRA Office: coordinate CECRA on European level. 

4.7.3 Role of support services 

As support agencies in this time I consider for example the organizations in agriculture, like for example the 

Chambers of agriculture in Germany.  The role of the support agencies for supporting the innovations in trainings are 

on different levels: 

 Networking in agriculture; 

 Networking with the providers of trainings and describing the needs for trainings; 

 To raise awareness for adult education; 

 To offer trainings to their members, customers; 

 To disseminate the ideas of advanced vocational trainings. 
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[2] CECRA 

The support services themselves are experiencing a classical innovation process in a cross border cooperation 

project. 

4.7.4 Analysis of factors of success and failures 

[1] AHA: Train the Trainers 

Success factors 

In the most cases we have seen during our cross-visit in Germany and as well in the cases our guests have presented 

from other cross-visits the initializing nucleus of innovations can be described as: 

 an economic, a social or a personal pressure (sometimes) 

 an idealistic vision  or  

 an economically idea  AND 

 a few people, who spread or force this idea 

 “they keep the flame on burning”  

That was and is the same in the AHA-trainings. Staff and trainer, they keep the flame on burning into the future. 

The most important supporting points for innovations are: 

 First Open minds and NETWORKing. If people open their minds, for example by the support of a training or 

coaching, they will join networks. The DISC-model is a helpful tool. And in these networks people can create new 

ideas.  When people use the power of networks 2 + 2 is no longer 4 but 5 or more.  

 Some other success factors for innovations are, that people:   

o reflect on their attitude; 

o have the courage to look at situations differently and to do things in another way than before; 

o have the courage to ask: to ask for help, to exchange questions or experiences, to discuss about challenges 

or problems with others, people from the same profession or experts, to ask for advice.   

For these points as well people get methods and open minds by tools and methods of trainings.    

Fail factors 

Tools and methods for the personal behaviour are sometimes valued not in the same way than getting facts. The 

reason could be, that sometimes people don`t understand, that tools and methods, that knowing HOW to do 

something, will support myself the whole live. But facts quickly become outdated.  

[2] CECRA 

The CECRA Cooperation and Usage Agreement (2015 between IALB and EUFRAS) is generally agreed on in a 

relatively short time. This did not happen without conflict. But we took conflict as a good sign to affirm that 

something new is negotiated, that we were in the middle of an innovation process. Several attempts to get funding 

for the further development and roll out of CECRA failed. Nevertheless CECRA trainings started in several new 

regions in Europe. 

4.7.5 Appreciation of regional particularities  

[1] AHA: Train the Trainers 

In Germany with its different federal states there are different rules and political requirements in each state. And 

there are many different organizations for supporting agriculture and working with the farmers. Regarding this, it 

could be a great effort to get a valid network all over the different states, the agriculture and the society. 
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[2] CECRA 

In the Fast-Track Train the trainer event in October 2015 in Dublin, CECRA trainers from different corners of Europe 

were asked if they wanted more regulation within in the CECRA guidelines. The answer was clear, that they would 

like to stick to the basic framework to have enough flexibility to adept to regional needs. This concerns the level of 

detail in the Module Descriptions and the possibility to select fitting elective modules. The translation of the CECRA 

material into local languages remains a challenge. 

4.7.6 Specific recommendations and response of the local representatives 

[1] AHA: Train the Trainers 

Trainings need to be explained to people/ participants. People mostly join trainings, when there are experiences, 

how these methodological trainings can help in the personal development. If not, it is necessary to talk and explain. 

[2] CECRA 

 Address Advisory Services and Institutions directly, as they are responsible for HR development. 

 Introduce a new CECRA Module for Facilitation of EIP groups. 

 Learn, how to market the product. 

 Integrate vocational training by re-certification. 

4.7.7 Lessons to be generalised 

Think about the necessity of warm networks – between farmers, between farmers and their advisor and 

between farmers, advisors and stuff in the different organizations. And for this in my opinion the 

consequenze is, to give people:   

Think about the necessity of warm networks – between farmers, between farmers and their advisor and 

between farmers, advisors and stuff in the different organizations. And for this in my opinion the 

consequenze is, to give people/ stuff:   

 open minds, creativity, 

 attitude and  

 space:  

o to connect people !! = to connect networkers, who are often the initial persons of an idea/ an 

innovation and the stuff of the organizations; 

o to exchange experiences and to establish innovations; 

o to open minds, and 

o to be aware of the needs of others. 

So, regarding our approach on innovations by trainings (see in the title) we can say that trainings for 

farmers, multipliers/ advisors and as well stuff and volunteers in organizations create the open minds for 

networking and for new and innovative ideas. 

[2] CECRA 

 Practice orientation is crucial. Training advisor methods follows the overall objective to improve advisory work 

and innovation management on farm and individual business level. 

 It is worth to have defined very clearly your target group to address with your innovation. For CECRA it is not the 

common advisor but the institutions in charge of personal development, i.e. the directors and HR departments. 

 A cooperative approach such as CECRA needs a lot of communication. Individual decisions are not productive. All 

partners have to be involved in decision processes. This takes time. 

 Innovations need professional brokerage. New things do not integrate by itself into existing patterns. 
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4.8 Latvia 

4.8.1 Description of the innovations 

[1] Team work for farm advice 

Advisory work in a team which allows to use a holistic approach and to improve farms work, taking into account 

more than one aspect. The aim of the program was to help farmers to manage crisis and 137 farms out of 140 

succeeded. 

2] Herbivorous Project 

Competence centre advisory board for the herbivorous project. Multi stakeholder decision making board for 

demonstration farms. 

It is an organizational innovation. 

[3] Promotion of Youth Entrepreneurship 

The innovation is a business incubator type learning program for young people in rural areas. To increase the effect 

of the learning program, the competition of business plans and ideas was made and now is widely recognized in 

Latvia. 

It is an organizational innovation. 

[4] Business Incubator 

The business incubator type approach, which helps new farmers and those who are willing to do business in rural 

areas, to get the advice. They are led trough the beginning of the entrepreneurship for first years and can be more 

stable on their own afterwards. 

4.8.2 Actors/roles within the innovation  

[1] Team work for farm advice  

 Ministry of Agriculture – quickly reacted on the problem and  gave the green light and financing for the search 

on solutions. 

 Farmers’ organizations (such as Parliament of farmers and Latvian Farmers federation) came up with a request, 

that farmers need some help in the new situation of crisis.  

 LLKC central office – took the problem and found a suitable solution for fast reaction 

 LLKC regional offices – did the actual job with farmers, analysing the farm work and finances and giving farmers 

the solutions 

[2] Herbivorous Project 

 Farm owners, professionals 

 Latvian University of Agriculture professors and docents 

 LLKC advisors 

 LLKC livestock competence centre 

 Anita Siliņa – the key person of getting all stakeholders together. 

[3] Promotion of Youth Entrepreneurship 

 LLKC advisors in centre and regional offices – organizing of trainings and  

 Young farmers and rural entrepreneurs 

 ALTUM fund, supporting the price fund. 

[4] Business Incubator 

 LLKC advisors as organizers of the process and advisory givers. 
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 Farmers and rural entrepreneurs as participants. 

 Ministry of Agriculture as the funder and contracting authority. 

 Other organisations, which are involved in advice when needed and LLKC cannot provide the service. 

4.8.3 Role of support services 

[1] Team work for farm advice  

 Initial idea: Fast reaction on accepting the need of farmers. 

 Inspiration: The form of working in advisory teams came from internal brainstorming, taking Finnish and Danish 

examples as inspiration. 

 Planning: LLKC formed the advisors teams, defined the work concept and trained the advisors for work with 

farmers in teams. 

 Development: The approach was tested on some farms by experts from the central office. 

 Realisation: 48 advisors in 8 teams around whole country worked with farmers for two years. 

 Dissemination: Lithuanians were inspired. Unfortunately in LLKC team work was not used so often afterwards, 

since it is costly and farmers in Latvia were not yet ready to pay for such service. 

[2] Herbivorous Project 

 Initial idea: The idea came from LLKC staff, which was inspired by EU new trends that in the future scientists, 

advisors and farmers should work together more closely for better results. 

 Inspiration: LLKC staff got the inspiration during discussions in EU project Baltic Deal. LLKC invited Anita Siliņa to 

work with them and Livestock competence centre was made. 

 Planning: LLKC created the methodology of the project, asked University professors and farmers to join in. 

 Development: in 2012 The Board of Livestock competence centre, which consists of 12 Scientists, advisors and 

farmers was made and first demo farms were introduced. 

 Realisation: Project works for several years and has a greater acceptance in the public each year. If in first years 

there were about 30 participants coming to Farm days, than in 2016 up to 100 people are attending the 

meetings. 

 [3] Promotion of Youth Entrepreneurship 

 Initial idea: RDP required activities for promoting it’s possibilities and LLKC employees came up with the idea.  

 Inspiration: The Idea of the form of activity came from other business incubators. Often young people in rural 

areas are less skilled and with different needs than those in the cities. So LLKC had the idea to establish one. 

 Planning: LLKC developed the concept of the programme and it is funded from RDP technical support. 

 Development: During the first year the pilot course in 4 districts out of 26 were made.  

 Realisation: In the 2012 the project covered already whole country. 

 Dissemination: The program is ongoing. Minor improvements are made each year. 

 Embedding: Staff accepted the method and the program  is well recognized in rural areas. 

[4] Business Incubator 

 Initial idea: There was a need to support entrepreneurs in Latgale region, so the Ministry of Agriculture asked 

LLKC for help. 

 Inspiration: This program was started by LRATC specialists to combine experience, examples and impressions 

from other projects.  

 Planning: LLKC made the plan for the programme  

 Development:  

 Realisation: The process in the beginning was so fast that there was not really time for the development phase. 

The program started the implementation very soon. 
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 Dissemination: In 2011 the program worked only in the Latgale region, the next Year LLKC started to do it in 

whole country 

 Embedding: Widely accepted in LLKC. ~ 700 farmers are working in the program. 

4.8.4 Analysis of factors of success and failures 

[1] Team work for farm advice  

Success factors 

 Fast reaction to a problem 

 Actual farms still working 

 Better cooperation and networking among LLKC regional offices 

 Farms  and advisors are more using the economical approach in their work 

Fail factors 

 Team work did not last in some offices after the project 

 Team approach seems too expensive for the farmer 

[2] Herbivorous Project 

Success factors: 

 Different stakeholders involved to take decisions in demonstrations 

 Hard work towards “translating” science language to farmers 

 The recognition of the activities has raised significant during 4 years of implementation 

Fail factors: 

 Not always stakeholders are interested in actually doing the job 

[3] Promotion of Youth Entrepreneurship 

Success factors: 

 High recognition in rural areas 

 Possibility to get start-up funding for the rural business 
 
Fail factors: 

 Some young people step out of the programme when they see the workload 

 The quality of the trainings and support can differ in regions 

[4] Business Incubator 

Success factors: 

 The program helps entrepreneurs in during the first working years, which is the time when most face the first 

bigger problems and give up. 

Fail factors: 

 Long term contracts sometimes scare the beneficiaries. 

 The quality of service can differ between regions. 

4.8.5 Appreciation of regional particularities  

[1] Team work for farm advice  

Still lot of farmers in Latvia are not running the farm as enterprise, but lean on traditions and old knowledge. It often 

results in unreasonably expensive farming and lack of willingness and ability to think about the finances. Often 

farmers think that advisory must be a free service and are not ready to pay the realistic price. 
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[2] Herbivorous Project 

Farmers and scientists are often not too interested to work together, since one thinks – they are too complicated 

and others – that they are not listening.  

Scientists often are busy with their promotion and other works, and has no time for ground – level science. 

[3] Promotion of Youth Entrepreneurship 

Often the urbanization trend in some areas has gone so far, that in some regions it is hard to find interested young 

people. 

[4] Business Incubator 

Since Soviet times people in rural areas were more working physical jobs and they did not have to think about 

markets, finances and where the produced goods go. Nowadays the situation differs and rural entrepreneurs need 

help and advice to grow in the business. 

4.8.6 Specific recommendations and response of the local representatives 

[2] Herbivorous Project 

The main challenges through the process are the “scientists language” translation for farmers (and vice versa) and to 

find the right farmers for the demonstrations – those who will accept the new introductions and maintain them as 

planned by advisors and scientists. 

[3] Promotion of Youth Entrepreneurship 

The competition with prize can boost the quality of training and participants interest to work harder. 

 

4.9 South Ostrobothnia, Finland 

In Finland 4 cases have been visited: 

[1] Eerola: developing environmental technologies on farm level. 

[2] Tikka farm: developing feeding wall on farm level. 

[3] Keisala: ProAgria Investment Support Team & using a blog as a tool to communicate. 

[4] Kirkkokallio: agroecological concept. 

4.9.1 Description of the innovations 

Eerola: 

Technological innovation where an invention in research is turned into a saleable product using full-scale farm 

testing, of: manure cooling inside the pig house, high pressure water spraying of inside air, Biosampo treatment: 

fractioning of slurry, Pelleting and microbiological treatment. Results: efficient odour reduction; better proportion of 

N/P; reduction of transports because everything is spread on own fields within 5 km radius. Testing in pilot farms 

covered durability and functionality of the technologies. Research on odour reduction in the process and in the fields 

have been performed. Observations on logistics have been done.  

Tikka Farm: 

Technological innovation where the idea of a young architect was turned into a saleable product using full-scale farm 

testing. It is a new barn wall design that reduces width and building cost of barns. It also reduces the risk of 

contamination and enhances animal health.  
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Full self-sufficiency in feeding: increasing the production of domestic energy and protein crops; producing pelleted 

feed from own grain for the milking robot; separation of litter from sewage; biogas plant, self-sufficiency in energy 

production, selling fuel. 

Keisala: 

Organizational innovation where an Investment Support Team helps the farmer to operate a large investment. It is a 

service package where the needed consultation services are coordinated by ProAgria. The service reduces risks in the 

process and ensures that the solution is viable.  Selected experts see the process from different angles so that 

several aspects are covered simultaneously. The innovation leads to: planning to extend storage room and increase 

self-sufficiency in energy and continuing to expand production, improved working methods and technologies. 

Kirkkokallio:  

The agroecological concept is a process innovation, a cluster where side flows of different process industries are 

utilized in e.g. greenhouses and biofuel. A result of clever agroecological thinking that reduces environmental load of 

all parts of the system.  

4.9.2 Actors/roles within the innovation  

Eerola:  

 Sami Eerola, farmer has had a long relationship with the Pellon Group Ltd, owned by the family of Mr. Juha 

Takala. Various testing operations have occurred during several decades, starting in the 1980’s over a 

generation.  During the years, trust has been built between the parties so that it is considerably easy to 

cooperate.  

 In 1998 as prof. Aura of MTT, the national research centre for agriculture in Finland, made the discovery, Pellon 

was research partner with MTT. MTT offered Pellon the possibility to buy the rights to it. The parties came to an 

agreement and continued to silently develop the process in larger research scale.  

Tikka farm: 

 Vesa Tikka and his family, who had the need to build economically, chose the Feed Wall, and actively 

participated in the tests. 

 Architect Jouni Pitkäranta who attended a futuristic design competition, making the original design of Feed Wall 

and leading the development on farm level. 

Keisala:  

 ProAgria feeding expert initiating the team by suggesting it to the farmers. She also coordinated the meetings. 

 The Keisala family, who had the need to build a new large barn and wanted to buy more consultation and to 

develop the Investment Support Team service.  

 Merja Keisala who kept the blog and opened the investment process to the public.  

 The young generation in Keisala who participated in the process actively. 

Kirkkokallio:  

 The leaders of the local companies who believed in the idea and invested a lot of their own money on the 

developments needed. 

4.9.3 Role of support services 

Eerola: 

 ProAgria advisory services giving consultancy in the production and investments. Luke making research on the 

prototypes on farms. 

 Finance was supplied by TEKES (the Finnish Funding Agency for Innovation). 
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Tikka farm: 

 ProAgria advisory services giving consultancy in the production and investments. Making the needed plans to get 

funding for the barn.  

Keisala: 

 ProAgria advisory services developing the package together with the farmers.  

o Basics: production advisory team, incl. economics, animal husbandry and plant production 

o Design process: architect + engineer + production advisory team + farmers 

o Investment: advisory in economics + production (cows, fields) 

Kirkkokallio:  

 Mr Hannu Uusihonko who acted as a free actor, applying his studies in Helsinki University together with local 

industries. 

 Prof. Juha Helenius in Helsinki University who taught circular thinking to Hannu Uusihonko during his studies 

 Researchers and students who made their theses on the processes and the cluster. 

 The regional architect Ilmari Mattila. 

 The municipal development centre and regional and municipal trade authorities who made the growth possible 

e.g. by funding: the companies, national funds for companies and RDP’s. 

 ProAgria advisory services giving consultancy for the involved farmers.  

4.9.4 Analysis of factors of success and failures 

Eerola: 

Some technical details were not operational so that there was a lot of iteration in the process. However, this is 

typical for product development.  

Tikka farm: 

There were several points in the product development process where the speed of innovation was slow, mainly 

because the partners involved. The choice of materials led to weak constructions and industrial partners withdrew 

from development.  

Keisala:  

It took seven years to get environmental permit because of one neighbour complaining.  During the construction 

phase there were delays due to capacity problems of one supplier.  

The service: the difficulty to develop a clear saleable service package limits the sales of the service in future. 

Feedback and evaluation of the process has not been utilized as systematically as it should be. 

 The blog had lots of followers; many visits of other farmers who were planning to build a new barn; publicity for 

the advisory and others involved in the Investment Support Team. 

 Many visits of other farmers who were planning to build a new barn. 

 Publicity for the advisory and others involved in the Investment Support Team. 

 The initiative will lead to: planning to extend storage room and increase self-sufficiency in energy, and 

continuing to expand production, improved working methods and technologies. 

Kirkkokallio:  

 The cluster has been created only because there is a strong will and motivation among the key persons in the 

area. To implement them more widely, the information and also the imagination – should be more openly 

adopted. 
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 The method based on mutual trust may not work when outsiders join. Doing too much on his own, not using 

external help. How to sell the whole concept?  

4.9.5 Appreciation of regional particularities  

The region is famous for its innovativeness and entrepreneurial spirit. New developments are often tried and it is 

common practise to take risks. The actors knew each other from previous product development activities. 

A small and a midsize company with a long history of co-operation with research, education and farmers. 

Eerola:  

Trust between the actors that made it possible to build a full-scale prototype at Eerola farm. Co-operation of 

authorities and funders in the South Ostrobothnia region that enabled permits and funding for the development. 

Biosampo is to be launched to markets this year in Eurotier 2016 fare. 

 Everything is possible – if you find the knowledge out there. 

 The strength and capacity of the human resources for cooperation. The concern for nature. 

 The blog 

 The knowledge sharing and local FB-groups for farmers 

 Bringing different people together – the passion and belief.  

 Build more on trust and cultivate trust  

 The necessity for the farmers to know their vision and strategy – makes them more innovative. 

Tikka farm: 

At present there are ca. 170 Feed Wall barns in Finland (2000-2016), export to several countries e.g. SWE, DEN, FR, 

NO, D, NL. 

Patents in Europe, United States, Canada and Russia. 

 The farmers’ willingness, enthusiasm and dynamics to try something new. Inventiveness of the farmer. 

Continuous co-operation btw the farmer and the architect. The architect’s engagement in agricultural 

production, initiated at his home farm.  

Keisala:  

In most cases, it is the tradition to discuss future plans with the next generation taking over the farm. In the region, 

entrepreneurs have the courage to try new developments and it is common practise to take risks. Linked to: 

 The integrated approach where the farm is seen as a holistic system. 

 Collaborative environment in ProAgria. 

 The flexibility of team composition during the process, involving the needed expertise at right moment. 

 Independence of the ProAgria advisors so that their advice could be trusted. 

 Communication btw the generations in Keisala so that the needs of next generation were important criteria for 

the investment.  

 Courage of the Keisala’s to take up new challenges. 

 Openness of ProAgria so that the blog and social media discussions could be realized.  

Kirkkokallio:  

A special establishment history and future potential in bio economical business. 

 Trust between Hannu Uusihonko and the local small businesses creating a warm network that took risks. The 

excellent co-operation facilitation. Logical step by step development together with the companies. 
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 The sauna-method where the local actors meet informally on a regular basis and build trust before doing 

business together.  

4.9.6 Specific recommendations and response of the local representatives 

Eerola: 

 More involvement of independent advisory is needed. There could also be the possibility to diversify the farm 

business, e.g. selling the fertilizer and utilising excess heat from the process.  

Tikka farm: 

 ProAgria could support the innovation more actively. More publicity for the innovation support possibilities 

could be reached through the use of multiple communication channels.  

Keisala: 

 Evaluation of the process should be part of the ProAgria Investment Support Team service package. Study and 

knowledge exchange should be organized to develop and disseminate the service.  

 ProAgria should be more active in helping young farmers in general.  

Kirkkokallio:  

 A functional cluster can be effective on different scales, but in this case this might be the suitable size at this 

stage. The key issue is to enable the co-operation between the companies and also with the farmers involved. 

The authorities should make this co-operation easier to start and accomplish.  

 The key issue is to enable the co-operation between the companies and the farmers involved. The authorities 

should make this co-operation easier to start and accomplish. This is why it is important to show this kind of 

examples to the administration in other regions too. Also advisors should have better view of the potential 

alternatives. 

 External expert could be beneficial for the future of the process. A written agreement on the concept is maybe 

needed in the future. 

Reactions and conclusions from the Finnish guests: 

 We must work on how to transfer ideas. 

 Look towards Europe for ideas – maybe they are not just in Finland. 

 Be curious. 

 Ice breaker project. 

 Interaction decreases the risks. 

 Invest in people. 

 Cooperation between organisations and companies can increase –we should do more of that. 

 The methodology of the cross visits.  

 The capacity of the young people. 

Conclusions: 

 The stakeholders got very positive impression and it is easy to build on the observations of the AgriSpin team. 

Maybe some new projects are initiated. When writing this, a Youth Council project inspired by AgriSpin has just 

begun. It will give ProAgria new insights about customers’ future needs and evaluation of existing services. 

 AgriSpin is evolving into a good direction. The methods used in analysis have been developing a lot during the 

course of the AgriSpin project. The Finnish Cross Visit applied the seventh version of Cross Visit Manual. The 

Spiral of Innovations was utilized and found to be successful, too. As the cases were quite mature the spirals 

were filled up to the dissemination or embedding phases. It was beneficial to discuss and agree on what was the 

actual current phase, which were the obstacles of development, and what actions could help to get further. The 
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results are usable in future development of the cases. Take home message of the local funder: AgriSpin is an ice-

breaker-project!  

 There is still a lot to do. In future, there could maybe be more emphasis on the quality of the proposals (in the 

PPP’s). Now they are made using quite brief discussions at the end of the Cross Visit when everyone is busy 

leaving home, and individual comments have a lot of weight in the conclusions. The role of the host in preparing 

the report is therefore crucial. Now the Cross Visit easily gives an inaccurate result.  The analysis, at its best, 

gives just as good image of the target as the cases are, and how the host manages to organise the visit.  

4.9.7 Lessons that can be generalized 

 Successful farm level product development is built on trust between the actors. Visionary forward thinking is 

required. Open feedback from the process is needed. Win-win of all the parties involved must be achieved. 

 Enthusiasm helps to survive the hard times in innovation. Vision needs to be kept clear. The thinking models 

learned in universities can produce great things when applied with enthusiasm. Making use of warm networks is 

helpful during realization. However, it should not be the same individuals doing everything, but external 

consultation needs to be involved to get further in dissemination. 

 A successful support team can be realised when the facilitator has a close connection to the customer. Experts of 

an independent advisory service have the ability and position to act as facilitators. 

 Openness in social media helps the farmer and the advisory service to effectively discuss, develop and 

disseminate new developments. Keeping a blog gives the farmer a reflection room where interaction with the 

followers supports decisions and creates a channel for dissemination. The advisory service, when acting openly, 

gains a lot of useful feedback from the audience. The resulting service is more useful in practical consulting cases 

when this user-centred development is utilized. 

From the symposium: 

 Entrepreneurs cannot have all competences needed. Advisory boards and advisors should be available without 

payment. Be aware of the cognitive distances – not only similar profiles in the innovation process, but people 

who can challenge each other. 

 We must be aware of the cognitive distances in innovation-related groups; not too similar person profiles so that 

real innovative things come out. 

 How to manage when you as an entrepreneur only have one/two customers? The distribution of power in the 

supply chain reduces possibilities of entrepreneurs for securing income only to cost reduction. 

 How to cultivate trust? In several Finnish cases trust was mentioned as a driving power. However, it is not easy 

to maintain trust. There should be special methods to awake it and maintain it. 

 Is AgriSpin learning from bad examples too? The cases are selected on certain criteria that favour success. There 

could also be something to learn from failures. 

 Lots of potential “out there” – we must  think of how to bring people together. We must be open for 

diversification. 

 We must make sure that innovations become profitable more early. How to shorten the time span of the 

innovation? It was observed that the phases from initial idea to planning could take several years (finding the 

right people, finding the money etc.). 

 While enlarging the business, the potential market should be taken into account more. In some cases the 

innovation is restricted to a small area. How to disseminate and embed it wider? 

 Public funding is administratively demanding, which creates a need for support .  

 We need to enhance the innovative culture in this area. Where to start? 

 One possibility is to send innovative farmers abroad. Currently they are already doing it but it could be done 

more systematically. 
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4.10 Campania 

4.10.1 Description of the innovations 

Bio district Cilento 

Essentially, the bio-district is the over-all case study in this visit, while the other field visits were supporting the 

exploratory process. Therefore, even though we had separate interviews with the key actors around their own 

involvement within the Bio-district, the idea was to have observations regarding the innovation support services in 

the bio-district as a whole rather than producing a separate account for each actor visited. The narrative of the Bio-

district case is thus the synthesis of all the observations, reflections collected during the visit as regards the bio-

district and the innovation support services around it. 

Bio-district Cilento is a bottom-up organisational innovation enabling a multi-level territorial governance in which 

political actors (municipalities, regional), public institutions (national parks) and civil society (associations) are 

mobilized to transform an area’s heritage into resources for innovation and development of rural areas based on 

organic model. 

4.10.2 Actors/roles within the innovation  

 AIAB Campania: the main support service provider, it coordinates the Association of Cilento Bio-district and is 

responsible for the organic extension services (technical advice and RDP payments, training for newly converted 

organic farmers through Leonardo da Vinci programme etc). AIAB Campania is a regional branch of AIAB 

(Associazione Italiana per l’Agricoltura Biologica) - the largest association of organic agriculture in Italy.  

 Mayors of 32 municipalities: signatories of the Bio-district Pact; key actors that provide an enabling 

environment. The roles and level of involvement of the municipalities vary according to the resources available 

and the internal priorities. For example, they foster public procurement of the local food, support 

communication activities etc. 

 The International Study Centre on the Mediterranean Diet "Angelo Vassallo": Since 2009 the Bio-distrect Cilento 

was actively engaged in the promotion of the Mediterranean Diet, participating in the Festival of Pioppi-Pollica, 

and then in recent years working closely with the Centre on the occasion of the participation to the EXPO 2015 in 

Milan. 

 National Park: provided some financial support at the early stages of bio-district set up and served as a testing 

ground for the bio-district concept in the park area. Later on its involvement in the bio-district was limited due to 

the change of leadership in the park. The cooperation between the park and the bio-district remains important 

as it indirectly contributes to the promotion of organic farming methods through limitations on inputs allowed to 

use in the area. 

 Research and education actors: University of Bologna in cooperation with CIHEAM Bari developed an analytical 

framework for the classification and performance monitoring of bio-districts. 

 INNER – international network of bio-districts established in 2014 and uniting similar initiatives in Italy and 

abroad is responsible for the communication and cooperation between the bio-districts.  

 The Agricultural Department at the Campania Regional Authority which is responsible for the Integrated 

Territorial Development Plan and the provision of multi-year financial support for organic extension services. A 

number of technical advisory activities for local farmers and the organization of local markets were funded by 

the Authority through the EU structural funds. In 2014 the Authority issued a regional law on the recognition and 

creation of rural districts, quality agro-food districts and supply chain-based district.  

4.10.3 Role of support services 

The Agricultural Knowledge and Innovation System (AKIS) in Italy is highly complex and varied as each of the 21 

regions and autonomous provinces has their own system in place. The regional AKIS is complex due to the existence 

of various institutional levels responsible for some of the aspects of the AKIS. The advisory service can be 
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characterized as mixed, consisting of both private and public services of different scope and quality depending on 

the region in question2. AIAB Campania is the main advisory service provider in the region for the organic operators. 

Over-all, three types of support services can be observed in the case of Cilento Bio-district: organizational (e.g. the 

networking and multifunctional activities, naturally offered from the Hub "The Door of Cilento" in Anna dei Sapori), 

financial (e.g. the UE funding useful for start-up and purchase of technologies in Vannulo Farm) and socio-cultural 

(e.g. a set of communication/promotional activities, training and research, together with an institutional recognition) 

as highlighted in the visit to the Institute for the Mediterranean Diet. 

The level of support provided to the bio-district actors varies according to the needs of the farmers/operators. For 

example, Antonio Palmieri (Vannulo farm) does not require any specific support except for financial (investment 

cost) as he prefers to look for solutions to his challenges himself. Yet, another farmer would participate in the 

technical training programs and benefit from the communication support provided by AIAB.  

Stages: 

 Initial idea: a problem (marketing organic products) serves as a catalyst as AIAB was asked to help find a 
solution. 

 Inspiration & Planning: AIAB organized a number of public forums to get the ideas how to solve the problem 
through a partnership model that would involve multiple actors. 

 Development: AIAB’s application for funding the activities and coordination of actions related to the bio-district; 
the official pact signed by municipalities and local actors that commits them to bio-district principles and actions. 

 Realisation: Municipalities ensure that farmers in Bio-district are involved in the local procurement schemes 
(supplying school canteens and restaurants with the produce) and get the promotion targeted especially at the 
tourists. 

 Dissemination: with the support of the Ministry of Agriculture CIHEAM, the University of Bologna conducts a 
scientific evaluation of Bio-district performance that adds to the promotion of the concept nation-wide. Bio-
districts have been emerging in other Italian regions, all of them following Bio-District Guidelines developed by 
AIAB. INNER ensures exchanges with similar initiatives in other regions and countries that helps profile the bio-
district concept for local, regional and national authorities. 

 Embedding: Ministry of Agriculture recognizes the bio-district concept as a model in the National Organic Action 
Plan in 2014. 

4.10.4 Analysis of factors of success and failures 

Fail factors: 

 Lack of continuous flow of funding can be disrupting in the long term. 

 Lack of consideration for the importance of economic outputs could limit the spread of the concept . 

 Weak communication targeted to the local populations as opposed to tourists. 

Success factors: 

 Diversification of activities and multi-functionality (e.g. combining organic food with agri-tourism). 

 The ability of the support actor to get municipalities on board through personal and organizational networks 

 Linking with non-usual actors to promote the concept (e.g. Mediterranean Diet Study Centre, Archeological 

organization, beaches). 

 Drawing on the importance of quality food, local traditions and value of the lifestyle. 

4.10.5 Appreciation of regional particularities  

 Rich socio-cultural heritage (Greek history, Mediterranean diet & lifestyle) and diverse natural landscapes are 

good selling points for tourists but also a point of reference for uniting various actors around the bio-district 

idea. 

                                                           
2
 Caggiano, M. 2014. AKIS and advisory services in Italy. Report for the AKIS inventory  (WP3) of the PRO AKIS project 
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 Small family farm structure. 

4.10.6 Specific recommendations and response from the local representatives 

 To focus on the economic aspect and added-value in the future, that is complementary to the sustainability and 

the social aspects that are well addressed and already provide good and tangible results. 

 To take advantage of the National Park of Cilento by searching strong synergies in their activities and 

implementing collective action plans that are beneficial to whole territory and all the parties. 

 To improve the communication with local communities. 

 To invest in better marketing of organic products. 

 The symposium generated a lot of interest in the local actors of the bio-district with the mayor of Ceraso 

present. After the presentation of AgriSpin project overview and findings from the visit (pearls, puzzles, 

proposals) the local actors were divided into groups to discuss key puzzles and proposals and give feedback to 

the AgriSpin partners. Exchanges between the partners and participants followed in the plenary session after the 

group work.  

 Regarding AgriSpin partners’ proposal to organize new training: one of the participants stated that KibsLab, a 

centre for knowledge, innovation, and advanced services, already exists and offers training for young people in 

various sectors, including agriculture. The programme could be expanded as the basis is already there.  

 In response to the concern about the continuity of Bio-district without the leadership of AIAB Campania, the 

Italian participants mentioned that bio-district has a strong bottom-up approach which led to the emergence of 

many leaders (as in the case of the newly elected President of Cilento Bio-district) who are ready to continue the 

work and/or change the style of management and the general approach. Besides, although personalities are 

important in bio-district, it remains a network of individuals and the success of the networks depends on the 

connection between the actors rather than on a single person. 

 Regarding the depopulation in rural areas, there is a wide range of initiatives in the (area not only related to 

agriculture) to attract young people back to the region. Bio-district is a relatively new initiative, so it cannot solve 

the problem completely, even though the concept is popular with the young people due to the many 

opportunities that it provides, including education and training, networking on the international level etc.. 

 The puzzle of potential mafia impact attracted a lot of feedback from the Italian participants. They clarified that 

because of it relatively small-scale scope of initiatives (micro entrepreneurship) and the fact that financial 

resources and not concentrated in few hands, the bio-district concept is outside the sphere of interest of mafia.  

A wide range of small-scale of activities, initiatives, services managed by various actors is thus an antidote to 

mafia.  

 In terms of the role of the national park in the bio-district, it was specified that the park creates a framework 

within which the bio-district operates and can protect bio-district from dangerous influences from the outside. 

However, the national park is an institutionally driven, top-down initiative, with a different organizational culture 

so the dialogue with a bottom up initiative like bio-district with grassroots actors is not always easy. With a new 

president in charge of the national park, the relations and cooperation with the bio-district have improved so 

hopefully this trend will continue into the future. 

 Regarding the reliance on public funding: bio-district tends to be careful when it comes to the public funding in 

order to avoid dependence on it, to avoid the creation of “subsistence mentality”. Such a strategy helps develop 

the skills of actors within the network to rely upon themselves.  

 In response to the concern about the absence of agroecological research, a participant pointed out that the 

University of Salerno starts a course on organic agriculture next year to bring students to bio-district for field 

studies etc. 

 Regarding the concern about the economic indicators, the Italian participants pointed out that these are not a 

prime concern. What really has to be evaluated in this region and the impact of bio-district is the quality of life, 

not income or other similar indicators. 

http://www.kibslab.it/
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 In terms of expectations from Bio-district, it should be a permanent lab that connects all the territorial resources 

coming from tourism, agriculture and other sectors. And it should speed up the transition towards the 

agroecological approach. 

 The participants agreed that the links to enterprises are still underdeveloped. Bio-district started from farmers 

and the enterprises in the region. The main aim was to give the possibility to farmers and enterprises to survive 

financially by collaborating with other sectors and actors. Of course there is still work to be done on involving 

not only farmers, but also businesses beyond the organic sector. Anna de Sapori, the farmer we visited, is 

currently working on the networking aspect of the Bio-district (e.g. Cilento’s card, creation of a portal of all the 

enterprises in the area involved in ecological issues) that will also reduce the isolation of local businesses. 

 Regarding communication with the local community: the participants agreed that this remains a weak point. A 

smart territory approach which is being elaborated now hopefully will help up to improve the communication. 

The example of the French bio-district Bio Valley is positive as it managed to communicate effectively with the 

local population.  

 On the question regarding the main target group of the bio-district (locals or tourists): it is important that local 

population eat organic food. However, it important to understand that as postulated in the Organic 3.0, a recent 

global framework for organic sector globally, organic is not only limited to the certified products. The new 

approach promoted by IFOAM Organics International is that the sector is inclusive towards non-certified 

initiatives that use the organic principles. Yet, there is nevertheless a need for better training and 

communication, as the AgriSpin partners rightfully pointed out.  

 One of the participants noted that the value of organic certification might be perceived as not very high as it can 

be quite bureaucratic while at the same time, given that there is no export production and the supply chain is 

very short, Bio-district ensures better controls because producers and consumers are in direct contact. With the 

new organic regulation that will come into force, group certification could be useful in the framework of bio-

district. For the moment, what really matters in the region is that the food is produced following organic 

principles, rather than the label itself. 

 Eduardo Cuoco, IFOAM EU director, added that bio-district allows for informal certification due to the local 

conditions of short food supply chain. However, certification and the possibility to sell the products with the 

organic logo is still important for the further market development, especially in other geographical and economic 

contexts. 

 One of the speakers in the final panel commented representing EU regional Funding body commented that the 

cross-visit of the AgriSpin project served as a mirror for the local actors. It helped to review what works and what 

needs to be improved. Financial resources are available, the main task is to improve local networks. The 

involvement of young people, innovation and internationalization of bio-district are all interlinked and are of 

high importance to the further development of bio-district. In terms of the role of bio-district in the region, the 

speaker pointed out that it is an important element and a driving force for sustainable strategy. It is a tool to 

support the development of the region, and the region is ready to support bio-district.  

4.10.7 Lessons that can be generalized 

Conclusions/Take home message of the AgriSpin partners: 

 Bio district is key for rural renaissance as it keeps local communities alive. 

 Networks are extremely important – both inside the bio-district and beyond it. 

 Bio-district puts the focus on quality and preserving the traditional style and that is remarkable.  

 Authorities are open and responsive to bio-district yet this institutional acceptance takes time and effort. 

 There seems to be synergy between national and regional authorities which is not very common. 

 Acting as a group gives strength to the network. 

 

http://www.ifoam.bio/en/organic-policy-guarantee/organic-30-next-phase-organic-development
http://www.ifoam.bio/
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4.11 Transylvania, Romania 

4.11.1 Description of the innovation 

[1] SES Fruleco: Community Enterprise 

 Community Food Process Unit linked with a more flexible policy framework for small scale producers 

 Local Branding – added value to local products 

 A way for local producers to promote together the area as a whole and direct cost savings 

[2] Casa de pe Deal: innovative markets 

 Low-tech approach to increase farmer income. 

 Using old grandma recipes to market new products. 

 Involving family in friends to develop the business 

Results: 

 Develop new products 

 Online shop for their products and services.  

 Attending different national and international food events.  

 Adding new services in 2015 – renting bikes.  

 Adding 2 new rooms for guests in 2016 

 Helping local producers by buying local ingredients 

[3] VISCRI: Farmers Association 

 Strengthening the association as a tool for spreading innovation and improved Quality.  

 Bringing together simple training, small equipment and negotiation for milk prices, we have solved economic 

and landscape conservation problems with minimal expense. 

 We have also increased viability of the association with innovative mower. 

Results 

 MCP provides shared quality control and cooling /collection facilities for about 20 farmers. 

 Achieved by improved quality (training) and quantity (larger bulk tanks, more farmers participating) and direct 

negotiation with milk processor companies. Involved: advisory services (NGO), farmers, milk processing 

companies. 

 Training of farmers to improve milk hygiene. Negotiation with processors for better prices. Training MCP 

manager to use/maintain the machinery. Selecting responsible farmer associations. Milk price up 20-30% 

 Halt in falling cow numbers in the villages concerned. Hundreds of hectares of abandoned hay meadows have 

been brought back under good management. 

[4] Model Sheepfold 

 Combining innovation with tradition to maintain historic management linked to traditional food and local 

incomes, and traditional way of life in villages.  

 Allowing conditions for touristic activities as income diversification. 

Results: 

 Innovative sheepfolds. 

 Items include easily movable design for sheepfolds (which need to be moved periodically in the summer to 

prevent local damage), solar panels for powering mobile phones, electric lights, electric fencing, and solar panels 

for hot water. 
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4.11.2 Actors/roles within the innovation  

[1] SES Fruleco: Community Enterprise 

 ADEPT team 

 30 local producers 

 small scale farmers 

 authorities 

[2] Casa de pe Deal: innovative markets 

 Anca and Charlie (owners / entrepreneurs) 

 Local authorities 

 Advisory service for design of the processing facility 

 ADEPT  

 Local community – small scale farmers and producers Anca and Charlie are interacting with. 

[3] VISCRI: Farmers Association 

 Farmers from Viscri 

 Milk processors 

 ADEPT 

 Mihai Eminescu Trust 

[4] Model Sheepfold 

 Shepherds 

 ADEPT acting as advisory service 

 architects 

 alternative energy specialists 

 geologists. 

4.11.3 Role of support services 

[1] SES Fruleco: Community Enterprise 

No active support agency in the given context 

[2] Casa de pe Deal: innovative markets 

 No active support agency in the given context 

 They had to start the process for authorizing their food process unit by themselves 

[3] VISCRI: Farmers Association 

No active support agency in the given context 

[4] Model Sheepfold 

No active support agency in the given context. 

4.11.4 Analysis of factors of success and failures 

[1] SES Fruleco: Community Enterprise 

Success factors: 

 Flexibility, determination, creativity of ADEPT team 

 Good collaboration with the local farmers 
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Fail factors: 

 A rigid policy framework and reluctant authorities at first. But these factors have been overcome though ADEPT 

perseverance. 

[2] Casa de pe Deal: innovative markets 

Success factors 

 Enthusiasm and bi-cultural background 

 ADEPT constant support. Even before Anca and Charlie had their food processing facility built, they could start 

the production using ADEPT Food Barn. 

Fail factors 

 A rigid policy framework and reluctant authorities at first. 

[3] VISCRI: Farmers Association 

Success factors: 

 The mentality of the people – the fact that they realized that only worrying together the whole community will 

beneficiate and each individuals as well 

 ADEPT support of the initiative and informal advise. 

Fail factors: 

 Corrupted local authorities (the Mayor focused only on his personal interests). 

[4] Model Sheepfold 

Success factors: 

 The openness of the shepherds involved in the pilot project. 

 Innovation Norway flexibility – the solutions could be adjusted along the way after the feasibility study was 

carried on. 

 ADEPT continuous support. 

Fail factors: 

 Corrupted local authorities (the Mayor focused only on his personal interests, not willing to support this kind of 

initiatives in the area). 

Fundatia Adept 

1. Who understands the EU – policy and the programs really and who explains it in a positive way? This role and 

the appropriate attitude are missing –not only in Romania! 

2. Fear of bureaucracy and bad reputation of administration are very relevant factors and not only “background 

noise”: Who works on it and what can be done, in order to reduce this fear in the minds of farmers? If 

organizations enforce this fear it could become a self-fulfilling prophecy! 

3. How can growth happen, as ADEPT is not able to cover the need for support? Is it possible and makes it sense to 

try to enlarge the organization? Or would it be more promising to try to initiate similar organizations? Which 

would be the right measures to stimulate such growth in the right way?  

4. (How) can a value oriented mindset in the sense of “small is beautiful” be promoted by capacity building and 

networking measures within the region?  

4.11.5 Appreciation of regional particularities  

[1] SES Fruleco: Community Enterprise 
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 Indigenous knowledge on high quality regional food products (e.g. jam, sausages). 

 Local community is proud on this quality. 

[2] Casa de pe Deal: innovative markets 

 Lack of a personalized policy framework for small producers. 

 No support agency for small scale farmers and producers. 

[3] VISCRI: Farmers Association 

 Corruption  

 The fall of cow numbers in the area 

[4] Model Sheepfold 

 Sheep husbandry as way of life under tough circumstances. 

 Grazing essential for maintaining the superb pastures. 

Fundatia Adept 

1. There is a strong influence on innovations by “outsiders” (Nat Page, Franco-Romanian couple of case 2) and by 

people, which have been looking outside the box (other education, other 

2. branches, other regions) 

3. A value oriented mindset (example case 2) can be a crucial factor for success and satisfaction of farmers 

4. Knowing the “language” of donors and of the administration and being self-confident and on eye-level with 

them are success factors, especially when funding is needed. 

5. Urgent problems and conflicts are often the departure point. But it is necessary to have somebody who realizes 

these problems and needs and takes it up, as farmers mostly are not so aware about it or don’t communicate it. 

6. To create examples in practice (establishing of pilot projects and doing relevant services therefore) is an 

important and helpful role of ADEPT as supporter of innovations. 

7. Again: A “warm network” with relevant and complementary competencies (and personalities) is often “the 

fertile soil for the seeds of innovation”. 

8. NGO’s can be a very helpful interface between policy/administration and farmers 

9. The phenomenon of self-organization (autopoiesis) works also (or even more?) under difficult conditions: if 

there are vacuums, they are filled (e.g. ADEPT, e.g. VISCRI Association) 

 

4.11.6 Specific recommendations and response of the local representatives 

[1] SES Fruleco: Community Enterprise 

 Build on existing paths, regulations, initiatives in other countries with shared vision 

 Do links with other Romanian foundations and associations 

 More cooperation with industry 

 Create an Association of local producers 

 Look for partnership with private business 

[2] Casa de pe Deal: innovative markets 

 Generate financial review of the costs – income  

 Create a financial plan for future development  

 Create a logo 
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[3] VISCRI: Farmers Association 

 More transparency towards the members of the association – find the right way to communicate about 

activities/plans 

 Establish partnership with other associations and organizations 

 Create a permanent communication environment (regular meetings, quarterly newsletter etc.) 

[4] Model Sheepfold 

 Involvement of independent advisory needed in the process 

 Shepherd’s attitude – should more friendly with visitors, more customer oriented 

 Attractiveness / potential for tourism as additional income. 

Fundatia Adept 

 Try to create a joint vision with relevant actors (which could be or become allies) for your region. It motivates 

people to become initiators, gives a common target of the different activities and offers the chance even more 

to go in the “free actor role 

 I will discuss with IALB/CECRA – Working Group and also with my colleagues how CECRA could contribute to the 

development of relevant competencies and attitudes for innovation.  

 Advisors should know about the “mechanism” of innovation. I plan to integrate elements of it in training 

concepts for advisors.  

 I will spread the insights of AgriSpin in our organization (entra), as some of my colleague can be interesting 

multipliers.  

 All in all its also a motivating affirmation of our work as a networker and disseminator of innovations in rural 

organizations 

4.11.7 Lessons that can be generalized 

[1] SES Fruleco: Community Enterprise 

 There is always a way to get things done if there is enough determination and creative thinking 

 ADEPT’s flexibility allowed for quick decisions and changes of approach towards authorities, in order to achieve 

the proposed objectives. 

[2] Casa de pe Deal: innovative markets 

A small scale business can be developed if there is a clear strategy and development process is followed step by step. 

[3] VISCRI: Farmers Association 

A small scale business can be developed if there is a clear strategy and development process is followed step by step. 

[4] Model Sheepfold 

There is always room for combining innovation and tradition as long as there is good will and vision. 

Fundatia Adept 

 Most of the innovations are adaptations of solutions that are already existing somewhere else. But of course the 

adaptation, the introduction and to reach sustainability under new conditions are crucial. This needs also a lot of 

creativity. A question is: What is the difference between a change in a system and an innovation? 

 AgriSpin should provide a method or good examples how hosts can properly describe the actors and their 

relevant environment (Institutions, …); my idea would be a graph: to put the farmer in the middle, the relevant 

actors around him and to characterize relevant (AKIS) interactions and relationships with arrows (informing, 

advising, lobbying, …) ; it would be a sort of Venn – Diagram. 
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4.12 Ireland 

4.12.1 Description of the innovation 

[1] Economic breeding index EBI 

This is a production process innovation at the embedded stage with Irish farmers. Using an Economic Breeding Index 

(EBI) is a new way for farmers to select breeding stock. Previously farmers used breeding information based solely on 

one animal trait. EBI uses multiple traits which is converted to a € value of extra profit per cow, per lactation.  

[2] Greenacres: Grassland management 

Project partners have co-designed a programme that leverages the knowledge and experience of all stakeholders. 

The programme provides a vehicle for extension at farm level while building capacity amongst all partners involved.  

The challenge is to be able to manage grass and keep quality grass in front of grazing livestock at all times, which in 

turn helps reduce production costs. Improvements in the quality and efficiency of this feed source result in lower 

costs and reduced environmental impact. A well-managed paddock grazing system means that the nutritional and 

forage needs of animals is evaluated, forage quality and quantity assessed, the area of the field that the animals 

have access to is regulated. Against that background, the objectives of the Green Acres Programme are to: 

 Demonstrate that, where a high level of technical efficiency is achieved on beef farms, it is possible to attain a 

net margin per hectare (excluding premia) in excess of €500 per hectare.  

 Advise and demonstrate on 10 demonstration farms, best practice at farm level on the rearing, growing and 

finishing of purchased dairy bred calves through to beef (steers/heifers/bulls) on a whole farm basis and to 

demonstrate the associated economic benefits.  

 Provide technical support and targeted training to the technical staff of the stakeholders contributing to the 

programme. 

 Disseminate physical and financial progress / results from the programme using a range of communication 

strategies including monthly coverage in the Farming Independent, farm walks and other channels of 

communication.  

[3] Registered Farm Partnership 

Registered Farm Partnership (RFP) agreements in the dry stock sector are a new approach to farm business 

management in Ireland although they are more common in the dairy sector. The first official non-dairy farm 

partnership agreements were drawn up in 2015. The RFP allows new novel farming arrangements to be undertaken 

within the farm family and also between farm families. The RFP can be an initial step towards, but also an integral 

part of, a Farm Succession Plan. They act as a transition structure before the final transfer of the family farm.  

4.12.2 Actors/roles within the innovation  

[1] Economic breeding index EBI 

Farmer Larry Hannon, taken as example, has adopted a new decision making and benchmarking tool to help in 

choosing breeding stock for his farm. He uses the EBI which gives a single € rating for bulls and cows based on seven 

sub components: (1) Milk production, (2) Fertility, (3) Calving performance, (4) Beef Carcass, (5) Cow Maintenance, 

(6) Cow Management, (7) Health. The farmer has been using the EBI since 2000 soon after the concept was 

introduced.  Larry became involved in EBI because while his cows were producing good milk yields, he had great 

difficulty in maintaining herd fertility. As a result, his cows had a long calving interval with many calving in April-May 

period and he had to commence calving his autumn calves in August. For a farmer wishing to optimise the role of 

grazed grass in the diet, this was not ideal. Larry is very financially aware and interested in increasing the profitability 

of his dairy farm. He accepts that increasing the EBI of his herd will help to increase profitability.  In this case, Larry’s 

farmer discussion group of 15 like-minded farmers provided a space for Larry to regularly discuss and share his 
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experiences of using EBI to make breeding decisions. Implementation was further supported by working with his 

Teagasc adviser to select suitable AI sires for his herd.  

[2] Greenacres: Grassland management 

Green Acres is a joint initiative of Teagasc, a number of industry stakeholders and ten demonstration farms located 

in the south midlands of Ireland. 

John Lalor is a demonstration farmer who is benefiting first hand from the programme whilst at the same time 

assisting other farmers in their development journey. His family farm is situated in Ballyfin in Co. Laois. This is a very 

dry farm of land farming heifers only and finishing out of the shed at 22 months of age. They slaughter 100 Angus or 

Hereford heifers each year. John has become very professional at rearing calves as he bought 130 calves last spring 

and has 120 yearlings at grass.  

John is a member of The Laois Discussion Group, The Greenacres Programme. He is also a Teagasc Client and for this 

receives individual advice from a Teagasc Adviser. There are 18 farmers in the Laois Discussion Group. Twelve 

farmers participate in the Green Acres Programme and there are 1000 Teagasc farmer clients in County Laois. 

John is a leader who communicates the messages from the Greenacres programme to help other farmers sustainably 

improve profitability. He receives close support from Teagasc and the other Greenacres partners in return for his 

time and effort in communicating to other farmers through media contributions and hosting of visiting groups. 

[3] Registered Farm Partnership 

In 2015 the succession process in this case began with the transfer of lands to another son who was farming on 

rented lands. The decision was made to put some lands into joint ownership of Tom and Thomas and also to bring 

Thomas officially into the farm business through an RFP, which includes both parents and Thomas. The family 

decided to enter into a partnership so as to bring their son into daily farm management and give him a recognised 

role in farm management. Their son can now conduct financial transactions on behalf of the farm without having to 

wait for his parents’ approval. The partnership works because there is a very good working relationship between all 

parties; all parties are very realistic about what can be delivered by the partnership and the financial benefits are 

understood fully by the partners.  

4.12.3 Role of support services 

[1] Economic breeding index EBI 

Teagasc researchers developed the economic model which underpins the economic breeding values intrinsic to EBI. 

The Teagasc Advisory Service heavily promoted EBI through inclusion in the Teagasc dairy development programme, 

which set targets for herd EBI improvement. Extension methodologies employed included farm visits and 

consultations, group meetings and a breeding competition. The agricultural media promoted the index. The Irish 

Cattle Breeding Federation worked in conjunction with Teagasc to identify young high genetic merit bulls for 

selection by the AI companies.  

[2] Greenacres: Grassland management 

This is an example of a public private partnership between Teagasc and Liffey Mills, Volac, MSD Animal Health and 

Grassland Agro, Drummonds Ltd. The Farming Independent is the media partner in the programme and publishes 

monthly updates on the programme and farmer participants.  

[3] Registered Farm Partnership 

For the O’Connor family case, the main actors involved in setting up the RFP were: Christy Watson (local Teagasc 

Advisor), Thomas Curran (Teagasc Farm Structures Specialist), farm solicitor, accountant, tax specialist, and the 

farmer’s bank.  Other important actors in supporting this innovation were the family’s accountant, solicitor (legal 

advisor), bank and the Department of Agriculture Food and the Marine. 
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4.12.4 Analysis of success and fail factors 

[1] Economic breeding index EBI 

 How to get consensus about the economic value of each parameter in the index. 

 Farmers will not change by nature – what does Teagasc do to improve advisors soft skills? 

 Research driven innovation – “We know  what is best for farmers” 

 To many services may limit the space for the farmers to be innovative? 

 To little diversity of options for the farmer to get advice and support? 

[2] Greenacres: Grassland management 

Success factors: 

 Better growth rates in his animals due to more gain from grazed grass. John has reduced the cost of producing 

beef on the farm. John joined the programme in 2015 and has set targets to benchmark himself against that will 

bring his margin over direct cost from €717 per ha to €1000 / hectare by 2018. 

 John has re-sowed the farm over the last few years as a result of rotating tillage ground. The farm is highly 

stocked and with a good grassland management system in place, this could be increased further.  

Fail factors: 

 Can the farmers trust that the advice is neutral when private companies are involved? 

 The solutions are for full time farmers - what about the part time farmers? 

 How much work is done to investigate the resistance against the new way of grass managing? 

 Why does the farmer put up with the fixed value chain? 

 Can Teagasc (or others) address the problem of the monopolised market?   

 Why is the paddock system not more common among dry stock farmers? 

 [3] Registered Farm Partnership  

Success factors:  

 Teagasc able to act in all stages of the innovation process. 

 Easy access to major players in the process (including the government) 

 Teagasc ability to provide fine-tuned advice on complicated issues. 

 Tom Curran's role as an intermediate between the actors and providing solutions to the ministry (planning 

ahead) 

 High skilled advisors 

 Better risk management for both generations of farmers. 

 Training courses for the involved actors (advisors, solicitors etc.) 

 Advising system with one responsible advisor for the farm 

 High level of trust and long term, good relationships between farmer and advisor. 

 Involvement of the young farmers’ organisation. 

 Wide range of methods applied to promote the message 

Fail factors: 

 Aging population of farmers – is this programme enough to cover the needs and the challenges? 

 Dependence of one individual as the central actor? 

 Is the long term strategy of the farm taken care of? 

 Is the information targeted to specific groups?  
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4.12.5 Appreciation of regional particularities  

[1] Economic breeding index EBI 

As the EBI was accepted by farmers they began to look for more of such sires from the breeding companies. 

In 2016, Larry has a herd EBI of €159 and the 2016-born heifers average €221. For all Irish herds, EBI was €62 per 

heifer born in 2000 and increased to €160 in 2016. Using EBI has allowed Larry to breed a more fertile dairy herd 

resulting in his current 8 and 11 week calving periods in autumn and spring respectively. Earlier concentrated spring 

calving and later autumn calving has helped him to use a greater proportion of grazed grass in the diet of his dairy 

herd and reduce his cost base as a result. An additional benefit of higher EBI and fertility has been the opportunity to 

more rapidly increase the size of his dairy herd from 100 cows in 2010 to 160 cows in 2016.  

Promoting the adoption of a successful technology increases the reputation of the adviser within the farming 

community. Successful promotion also raises the adviser’s self-confidence. Having EBI included as part of the 

Teagasc dairy development programme allows the adviser to be part of a national campaign. The other actors in EBI 

promotion e.g. breeding companies and ICBF support the work of the adviser. 

Pearls: 

 Discussion group with high level of trust 

 Lots of information about each animal – coming from the database. 

 Teagasc  + partners ability to create and implement new system 

 Teagasc working on all levels from research to implementation. 

 Teagasc ability to include a broad range of actors in the innovation 

 Teagasc position in the AKIS as a government agency  

 Team approach to make the innovation work and implemented. 

 “I don’t want to be a nurse – I want to be a farmer” 

 “Before my cows wanted to lie down and die – now they want to live” 

 Capacity to coordinate research and extension 

[2] Greenacres: Grassland management 

The Greenacres Joint Programme takes a holistic approach to building the farmers technical and financial capacity 

with particular emphasis on grassland management, performance per livestock unit and herd health. 

The Advisor learns from their involvement in this multi-actor approach to improving farm efficiency sustainably. The 

farm is also a demonstration farm for other farmers in the county. 

Pearls: 

The Greenacres Joint Programme takes a holistic approach to building the farmer’s technical and financial capacity 

with particular emphasis on grassland management, performance per livestock unit and herd health. The Advisor 

learns from their involvement in this multi-actor approach to improving farm efficiency sustainably. The farm is also 

a demonstration farm for other farmers in the county. 

 Fast reaction to the external challenge (increased number of calves) 

 Well-designed farming system based on grass production and low input costs.  

 Complete package of advice for the farmer 

 Use of the discussions groups as a vehicle for the process 

 Possibility for benchmarking in the discussion groups – comparing data. 

 Teagasc well positioned in the network and in the process 

 Farm walk as a dissemination tool is impressive – also a networking event. 

 Good media coverage. 
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 Industry involved as partners in the programme. 

 Farmers used as advocates  towards other farmers 

 [3] Registered Farm Partnership 

In Ireland the next generation of farmers often do not have any official role in the management of the farm until 

total land transfer occurs. The RFP documentation outlines the roles and responsibilities of each member of the farm 

partnership, something that was not possible in the past. The RFP also allows a young person to be taken into the 

business at a young age without the need for a full land transfer. It gives the young person a formal role in decision 

making on the farm. 

Farm families who combine their farms into one partnership structure can benefit from economies of scale, 

improved lifestyle and a greater ability to balance off-farm work with on-farm work. This innovation allowed a family 

to implement a succession plan which met the various needs and concerns of the family. It allowed for some 

immediate land transfer, and also to bring their son into the farm business while still at a young age. In 2015 Thomas 

was selected as young Beef Farmer of the year in recognition of the excellent standard of farming carried out. 

The main benefits are that all parties (both parents and son) are actively involved in farm management; the Basic 

Payment Scheme payment into the farm has increased; the Tax relief incentives of RFP are beneficial.  

The Teagasc advisor has benefited in that this specific experience has shown the advisor the potential of 

partnerships which can now be promoted to other clients; it also offers a solution where other clients wish to bring a 

family member on board but are not prepared to transfer the whole farm in the short term. 

4.12.6 Specific recommendations and response of the local representatives 

[1] Economic breeding index EBI 

 Actively search for entrepreneurs with new initiative 

 Create more space for innovation by supporting new associations, NGOs or farmers organisations to try “out of 

the box” ideas. 

[2] Greenacres: Grassland management 

 Put more effort in the marketing aspect of the new dairy calve to beef system. 

 Put effort in finding out why people resist using a paddock system. 

 Find solutions for part time farmers to implement these new systems. 

[3] Registered Farm Partnership 

 A colleague for Tom Curran. 

 Take actions to embed the service in Teagasc 

 Reflect with stakeholders about the future of the service. 

 Discussion group for young farmers. 

4.12.7 Lessons that can be generalized 

a. Independent Advice 

This was recognised as a critical feature of, and strength of, Teagasc programmes and activities. The statement of 

clear objectives for programmes helps secure independence. The importance of monitoring and evaluating 

programmes was raised by getting regular feedback from farmers. The provision of independent advice should be a 

clear focus/objective during the establishment of any new programme.   

b. ‘Pampering’ of farmers 

The extent of farmer-driven as opposed to advisor-led activity was raised.  There appears to be a greater focus on 

adoption as opposed to innovation; discussion groups activate farmers and an integrated organisation is an 
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advantage.   There is a need to challenge farmers to be innovative. Perhaps Teagasc could do more to capture farmer 

innovation.  Another point here was that, given all the advisory programmes and support, perhaps there wasn’t 

sufficient ‘space’ for farmers to be innovative.   

c. Implementation 

How can resistance to best practice be overcome?  Is there sufficient effort put into researching, understanding and 

developing solutions for resistance to best practice?  Are there advantages to mixing dairy and beef farmers to 

encourage practice implementation?  Is enough use being made of studies and success stories in trying to encourage 

practice change?   

d. Focus on Part-time farmers 

There appeared to be few part-time farmers in the programmes and maybe there should be more focus on these 

farmers.  The metrics for part-timer farmers might be different, e.g. output per hour of labour. Should part-time 

farmers and their needs be focused on more? Should there be a part-time farmer ‘proofing’ of support programmes? 

There was some discussion that although the constituent bits of programmes are appropriate maybe the overall 

systems solution being proposed to part-time farmers might need to be re-thought.  

e. Partnerships 

In the context of registered farm partnerships, there is a need for innovation up-scaling to support 2 farms. If the 

farm cannot economically support 2 farmers/farm families then the social innovation of farm partnership is unlikely 

to be considered.  

f. Marketing and Value Chain 

What is Teagasc’s role along the value chain, particularly in terms of marketing?  What does its mandate and 

resources allow it to do?   In fact, is a role possible given 90% of output exported and there are marketing roles for 

other agencies (Bord Bia etc).  What partnerships are possible?  What are the possibilities with producer groups and 

other forms of diversification which shorten supply chains?  What type, and how could appropriate training/up-

skilling be provided to farmers?  

g. Top down v bottom up 

Is there a fear of lack of control if farmers are free to come with their own ideas?  This was in the context of more 

programme-led rather than farmer-led activity being identified and more of a focus on adoption as opposed to 

innovation. It is more difficult (different capabilities needed) to support the evolving needs of innovating farmers 

than to support adoption of technologies and best practice.    

5 Reflection: general characteristics of the Cross Visits 

The idea behind the AgriSpin project was, and still is, to learn from and with each other. Practitioners in innovation 

support share experiences and ideas. Scientists assist in developing methodology to do so, and provide analysis on 

what has been observed. Meanwhile, the pearls that have been found are being made accessible to a larger 

audience of practitioners, and decision makers are being approached for possible adaptations in the structural 

environment that would help to create more space for innovations at farm level. 

This end report on work package 2, “evaluation of innovation practices”, marks the moment in the project on which 

the cross visits have taken place, and the ‘digestion period’ is ongoing. Therefore, it is still too early to draw 

conclusions on what the cross visit have set in motion.  

One achievement is the cross visit methodology, which is ready application by other parties. This method has been 

described in the Manual (10th edition) and Deliverable 2.4 which documents the learning process. 

Other interesting questions are still being explored, such as: 
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[a] How did the cross visits influence the way participants think about innovation and the way it can be supported? 

Indications will be drawn from the personal reflections made after each cross visit. In Deliverable 2.2, 

recommendations, a summary will be provided.  

[b] What did the cross visits set in motion in the partner organisations? This will become visible in the action plans 

every partner is supposed to make. The action plans will be listed in Deliverable 2.3: action plans. 

[c] What unplanned effects did the cross visits evoke? (“By-products”). In the mid-term report a range of such by-

products have been listed. Partners are asked to update this list. The by-products reflect the relations between 

partners that have grown beyond the AgriSpin activities. This could be regarded as the start of an Active Support 

Network of Professionals which is Deliverable 2.5.. So, the harvest of by products will be shown in this document.  

[d] What can be learned from the innovation cases that have been visited? This is what the Science Group is working 

on, with the input from the narratives, the answers to the seven questions, and the Time Lines and Innovation 

Spirals. The result will be a compilation of more than 40 Learning Histories, and a scientific publication.  

Organising the Cross Visits has been a big effort, providing exposure to a wide range of practices for a large group of 

professionals. We observed that practically all participants found it a most useful experience. Furthermore, every 

host organisation appeared to have his own agenda with the cross visit it organised, partly to show to its 

international partners the core of its approach, and, for another part, to send a message to its own authorities about 

the importance of its work and the relevance of creating space for innovation. 

1. Brabant, (NL): entrepreneurs, mostly farmers, directing the innovation support actions, in contrast to advisors 

and project leaders taking over. 

2. Flanders, (B): effective examples of services from Innovatiesteunpunt Boerenbond. 

3. Basque Country (SP): connecting local organisations by HAZI. 

4. Jutland (DK): the interaction between local advisory services  and SEGES. 

5. Guadeloupe (F): the impact of RITA for creating local collaboration between major stakeholders in AKIS. 

6. Tuscany (IT): stimulate awareness among regional actors for the need to better organise the knowledge system. 

7. Karditsa (GR): New Generation Cooperatives realising a dynamic ecosystem. 

8. Germany (DE): Improvement of advisory skills, in particular in communication and management (‘soft skills’). 

9. Latvia (LV): Public extension service active in low income circumstances. 

10. South Ostrobothnia (FIN): mature innovations in Finnish approach: combine companies and end users. 

11. Campania (IT/EU bio): Initiative has grown towards a multi stakeholder collaboration for regional branding. 

12. Transylvania (RO): a small NGO playing a pivotal role in creating space for local entrepreneurship and 

environmental protection. 

13. Ireland (IRL): Public advisory system with well-structured programmes and farmers groups.  

 

Indeed, all partner organisations had interesting experiences to share. For final conclusion on what we have learned 

from each other and with each other, more work currently being done.  
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Annex 1: Team compositions 

2015 September 9-11 ZLTO Brabant Netherlands 

    Peter Paree ZLTO   h 

    Froukje Kooter ZLTO   h 

    Pieter van Hout ZLTO   h 

    Eelke Wielinga ZLTO   h 

    Geert Wilms LIB   h 

1   Ilse Geyskens Innovatiesteunpunt     

2   Andrea Knierim UHOH     

3   Tim Hycenth Ndah UHOH     

4   Damiana Maiz HAZI     

5   Heidi Rasmussen SEGES     

6   Sonia Ramonteu ACTA     

7   Syndhia Mathe CIRAD     

8   Alessandra Gemmiti Region Tuscany     

9   Eleni Zarokosta University of Athens     

10   Michael Kügler VLK     

11   Kaspars Zurins LLKC     

12   Hannu Haapala Pro Agria     

13   Yulia Barabanova IFOAM     

14   James Maher Tegeasc     

            

      2015 September 14 - 16 Boerenbond Flanders Belgium 

    Ilse Geyskens Innovatiesteunpunt (ISP) h 

1   Peter Paree ZLTO     

2   Froukje Kooter ZLTO     

3   Pieter van Hout ZLTO     

4   Eelke Wielinga ZLTO     

5   Tim Hycenth Ndah UHOH     

6   Damiana Maiz HAZI     

7   Heidi Rasmussen SEGES     

8   Philippe Prigent ACTA     

9   Sonia Ramonteu ACTA     

10   Bernard Triomphe CIRAD     

11   Alessandra Gemmiti Region Tuscany     

12   Eleni Zarokosta University of Athens     

13   Anita Diabele LLKC     

14   Hannu Haapala Pro Agria     

15   Yulia Barabanova IFOAM     

16   Mark Gibson Tegeasc     

            

      2015 October 27-30 HAZI Basque Country Spain 

    Damiana Maiz HAZI   h 

    Pilar Riaño HAZI   h 

1   Adrien Guichaoua ACTA     

2   Nat Page Adept     

3   Ilse Geyskens Innovatiesteunpunt     

4   Alessandra Gemmiti Region Tuscany     
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5   Heidi Rasmussen SEGES     

6   Tom Kelly Tegeasc     

7   Tim Hycenth Ndah UHOH     

8   Carola Ketelhodt VLK-LK Schleswig Holstein   

9   Eelke Wielinga ZLTO     

            

      2015 Nov 30 - Dec 5 SEGES Denmark   

h   Heidi Hundrup Rasmussen  SEGES   h 

1   Ilse Geyskens Innovatiesteunpunt     

2   Anita Diabele LLKC     

3   Hannu Haapala ProAgria     

4   Eleni Zarokosta University of Athens     

5   Tim Hycenth Ndah UHOH     

6   Ann-Kathrin Spiegel VLK     

7   Peter Paree ZLTO     

8   Trish O’Flynn Teagasc     

            

      2016 January 13-20 ACTA / CIRAD Guadeloupe France  

    Adrien Guichaoua ACTA   h 

    Philippe Prigent ACTA   h 

    Pierre Rebuffel CIRAD   h 

    Ludovic Temple CIRAD   h 

1   Damiana Maiz HAZI     

2   Yulia Barabanova IFOAM     

3   Ilse Geyskens Innovatiesteunpunt     

4   Anita Diabele LLKC     

5   Alessandra Gemmiti Region Tuscany     

6   Andrea Knierim UHOH     

7   Michael Kügler VLK     

8   Eelke Wielinga ZLTO     

            

      2016 March 7-10 Region Tuscany Tuscany Italy 

    Alessandra Gemmiti Region Tuscany   h 

    Elena Favilli University of Pisa   h 

1   Ben Mehedin Adept     

2   Syndhia Mathe CIRAD     

3   Yulia Barabanova IFOAM     

4   Anita Diabele LLKC     

5   Hannu Haapala ProAgria     

6   Kevin Heanue Tegeasc     

7   Alex Koutsouris University of Athens     

8   Michael Kügler VLK     

9   Eelke Wielinga ZLTO     

10   Froukje Kooter ZLTO     
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2016 April 4-8 University of Athens Tessilia Greece 

    Alex Kousouris University of Athens   h 

    Eleni Zarokosta University of Athens   h 

1   Cristi Gherghiceanu Adept     

2   Bernard Triomphe CIRAD     

3   Hannu Haapala ProAgria     

4   Alessandra Gemmiti Region Tuscany     

5   Heidi Rasmussen SEGES     

6   Michael Kügler VLK     

7   Carola Ketelhodt VLK     

8   Peter Paree ZLTO     

9   Geert Wilms ZLTO / LIB     

            

      

2016 May 9-13 VLK 
Rhine - Main area 
Germany   

    Michael Kügler VLK   h 

    Thomas Fisel ENTRA   h 

    Ann-Kathrin Spiegel FiBL   h 

    Wolfgang Kubutsch AHA   h 

    Marietheres Förster AHA   h 

    Peter Bucher IALB   h 

    Carola Ketelhodt LKHS   h 

    Pablo Asensio VLK   h 

1   Frédéric Rey ACTA     

2   Damiana Maiz HAZI     

3   Pilar Riaño HAZI     

4   Anita Diabele LLKC     

5   Heidi Rasmussen SEGES     

6   Tim Hycenth Ndah UHOH     

7   Yulia Barabanova IFOAM     

8   Eelke Wielinga ZLTO     

9   Philippe Prigent ACTA     

10   Andris Kurtis LLKC     

      2016 May 30 - June 3 LLKC Latvia   

    Anita Diabele LLKC   h 

    Kaspars Zurins LLKC   h 

    Edgars Linde LLKC   h 

1   Ilse Geyskens Innovatiesteunpunt     

2   Kari Kallioniemi ProAgria     

3   Alessandra Gemmiti Region Tuscany     

4   Heidi Rasmussen SEGES     

5   James Maher Tegeasc     

6   Eleni Zarokosta University of Athens     

7   Peter Bucher VLK - Agridea     
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2016 June 13-17 Pro Agria Seinäjoki Region Finland 

    Hannu Haapala Pro Agria   h 

1   Cristi Gherghiceanu Adept     

2   Liliana Gherghiceanu Adept     

3   Janis Kazotnieks LLKV     

4   Ilse Geyskens Innovatiesteunpunt     

5   Heidi Rasmussen SEGES     

6   Tim Hycenth Ndah UHOH     

7   Pieter van Hout ZLTO     

8   Carola Ketelhodt VLK     

9   Tomés Russell Tegeasc     

            

      2016 June 21 - 24 IFOAM Campania Italy 

    Yulia Barabanova IFOAM EU   h 

    Eduardo Cuoco IFOAM EU   h 

    Salvatore Basile Biodistrict Cilento   h 

1   Céline Cresson ACTA     

2   Laura Chirila Adept     

3   Ludovic Temple CIRAD     

4   Heidi Rasmussen SEGES     

5   Tim Hycenth Ndah UHOH     

6   Sander van Haver Innovatiesteunpunt     

7   Pilar Riaño HAZI     

8   Adrien Guichaoua ACTA     

            

      2016 July 4-7 Adept Transsylvania Romania 

    Razvan Popa Adept   h 

    Nat Page Adept   h 

    Cristi Gherghiceanu Adept   h 

    Liliana Gherghiceanu Adept   h 

1   Thomas Fisel VLK     

2   Michael Kügler VLK     

3   Maité Andres HAZI     

4   Mark Gibson Tegeasc     

5   Eleni Zarokosta University of Athens     

6   Essi Tarsia ProAgria     

7   Damiana Maiz Hazi     

8   Eelke Wielinga ZLTO     

            

      2016 September 12 - 16 Tegeasc Ireland   

    Tom Kelly Tegeasc   h 

    James Maher Tegeasc   h 

    Mark Gibson Tegeasc   h 

    Kevin Heanue Tegeasc   h 

1   Sonia Ramonteu ACTA     

2   Cristi Gherghiceanu Adept     

3   Yulia Barabanova IFOAM     
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4   Ilse Geyskens Innovatiesteunpunt     

5   Anita Diabele LLKC     

6   Heidi Rasmussen SEGES     

7   Eleni Zarokosta University of Athens     

8   Guy Faure CIRAD     

9   Eelke Wielinga ZLTO     

10   Marietheres Förster VLK     

11   Pauline Bodin ACTA     

            

            

 


