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- Microclimate calculations

- Agronomic specifications (fertiliser, sowing, tillage, etc)
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Coupled models
Mechanistic, process-oriented
Dynamic (daily time step)

Integrated: many environmental variables available as outputs
to study the agrosystem as a whole
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- No effect of row spacing on ERIN, expected with Beer-
Lambert

- Notable effect of the solutions on LAl due to delay in the
start of spore interception via the row spacing

- Agronomic levers to reduce diseases levels: density
and/or row spacing
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- No notable difference between the 2 formalisms

- Abscence of a peak with RADI

- Alittle more intercepted spores with ERIN but no

significant impact on LAI

- Again, diseases levels can be managed with agronomic

levers such as density and plant proportion.
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> Key findings
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- Increasing row spacing reduces spores, even more at high
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Putting 1t all together

» Key findings

- Cumulated spores: for dilution ERIN more like a middle RADI
- Increasing row spacing reduces spores, even more at high
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» Key findings
- Cumulated spores: for dilution ERIN more like a middle RADI
- Increasing row spacing reduces spores, even more at high
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