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Minutes of the first day of Meeting
Saturday 26 May 2001

Among the participants were representatives of academia, private sector and extension
service. Dr Sriskandargjah (Sri) from KVL took the main responsibility for facilitating the
two day meeting assisted by Vagn Olsen also from KVL.

To start the meeting Sri asked us to describe our impression of the image used for WG 5
Socioeconomics. Many of the objectives of the WG seem to be represented in the model as
recognised by the participants. Sri presented the text for the COST 850 leaflet and elaborated
the model represented by the picture.

Four levels represented in the model show:
The social systems > Farming system > Technology > Science from top (holistic approach) to
bottom (reductionist approach).

When applied to our work these levels also correspond to:
Society > Biota > Technology > Biology

Farming systems are away of seeing agricultural and other enterprises as people manipulating
nature. In other words, farming systems and specially the socio economic aspects of these can
be seen to be situated where 1- Natural Systems and 2- Social Systems overlap.

The objective of WG 5 is described by the following steps in the conventional sense of

technology transfer, where knowledge generated by research is supposed to reach the end
users as a one-way flow:

Research — Generation of Knowledge — Transfer — Adoption — Diffusion
However, WG5S isinterested in knowledge flow as atwo way process.

Magjor objective of the meeting was defined as. How to get the bigger group working and
bring the results of COST Action 850 to the end users most effectively?

Participants were asked to put their ideas and issues about the meeting on paper. These were
discussed and later grouped under the following headings:

1. Baseline Data about targets, users and their needs
2. Develop guidelines



3. Organising workplan for WG 5 on the organisation level
4. Organising workplan for WG 5 on the technical level

5. Cooperation with other WGs and COST Actions

6. Communication within WG5

7. Communication outside (L obbying and education)

We finaly split into two groups to discuss the above themes after grouping the seven
headings into two themes:

A. Subjects1and 7
B. Subjects 2-6

Each theme was analysed in terms of what needs to happen, why, how it can be achieved, by
whom and also wherever possible, by when.

Outcome of group work:

Group A:
Subject 1 needs the following actions:

Obtain datain different countries on
i. crops

Ii. pests
iii. economics/ cost effectiveness

Source of data: users, extension services, distributors.

Target: collect datafor lobbying / information / teaching / identify obstacles.
This can be done by a specialised company and / or students in the first six months.

Subject 7 needs the following actions:

In order to provoke interest, information must be given to:
- Users
- Public
- Paliticians

Why: To bevisible and to increase acceptance and the use of biological control, information
must be defined and ordered, a catalogue of methods should be devel oped.

How: - userscan achievethisin training programmes for extension services
- public teachers at schools and universities, lessons for teachers and journalists
- politics lobbying network, focus on economics and environment

This can be done by people who are involved in the educational process/ exhibitions/
companies; training material, national teams, trandators.
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When: Immediately; identifying people, defining projects, brainstorming.

Group B

We grouped al ideas under four main subjects:

Internal communication, data base and internet page, external communication and extension
services

Internal communication in COST 850

Major target should be ajoint activity to produce and establish an Internet related interactive
database as part of an Internet site which provides information about the whole COST Action
850. This database should represent the actual knowledge about the possible use of EPN in
Europe. The database will focus the knowledge of the COST action participants and will be a
link for any external communication. The structure and the content of this Internet site should
be defined within a special meeting of the working groups 3 (biotechnology), 4 (interaction
with field biota) and 5 (social economics) and Internet specialists. We decided to ask
specialistsin the control of the targets for their participation to create the Internet information.
It should be driven by targets for EPN use.

Preliminary structure of the Internet site:

www.cost850.com

* Information about the working groups and participants
* Database
* Targets

- Slugs

- Otiorhynchus sulcatus

- Themnorrhinus mendicus and other curculionids on sugar beet
- Sciarids in ornamentals

- Sciarids in mushrooms

- Vegetableflies

- Noctuids in vegetable

- Chessnut weevil Curculio elephans

- Boring insect in orchards (Cossus + Zeuzera)
- Capnodes tenebriones

- Saperda charcharias

- Thrips

- Leaf Miners

Field results

Biology and crop
Specialists
Recommendation for users
Producers and distributors
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* Scientific methods and quality control

* Safety, risks and benefits, Legislation, List of natural hosts

* Linksto other sites

External communication in COST 850

Based on the information provided by the database, we will be able to connect science with
extension services, organic growers, biocontrol companies and scientists. Extension services
in the different European regions can be linked to our internet page. We will organize
meetings concentrating on one target and invite extension people to participate in these
meetings. The knowledge about the possible use of or need for biocontrol agents like EPN are
not well distributed so far. The reason for that is mainly alack on linkages between the
potential users and providers of this knowledge.

The most important link between these groups are the extension services. A list of al
extension services in Europe should be collected in order to provide them with information
(internet database).

Representatives of extension services from each European country should be invited to
become members of the COST action. Meetings will be appointed which concentrate on the
use of biocontrol in special crops together with the related extension services scientists and
companies.

Final discussion on first day

We should try to integrate extension people and the private sector into our Action. If the
private sector will benefit from our activities the companies will be willing to provide funds
for necessary activities which we cannot cover from COST funds (e.g. professional help with
internet page). We should try to get professionals participate on avoluntary basis.

Make our action public through motivating othersto actively participate. Get the “outside”
into our Action. If we are the interface between science and extension the information will be
provided to the users through the extension services.

Actions to be taken were summarized as follows;
Internal: Produce Website

External: Trigger participation of extension people and the private sector ( PULL)
Link to public and politicians (PUSH)



Agenda for second day of Meeting
Sunday 27 May 2001

1 Suggestions to concrete research projects covering co-work between researchers
extension service, producers and end users.

2. How does WG 5 see the relevance of their work in relation to other groups?
Could WG 5 be visualized in amodel covering all working groups?

3. As areflection on discussion during the first day, suggestions are wanted on how to
reach the end users.

4, Evaluation
Minutes
1 Suggestions to concrete research projects covering co-work between researchers

extension service, producers and end users. Results of the group work:

This topic was discussed in the form of an exercise, where the facilitator, Sri, proposed a
scenario. The scenario was that he as the person responsible for allocation of research funds
came to the WG 5 gathered here and asked them to give him all their ideas for innovative
research and action in the areas of their interest. Money or other resources should not be seen
aslimiting in any way, only the ideas were wanted. Participants worked on this exercisein
four groups.

Group 1:
a) Arrange workshops on application in field crops
b) Working group meetings
Indoor pests, boring insects, Internet page, private sector
C) Cropping systems approach
Analyse possible solutions using nematodes
d) General discussion on alternative paradigms for EU agricultural economy
Group 2:
a) Evaluate methods of knowledge transfer.
Increase the knowledge on biocontrol eg. reduce fear for BC. Provide more
information

Projects on risk assessment
Who: Teachers, journalists, investors, make a contests on ideas on spread of
information

b) More direct contacts between researchers and end users



Group 3: Actua problem-based analyses of needs as a starting point of a concrete
project and as a result knowledge on research time needed

Group 4: Extended use of EPN is fundamental
Reduce prices of EPN’"s
Studies of rational EPN use

The above ideas were presented to the whole group. Sri asked three of the participantsto give
him their selection of three project ideas from the list which stood out as innovative and
relevant to the work of this WG 5. Based on the ranking by the three ‘invited’ panelists, the
following projects were seen as significant:

1.Workshops on application in field crops

2.Cropping system approach for development of integrated biological pest management
3.Increasing knowledge on Biocontrol

4.Evaluate methods of knowledge transfer —networks

5.Extend use of EPN

A model was presented showing agricultural research as being governed by two dimensions —
one according to whether research was performed by public sector or private sector, and the
other according to whether it was expert (specialist) driven or initiated, owned and controlled
by farmers. These two dimensions were shown to provide aframework as follows and the
group was asked to consider their projectsin this framework.. Where are the chosen projects

located in the model ?
Public Sector @kshops

Risk assessment

Extension
Farmer owned Expert -
- controlled driven

Ny

Private sector



In the case of EPN research, the level of specialization in the knowledge area makes
involvement of the farmers difficult.

2. How does WG 5 see the relevance of their work in relation to other groups?
Could WG 5 be visualized in amodel covering all working groups?

Two ways of seeing the place of WG 5 in relation to the other groups emerged during
discussion.

The above model take into account the following questions:

Relevance of WG 5 to the other working groups
Why do we need to talk about Socio economicsin this COST action?

The coherence between research and society in the context of EPN research is not necessarily
evident in the way socio economics has been defined or described. The need to take the
research findings back to society (farmers as well as other people) and incorporating the
ideas of society in the way we formulate research (the PULL and PUSH) has to be seen not
simply as of interest to WG 5 but indeed connected to the work of all groups.

WG 5 has an internal significance to get the different groups to co-operate about socio
economic guestions and also to be the link between the working groups and the society.



Final discussion on second day:

It was agreed that WG 5 isto arrange a meeting with all the working groups. Agenda for that
meeting:

- Define the goal for COST action 850
- W hat do the different working groups expect from COST 850
- What do the different working groups expect from WG 5

Background for suggestion COST 850 meeting:

The goal of WG 5.
New people, new aspects
Combine internally/externally
Communication
Change the “mechanisms” of COST concerning co-work between
researchers
Create real WORKING GROUPS, not just research groups for information
sharing
Develop a better way of communication with external participants (initiate
processes)

New decisions for further action:

= New ways of co-operating in all working groups (methods and
processes)

= Discussion of the function of WG 5 in COST 850 meeting

= Suggest workshops with extension people

=  Teambuilding within COST 850

Reflective Comments and suggestions for follow-up action from the
Facilitators

At the end of the working group meeting, an opening was made participants to give their
evaluation of the meeting. On the whole, participants expressed their satisfaction about the
process used to run the meeting, about the time made available for discussion and freer
exchange of ideas. They also expressed the comparative benefits of this form of meeting
against the usual format when a series of papers are presented with much emphasis on
presentation and less on discussion.

One of the comments was that it was interesting to discuss the basic question of why we

needed COST actions. A further comment was about the need for more time to work out the
ideas discussed here and to put them into action.
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Some participants also expressed the feeling that they expected the working group to have
gone further during the Kiel meeting.

The facilitators found an interest in the subjects that were brought up and discussed. They
also appreciated the enthusiasm and efforts of the participants.

Concerning the outcome, especially the feeling of some of the participants of not having gone
very far, our comment is that the group could progress with further work, if the whole
spectrum of the COST 850 is represented in the next meeting. With the presence of a cross
section of interests and the use of an appropriate meeting process and facilitation, some of the
guestions raised in the Kiel meeting (but not addressed adequately) can be taken up. A likely
set of outcomes from such a meeting will include more exchange of ideas, bringing out of
more creative activities, mutual inspiration and new angles to the subject. In addition, a more
clear understanding of viewpoints of other stakeholders, politicians, users and scientists will
be achieved, particularly from a socio-economic perspective.

We believe that such a scenario can be established in a COST 850 meeting with attendance
from all WG's, as suggested by the participants of the Kiel meeting.

At the concluding session, possible venues for such a meeting were discussed and
Copenhagen and Bologna were suggested. The possibility of incorporating the participation
of a significant number of people working in extension within EPN was considered as an
added attraction to such ameeting if held in one of these locations.

We propose the above ideas for consideration by the management committee. We aso thank
WG 5 for the opportunity given to us to be involved with this activity as facilitators.
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