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ABSTRACT

The doctoral thesis entitled "Research on the impact of training activities on the
performance of agricultural activities" addresses one of the most important and current issues,
in the context in which self-identity refers to the perspective of farmers on enriching knowledge to
improve business management in their farms.

In the first chapter "The role of young farmers in ensuring the sustainability of
farms at European level” we make a foray into the literature on the evolution of the concept of
young farmers and policy-based economic processes aimed at improving farm performance and
sustainability.

The chapter is structured as follows:

- A background section describing the role of the farmer in promoting a transition to
sustainable agriculture in relation to learning and motivation tools.

- The second section emphasizes the need to manage farm activities based on the
farmer's knowledge with the presentation of the German model;

- The third section presents a selection of factors that influence the farmer's behavior to
manage an activity in sustainable agriculture;

- The fourth section follows approaches to the literature on different manifestations of
farmers and their attitude in different processes in practice and introduces the theoretical
framework of distributed knowledge.

The chapter concludes with the need for advisory services for farmers in order to increase
farm sustainability by defining standards on the environment, food safety, plant (and animal)
health and animal welfare, as well as the requirement to maintain land in good agricultural and
environmental condition.

Therefore, in this chapter we aim to come up with a description of what “young farmers”
mean based on the literature, to understand their role and importance in the society in which we
live as well as the main political tools to support young farmers.

Agricultural audit similar to quality assurance certification schemes emerged as afirst idea
in the mid-term review of the CAP. This idea was later replaced by the concept of a mandatory
"agricultural advisory system" for Member States and combined with increased public control of
agricultural land use by establishing the "Integrated Management and Control System" (IACS)
([61].

The implementation of the agricultural advisory system in the EU Member States was
initiated by the rural development authorities and took place within the existing institutional
framework at national or regional level.

For the most part, it resulted in two distinct organizational forms:

(i) in several countries, the agricultural advisory system has been re-established in parallel
with existing agricultural advisory systems (eg Bulgaria or Hungary, Romania-2002, 2008), while

(i) in other countries the existing agricultural advisory systems have been updated and
supplemented with the agricultural advisory system component (eg Germany, the Netherlands,
Denmark).

An evaluation of the implementation of the policy at Member State level was carried out
shortly after their implementation at Member State (MS) level.



Despite limited evidence, this assessment concluded that the agricultural advisory system
contributes to raising farmers' awareness of material flows and on-farm processes related to
environmental, food safety or animal health issues and that they support in implementation of
environmental requirements. In addition, the basic one-to-one farm-based advice on checklists
(in 18 Member States implemented by 2008) was assessed as particularly effective compared to
off-farm or individual approaches.

Apart from this initial assessment, little is known so far about the results and impact of the
agricultural advisory system on good environmental practice, as there has been no second
assessment since 2009.

A recent overall study on European agricultural advisory services as a key factor for
farmers' access to relevant information and viable knowledge concluded that the data available
to assess the impact of advisory services [63] are insufficient for a meaningful assessment.

Together with the United Kingdom, Italy and Belgium, Germany is one of the few European
countries where the implementation of agricultural advisory systems is mandatory at national
level, which has led to considerable institutional diversity [25]. In addition to this diversity and
unlike all other EU Member States, the German implementation of the agricultural advisory
system has been combined with the dissemination of farm management systems (FMS).

In this context, an FMS is defined as "a tool for the systematic documentation and analysis
of production processes, designed to continuously improve the overall performance of the farm".

Strengthening self-control and optimizing the process at farm level through the FMS has
become a political priority, as manifested in a national subsidy system called the "Framework Plan
for the common task of improving agricultural structure and coastal protection" [44].

FMS was presumed to be a facilitator of farmers' compliance with public support for CC-
related agricultural councils related to the introduction and implementation of this tool.

(BMELV, 2017) recommended the implementation of FMS to federal states. Depending
on the state-level advisory system, FMSs were developed by public institutions, agricultural
chambers or independent private consulting companies. Between 2007 and 2013, national policy
provided financial support for consultancy services combined with FMS (BMELV, 2017).

Thus, we frame the introduction of farm management systems in Germany as a process
of policy-based innovation in the agricultural sector aimed at increasing farm sustainability. As the
adoption of environmental tools and practices by farmers is a complex process, usually influenced
by a wide range of socio-structural and situational determinants, we consider it a unique
opportunity to study such policy-based innovation.

FMS costs ranged from 0 to 1000 Euro per unit, in states with private counseling systems
many times higher than in public or mixed systems.

Grants for advice on the introduction of FMS were only available in 5 of the 16 states. The
main consultative approach was one-on-one advice. Only in Bavaria has the state-level farmers'
union implemented a group approach.

In addition, some states provided a free official CC checklist or provided free advice on
individual aspects of CC without FMS.

In the second chapter entitled "Research on the diversity and performance of farms
in the period 2014 - 2020 at European level” of the doctoral thesis "Research on the impact of
training activities on the performance of agricultural activities" we set out to present an analysis
of the stage current implementation of the CAP with reference to young farmers, beneficiaries of



financing their farms in the period 2014-2020. Several of their own views are expressed, related
to improving the existing support scheme and assisting young farmers to remove barriers to entry
into agricultural activities.

This chapter presents a section on the relationship between farmers' participation in M60.1
and the number of younger agricultural managers, as well as the preferences or orientations of
those over 65 years of age. An attempt is also made to explore whether the share of Priority 2B
in promoting the entry of young farmers and the size of the flat-rate support are determined by
the socio-economic situation in a Member State at a given time. The chapter ends with the
presentation of the effects produced by the application of measure 06.1 for the installation of
young farmers in Romania.

If we refer to the effects produced by the application of measure 06.1 for the installation
of young farmers in Romania, at the end of 2018, 2749 projects were submitted for evaluation
and at the same time 1038 completed projects. Experiences have shown that out of the number
of projects submitted, only 70% have been contracted. The vocational training projects for the
beneficiaries of SM 6.1 proved to be insufficient because only 1 project was contracted with the
objective of providing counseling services for them.

Regarding the level of education, only 10% of the beneficiaries of the completed projects
respect the mandatory minimum level based on the selection criteria, while 13% have a good
knowledge of the agricultural field. Also, 7% of the completed projects are applications of young
people with a higher education degree in agriculture, and 6% of beneficiaries who have completed
post-secondary or secondary education in agriculture. On the other hand, the majority of
beneficiaries with completed projects (77%) took a specific course to obtain level 1 professional
qualification.

The analysis of the beneficiaries allows the examination of the correlation between the
distribution according to gender, sector of activity, regions and the qualification of farmers. Gender
analysis shows that there are no differences in the level of qualification of women and men.
Regarding the territorial differences, it is observed that 18% of the well-qualified beneficiaries
come from the Bucharest-lifov region (15 out of 84), 17% from the Western region (59 out of 350),
16% from the South-East region (75 out of 452 ). At the same time, it was highlighted that 9% of
the less qualified beneficiaries come from the South Muntenia region (53 out of 561).

These regional differences can be explained by the lack of access to university-level
agricultural education in marginal areas. This is confirmed by the fact that low-skilled farmers
come from mountain areas (10%) and "normal" rural areas (13%). The correlation between the
level of qualification and the activity sector also highlights interesting findings.

Less qualified young people (4%) work in the cattle breeding sector, while the most
qualified young farmers (22%) tend to work in the permanent vine and orchard crops sector,
followed by the field crops sector (18%). Measure 6.1 also generates other positive effects on
beneficiaries, such as the acquisition of new skills, cooperation with other farms, new
opportunities in the local market and job creation. The measure offers young farmers the
opportunity to take advantage of lifelong learning strategies, improve market conditions and
develop the rural economy.

Chapter 3 - "Study on the benefits and barriers to the use of information technology
at the level of farmers in the South East Region" aims to involve farmers in the use and
application of smart technology.



The current study examines the factors influencing the involvement of farmers in the South
East Region in the use of smart technology as well as new smartphone applications, explored the
support needed for farmers to successfully interact in agricultural activities. Seven discussion
groups were organized with a total of 41 farmers from the South East region, Romania. The results
showed that factors such as the low availability of broadband internet, together with the lack of
comfort with emerging technologies, problems of trust in technology and the perceived lack of
sufficient benefits discouraged farmers' commitment to smartphones and agricultural applications.

The perceived benefits of smartphone involvement have also emerged, including an
increased sense of empowerment, advanced information, a more flexible lifestyle, reduced stress,
improved time efficiency, an improved level of communication between farmers and their
respective governing bodies and an ability to make clear and firm decisions on the farm. Perceived
support to help farmers use agricultural applications came from agricultural consultants, family
members and colleagues. The findings highlight the importance of understanding the barriers and
facilities offered by farmers' availability of advanced information through agricultural applications
in the South East Region. The findings are of interest to researchers in the field of intelligent
agricultural technologies, as well as to developers and suppliers of agricultural applications for
smartphones.

The current study reports the findings of empathy: the stage of an approach used in
developing a farm management application to reduce the administrative burden and simplify the
communication process between farmers and government bodies responsible for monitoring and
inspecting agricultural activity under the common agricultural policy.

Initial discussions with the target end users - farmers - were beneficial in understanding
the problem and the technology investigated from the end user's perspective. Giving up previous
hypotheses and engaging with the end user in such a way allows the technological process to
progress in a trajectory that will be more aware and receptive to the needs, desires and concerns
of end users.

In the current study we considered that the use of a user-centered approach is crucial for
openly and actively obtaining critical contributions from farmers in the application development
process and encouraging mutually transformative learning between farmers, researchers and
application developers. Instead of being treated only as recipients and beneficiaries of the new
technology, the farmers in this study were considered important actors who would ultimately
influence and provide key inputs to the application development process.

In conclusion, this study provides a better understanding of the adoption and use of
smartphones and smartphone applications by farmers in Galati and Braila counties. The results
showed that the use of smartphones varies according to different agricultural sectors and ages;
and applications that are simple and easy to use, accessible and understood by all and without
technical errors are considered the most attractive by farmers. As such, application developers
and vendors should focus on these functions for the future development of agricultural
applications.

As not all farmers in this study used smartphone applications, there is the potential to
increase the adoption and use of the device through effective training and marketing; for which
the results of this study can be used. Accordingly, the provision of information and training on the
use of applications should be kept as simple as possible to make them as attractive as possible
to farmers, regardless of educational experience, IT skills and prior knowledge of application use.



Finally, it is essential to use a user-centered design to increase the capacity of all farmers to
participate, contribute and benefit from the development of Agricultural Innovation.

The approach we used not only encouraged us to think about what agricultural
applications are used, but also who they serve and who leads the process. We believe that, after
the first step in the process of evaluating the current stage, we can now move on to the second
stage presented in the next chapter.

Annex A.
The set of questions for the discussion group

1. Can you explain how aware you are of the emergence of new information technologies in
agriculture?
2. What do you think about the use of new agricultural technologies through applications?
3. What special experiences have you had in using them?
4. For what types of agricultural activities would it be most comfortable to use information
technology?
5. What is your opinion about smartphones?
> Do you use a smartphone for agricultural activities at work?

> If yes, what type of Smartphone do you use and what do you use your smartphone for?
> If not, why not use a smartphone for work purposes?
> What influences your decision to use / not use a smartphone for agricultural activities?

6. How comfortable do you feel using smartphone apps?
7. What agriculture-related smartphone apps do you know, if any?

> How did you become familiar with these applications?

> What do you like / dislike about this application / applications?
8. What would you think of a smartphone application used to reduce farm management
documents?
9. What factors would encourage you to use this type of application?
10. What would stop you from using this type of application?
11. What daily workout do you think you would need to use this type of application?

Chapter 4 “Assessing the impact of vocational training acquired by Romanian
farmers on the intelligent management of their farms” proposes an assessment of the impact
of vocational training on farm performance that can be explained by measuring economic impact,
measuring the impact on community members, sales and compliance with good agricultural and
environmental practices with a focus on sustainability.

In this chapter we propose a measurement of farm performance in the pre-adoption and
post-adoption phase of an intelligent farm management (GIF) application to have useful
information and the formulation of new needs that may be part of the new agricultural policy for
agricultural development. The chapter offers conclusions and perspectives for the development
of GIF systems, absolutely necessary for the business when we discuss the functionality of the
farm. Our conclusions show that the routine of technical and economic activity has a special role
in the impact on farm performance. We believe that it is necessary to extend these approaches
to other areas, where other factors may influence the benefits of training on farm management.



Participation and collaboration between producers will be very important for these GIF methods
to work.

Our model did not validate the hypothesis that routine in technical and economic activity
had a positive impact on farm performance. We expected the routine to moderate the relationship
between the impact on costs, the impact on sales and the impact on natural resources with an
impact on farm performance.

However, the routine is not only moderated by the relationship between the impact on
community members (BMI) and the impact on farm performance (IPF). The higher the routine (R),
the greater the impact on farm performance, as shown in Figure 4.2. This may indicate a prejudice
on the part of the farmer about other resources that may be firm and valuable in determining
competitive advantages.

The conclusion is that it is necessary to analyze the main activities in which knowledge
management intervenes, respectively in each of the stages of all production processes. Routine
can also occur in terms of knowledge gained, but also in the exchange of knowledge, the
emergence of new knowledge and the application of new tools. [146] consider GIF system
measurements based on the combination of four attributes of the business management process,
which are integration, standardization, routine and centralization of the business process.

We believe that consulting firms could analyze the behavior of farms by: the resources
attracted in production processes and the adoption of a GIF on costs, sales and natural resources
for investment planning and access to credit or European funding, have an impact on farm
performance.

The farmer's management knowledge in the field of sales and management of natural
resources is significant and has an impact on farm performance, but may not be considered
sufficiently valuable, both strategically and operationally.

The results of some studies show that the interactions between farmers and the
continuous assistance provided by specialists, help to mobilize the companies, the respective
farms in the sense of faster adoption of technology. In order to assess the absorption and
assimilation capacity of GIF as a system in the pre-implementation and post-implementation
phases, [147] considers that failed risks can be considered multiple challenges:

(a) the wide scope of the project;

(b) by changes in business processes;

(c) through strategy, technology, culture and management systems;

(d) human resources and organizational structure;

(e) the levels of commitment of the entire organization.

When we analyze the loads of variables for building the impact on costs (Cl), we notice
that those that contribute the most to its explanation are: improving the decision-making process
in periods of higher business risks; improving staff efficiency.

Chapter 5 "Effects on the profitability of tomato farms through vocational training
in the South East region" aims to present an assessment of the impact of vocational training of
tomato farmers with best management and marketing practices for products obtained on their
farms located nearby the cities of Braila and Galati (tomatoes in the field and solariums,
greenhouses). The results of the study showed that the training had a positive impact on farm
profitability, but not on productivity. This is important in a country where 76% of tomato production



comes from field cultivation and profit margins have fallen. These approaches can be applied in
other regions with vegetable potential to accelerate the development of vegetable growing
through appropriate training for farmers.

The chapter is structured as follows: a first section refers to the general framework of
manifestation of producers on the Romanian tomato market, followed by the presentation of the
methodology of data collection from farmers, the design of the questionnaire and its application
in the field and finally partial conclusions.

The results show that their training of trainers for farmers has had a positive impact on
profitability, but not on the productivity of tomato farms in the South East Region. Through more
efficient supply and market management, trained tomato farmers were able to cover total costs
and obtain better seed conversion ratios than their untrained counterparts. This led to average
net profits of 6665 euro / ha in instrument farms, compared to only 3527 euro / ha for untrained
farms. At an average farm size of 7.5 ha, this requires that trained tomato farmers would have
obtained on average over 45,000 euros in additional profits compared to untrained farmers.

For many farmers, this was the first time they had received technical assistance or training.

Training programs, through their structure, we believe need to be reviewed and
streamlined to take into account the adoption rate and the impact of individual training modules.
More emphasis needs to be placed on critical aspects of training to further protect profitability,
while ensuring the sustainability of the sector through more efficient use of resources and
encouraging improved post-harvest handling practices to ensure product safety for consumers.

Although over 35 farmers and administrators of vegetable farms (tomatoes) have
completed marketing training, they are not a representative sample for the total market.

The impact assessment study also included randomly surveyed farms that have adopted
the proposed technology and marketing for their products, and we cannot be sure about the profits
made.

However, the training claims to have resulted in the fact that for many tomato farms, 2019
was their first year of applying new marketing, association and cooperation practices. As they
become more confident in new practices, they should be able to generate higher incremental
profits.

In the meantime, after becoming aware of their basic technical and economic skills,
students believe that they will be encouraged to continue meeting together and experiment in
local groups of "tomato growers" to share their knowledge and benefit. additional support from
their colleagues and other trainers. Other enlargement approaches should be considered,
including the use of media, social media and the private sector to convey key messages to tomato
farmers. It seems that the main factor that contributed to improving the profitability of trained farms
was the efficient management of inputs. This will also have a positive impact on the environmental
performance of trained farms compared to those not trained through management and marketing
practices.

Tomatoes from Romania, especially in the Braila Galati area, are appreciated for their
taste qualities. It is a common opinion of both domestic producers and importers in the region.
Market operators point out that tomatoes are of a lower quality than those of EU competitors in
terms of appearance. Romanian vegetables have quality problems caused by factors such as:
the competitiveness of the product is the lack of local packaging in the region and raw materials
to produce it. Manufacturers are required to pay customs duties on the packaging or the raw



material intended for the production of the packaging, even if the given packaging is subsequently
exported together with the production. The relatively high cost of packaging Romanian products
also has a negative impact on the competitiveness of vegetables.

Vegetable production in Romania is very fragmented and oriented towards the local
market. The export in relatively large quantities is done only with tomatoes, which is due to the
popularity of the given product and some examples of high geographical concentration of tomato
producers in greenhouses. Only a few economic agents in Romania export their own obtained
productions.

In conclusion, Romania simply does not produce sufficient quantities of vegetables for
export, due to an inefficient distribution system, but also the lack of desire to build business
processes based on marketing principles.

The Romanian producer often does not want to deal with association and cooperation for
an advanced promotion of their production, but neither for export.

Usually, the marketing of the production is carried out individually by participating in the
market or through traders who take the goods directly from the field or greenhouse. It is incorrect
to underestimate the importance of intermediary traders because they play an important role in
the value chain of fresh vegetables and, at present, without the involvement of traders most
exports could not have been made.

However, such high reliance on traders leads to the following problems and risks:

» Dependence on a single market - intermediaries are primarily interested in maximum
profits in a short period of time and do not think about the prospects for the development of the
sector.

For a domestic producer that is linked to its business through long-term investments, high
dependence on a single market is risky, and minimizing risk requires diversifying markets. Of
course, entering the EU market requires increased efforts and significant investment in promotion,
which is of no interest to intermediaries. This must be the prerogative of the manufacturer.

» The fact that manufacturers are not related to the market often leads to a lack of
responsibility for product quality. The most common approach is for the intermediary to buy the
products and it is still his job to sell them, and if he is no longer interested, he will be another
intermediary. At the operational level, such an approach leads to the need to carry out a strict
quality control at each product delivery. At a strategic level, this led to Romania's positioning as a
weak supplier.

» The lack of direct connection with the market always keeps the Romanian producers
behind the competitors. The manufacturer does not "feel" the market, respectively, can not
anticipate trends and act proactively. The only method that leads to some changes and
improvements is the "money penalty”, when middlemen no longer offer the same high price for
lower quality production as they did a few years ago.

» The manufacturer, who is not directly involved in the export, is often unaware of the
export procedures and the relevant legislation. Therefore, even if the producer has a "virtual"
desire to initiate exports to some countries in the region (eg Ukraine or Romania), the lack of
information or the complexity of export procedures is an important barrier in carrying out this
initiative. It is obvious that many producers want to focus on what they know best, ie production,
and not to deal with the realization of the goods, but the lack of direct connection with the market



slows down the development of the sector. In developed EU countries such a market connection
is made through marketing cooperatives.

But in the EU the respective cooperatives are heavily subsidized by the state, which is not
the case in Romania. In addition, the lack of mutual trust between producers stops most
development initiatives in this direction. As a conclusion to the approached subject, we can say
that the distribution system of Romanian vegetable products, in the state in which it operates now,
slows down the development of trade in the region, namely, the development of vegetable exports
to the EU.

The essence of the export problems is that the domestic producers consider that carrying
out all the procedures related to the export is costly and time consuming. For some acts,
producers in the regions have to travel long distances to obtain all the necessary certificates for
export, while the common opinion of producers is that it should take a maximum of 2-3 hours,
according to international practices. Romania is facing increased imports of vegetables and fruits,
the main effect of which has been felt in terms of price and implicitly in terms of producers'
incomes. The solution could come through a concentration of supply, especially of producer
organizations in the Galati area, which will allow the practice of increasing production and
distributing it. Among the factors generating the elimination of the crisis on the tomato market can
be mentioned: * the planned production according to the market requirements; « application of
good organic farming practices to combat the effects of extreme climate change and various
diseases and pests; ¢ limiting imports from the EU and third countries that mainly affect the
vegetable and fruit market; « a good promotion of local tomatoes among consumers as well as
the role and importance of fruit and vegetable consumption for the health of the population.
various media articles that transmit incomplete and incorrect information about the fruit and
vegetable sector.
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CONCLUSIONS AND PROPOSALS

In a changing economic context, in which new technologies are becoming
predominant and in which society’s expectations are becoming more and more insistent,
the training of farmers, their employees and their advisers is the cornerstone of adaptation
and resilience. farm performance.

We believe that adapting and then strengthening the training offer to innovate
training tools and themes is a solution to increase farmers 'decision-making autonomy
and to optimize their skills.



Our discoveries

Agricultural activity is constantly being renewed. It is interested in new technologies,
adapting to new consumption habits, the challenges of the agri-environmental transition
and societal and environmental expectations in an increasingly demanding regulatory
framework. Training, whether for farmers or their advisers, either individually or
collectively, face-to-face or at a distance, is an important asset for adapting to this new
context.

New less restrictive ways of learning in terms of travel and availability are being
developed: webinars, distance learning. Increasingly technical, agriculture requires
increasing expertise throughout the farmer’s career. Its great diversity confers a series of
more specific, specialized and varied needs.

Our proposal is to adapt the current action plans and includes:

1. An adaptation of training to new challenges in agriculture and to all categories
of farmers.

Through their skills, proximity to the agricultural sector and agricultural associations,
universities could continuously adapt the training offer to the challenges of agriculture and
the diversity of farmers' expectations. A continuous development of training standards
according to the needs of active farmers and future young farmers, through their in-house
training organizations, could optimize the skills of their managers and advisers. A training
course adapted to the key phases of agriculture, installation, development, adaptation of
agricultural systems, diversification of production, processing, distribution could develop specific
partnerships to expand its training offer.

1. Dissemination of research and innovation results promotes the acquisition of knowledge
and its application on farms.

Innovation, research and development contribute to improving the economic, environmental and
societal performance of farms. Training plays a key role in disseminating and mastering the
results of research and development.

Dunarea de Jos University of Galati occupies a central place both in carrying out research
(experiments, research and development projects, farm monitoring, support for groups of
innovative farmers, etc.), and in the training of farmers and advisers. This original positioning and
the quality of the numerous partnerships with the technical and economic institutes allow our
university to offer training at the top of agronomic and technological developments at regional
level.

Dunarea de Jos University of Galati could be the main training network for agricultural producers
in the South East Region. Currently, almost all training courses followed by farmers and
agricultural workers are offered by training centers by accessing PNDR funding measures.

Digital technology could serve to renew training methods for farmers.



+ A “distance learning” format, regardless of specialization, we believe that it will allow the creation
of new areas of potential through farmers trained through continuous training (training sessions
over 2-3 years).

The key to this success?

It would be the combination of digital technology and the flexibility of training programs and work
applied on your own farm, with the support of a team of teachers and specialists to monitor
economic results over time, applying theory in practice in the form of workshops and exchange of
experience.

Providing specialized answers to the needs of farmers, but also of the production and processing
sectors can build a Passport for Performance (eg environmental protection in vine and wine
production, including training support for certification.

Over time, we will be able to discuss a concept of training farmers, which will enable farmers to
have "Success guaranteed through specialized training".

For example, for farmers who want to switch to organic products or those who want to obtain
certificates to access new markets, a farmer training group can be set up at the request of several
agricultural / animal husbandry producers. The training courses created for this group will then be
offered to the entire sector.

Teachers will need to be trained to implement such courses that acquire skills related to achieving
the objectives through a series of priority training courses in accordance with all professional
activities in each field of business.

These training courses will need financial support from pooled vocational training funds.

Trainers will be able to follow these trainings and thus consolidate their knowledge to meet the
needs of farmers.

Proposal for attracting young people to a rural area

Do you want to become a farmer in the area? Do you want to set up a farm or take over
an agricultural business in this locality?

To achieve this project, you need two main steps:
1. Preparing for installation

2. Make the plan for your installation project and then make it. What is the financial need to install
yourself?

First step: Preparing for installation

1. Farm management can be learned and prepared. It is also important to participate in training
and anticipate the creation or takeover of a business in agriculture: both during initial training and
during preparation for installation, but also throughout the career.

Preparing to settle in the countryside means being helped by specialist teachers to support you
in your efforts to become a farmer.



An installation preparation can give you human support and the opportunity to train you according
to your needs by creating a personalized professional business plan.

This installation preparation phase will allow you to increase your skills and approach your future
profession with confidence.

The custom professionalization plan is open to everyone, whether or not you want installation
support and your age.

Each year, almost 5,000 project leaders set up shop after accessing the support system and
developing a personalized professionalization plan.

Preparation for the installation of the single "gateway" for all farmers who want to settle in
agriculture. A specialist trainer will coordinate support for all those who want to settle in
agriculture.

The missions of a continuous professional training will guide the steps that must be taken
either to access a support, or for employment, for on-farm management or even to validate the
experience gained.
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