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Organic Agriculture and Agroecology are production systems considered relevant for building up sustainable food systems at an environmental, social and economic level. In recent years there has been a growing interest in considering which processes can contribute to upscaling these systems. At a global level Agroecological Local Agri-food Systems and Bio-districts are becoming beacons for that purpose. This paper presents a case study of an organic and agroecological group of producers in the Argentinian Pampa Region where we used the Participatory Action Research (PAR) approach in implementing three interconnected methodologies: (i) Sustainability assessment using the FAO Tool for Agroecology Performance Evaluation (TAPE), (ii) Participatory Value chain Development and (iii) Stakeholder Analysis. This was done to verify if the combination of methodologies can be useful to (i) evaluate the current situation of the group in terms of LAFS development and (ii) identify which possible activities would be required for upscaling organic and agroecological practices at a regional level with a neo-endogenous approach. We conclude that the participative assessment implemented was useful to identify the group stage in terms of LAFS development and also to identify the activation requirements for upscaling the system at the same time that the participatory process addressed and organized a set of procedures in the hands of the group for implementing that process.
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1 Introduction

According to different widely representative organizations, organic agriculture and agroecology can positively contribute to challenges related to the SDGs (De Schütter, 2011; Migliorini and Wezel, 2017; Arbenz, 2018; Eyhorn et al., 2019; Nicolétis et al., 2019).

Evidence comes from different angles of knowledge such as farm viability, income and productivity (Aubron et al., 2016; D'Annolfo et al., 2017; Van der Ploeg et al., 2019), crop protection and biodiversity (Hole et al., 2005; Rahmann, 2011; Niggli et al., 2016), ecosystem services (Palomo-Campesino et al., 2018), food security and nutrition (Reganold and Wachter, 2016; Kerr et al., 2021), among others.

The staggering of these practices is an issue that is currently being raised at a global level (Food I. P. E. S., 2018) linked to their transformative capabilities, in order to face the dysfunctionalities of the current global food system (Sarandón and y Flores, 2014). In this sense, methodologies linked to the Localized Agro-food System approaches (Guareschi et al., 2020; Gonzalez De Molina and Lopez-Garcia, 2021) are increasingly being experimented and considered as a possible strategy for addressing organic and agroecological upscaling challenges.

The concept of Localized Agri-Food Systems (LAFS) has its origin in economics theories that studied concentrations of companies linked to a territory, in particular Industrial Districts and Local Production Systems. The late 1990s saw the proposal of an alternative model for strengthening the Rural Agroindustry (AIR) as the main axis of a “new rurality.” LAFS experimental development process was oriented to the analysis of a variety of products and regions, especially from Latin America and Europe with the aim of generating new income and sources of employment in the most depressed areas, but also as a node of local development in a global environment (Boucher and Reyes Gonzalez, 2016).

The LAFS Approach incorporates features and elements from different disciplines. This involves dealing with human geography, technical knowledge, food modalities, management of common resources, governance, power relations, institutionalism, the industrial economy and the economy of proximity, collective action and social capital (Poméon et al., 2007).

It is important to emphasize the contributions of Lowe et al. (1995) with the Cultural Economy approach where the word “economy’” indicates the relationships between resources, production and consumption, while “culture” attempts to capture the reorganization of economies at the geographical scale from the local cultural identities and specific territorial characteristics and values. It influences LAFS with a “Neo Endogenous” approach by addressing a dynamic relationship and mutual recognition between two forces; the endogenous one, concerned in production mechanisms centered in the local culture and the pursuit of the interests of the territory and it local needs, and the exogenous one centered on the “external consumers” to whom the territory seeks to sell.

Bio-districts and Agroecology-based Local Agri-food Systems (ALAS) are built on this relation between internal and external forces harmonizing different needs with a strong focus on economic, environmental and sociocultural sustainability (Zanasi, 2020; Gonzalez De Molina and Lopez-Garcia, 2021).

Different experiences around the world have added value and expertise to the approach, facilitating the establishment of the International Network of Ecoregions (IN.N.E.R.) in 2014, followed by the development of the Global Alliance of Organic Districts (GAOD) in 2020.

The Participatory Action Research approach (PAR), closely linked to and influenced by Freire’s (1969) pedagogy in Latin America have been adopted by Agroecological movements throughout the world due to it upscaling processes (López-García and González de Molina, 2021). Its roots in the social sciences are based on considering the integration of researched actors as protagonists in the investigative processes (Guzmán et al., 2013).

The aim of this article is to consider if PAR methodology, linked to the Tool for Agroecology Performance Evaluation (TAPE), the participatory elaboration of group value chains and stakeholder analysis are suitable to: (1) Identify the current stage of LAFSs; and (2) identify the possible actions that can shape a road map for upscaling them. The analysis is referred to the Pampa Organica Norte Group, which represents a particular Organic and Agroecological LAFS because of its socio economic and environmental characteristics.


1.1 Argentinian Pampa region and PON characterization

Pampa Region extends over an area of 540,000 km2 comprising almost the entire province of Buenos Aires and part of the provinces of La Pampa, San Luis, Córdoba, Santa Fe and Entre Ríos (Burkart et al., 1999). It is the heart of the Argentinian grain production, representing 5% of the world’s total (INDEC, 2021).

The production system broadly implemented in the area is a consequence of the late massive implementation of the Green Revolution practices, strongly influenced by the introduction of genetically modified soybeans (RR-soy) resistant to glyphosate in 1996/97 (Aizen et al., 2009; Pognante et al., 2011). It displaced traditional livestock production to areas less suitable for agriculture (Rearte, 2003; Guibert et al., 2011) without taking into account the true cost of these practices with their environmental and social externalities (Tittonell et al., 2020).

Unsustainable consequences have been widely documented, such as loss, degradation and compaction of soils (Casas, 2006; Casagrande et al., 2009; Tsiafouli et al., 2015), loss of meso and macro fauna and arthropod species, which provide biological pest control or pollination services (Dainese et al., 2019; Martin et al., 2019), contamination (e.g., eutrophication) of ground and surface water derived from the excessive use of agrochemicals (Viglizzo et al., 2006; Vera et al., 2010), together with the excessive incorporation of nutrients, mainly phosphorous and nitrogenous compounds, due to the high animal concentration of livestock production systems under feedlots (Rearte, 2003; Herrero and Gil, 2008).

Increase in fertilizer consumption, from 300 thousand tons in 1990 to 4.6 million tons in 2019 (CIAFA, 2019), has also generated a significant loss of biodiversity (Jergentz et al., 2004; Zaccagnini, 2005) and genotoxicity, teratogenicity and cell damage have been extensively identified in populations close to agricultural fumigation areas (Carrasco, 2010; Carrasco et al., 2012; López et al., 2012).

Social-wise, the “simplification” of new technologies and the resulting reduction in the workforce at the end of the 90s had already driven out around 100,000 producers, introducing a gradual rural depopulation (Morello et al., 2006; Moreno, 2017). This led to a continuous concentration of land, with a systematic decrease of smaller facilities (SAGPyA [Secretaría de Agricultura, Ganadería y Pesca], 2002; Gras and Hernandez, 2008; Gras, 2013).

These dysfunctionalities were already identified in the early ‘80s with the rise of different ecological movements that began to question the fundamental concepts and practices associated with the “green revolution” (Sarandón and Marasas, 2015). During that period, there were few productive experiences based on organic and agroecological farming, and neither were a consolidated domestic market nor export mechanisms or channels established. In 1995, there were just over 10,000 hectares certified for plant production and other 100,000 hectares for livestock (SENASA, 2007).

Faced with this situation, a group of producers who shared spaces as the Argentine Movement for Organic Production (MAPO) and in the incipient experimental stations developed by the National Institute of Agricultural Technology (INTA), started a process to establish a form of common space based on solidarity and mutual trust. This involved one side sharing knowledge, techniques, inputs and commercial activities, while the other set about breaking with the loneliness that being an organic producer entails, in particular for those working in the extensive, mixed agricultural - livestock activities of the Humid Pampa.

The mixed agricultural and livestock systems that characterized the Pampas region for decades and that are nowadays strongly affected by the dominant monocultural farming system, have a number of advantages at different levels. Extensive livestock grazing is a major determinant of local biodiversity and function of the ecosystem, increasing microbial activities and carbon storage (Oggioni et al., 2020). It promotes nutrient recycling within the farm, facilitates the rotation between annual crops and pastures over time and it reduces the need for transport and/or processing of bulky biomass, therefore offering more opportunities for ecosystem service provision at a landscape level (Tittonell et al., 2020).

Thus, Pampa Orgánica on June 11, 2004, became the first extensive organic “Cambio Rural” Group. This program forms the basis of the National Institute for Agrarian Technology (INTA) assistance and exchange system.

With 8 producers at its origin, the cardinal points were Bordenave Municipality in Southern Buenos Aires, Alejandro Roca in Northern Córdoba, and Agustoni in Western La Pampa. The greatest distances between members were almost 1,000 km. From 2015 on, for reasons of distance, the group decided to divide itself into 2 groups, calling themselves Pampa Orgánica “Norte” which is the central actor of present research, and Pampa Orgánica “Sur,” taking the center of the city of Buenos Aires as its cardinal point. This facilitated the processes of visits and monthly meetings. As of 2018, the southern group has been further divided into 2 groups: Pampa Organica Sur, and the “Percherones” group. They remain linked to each other and continue to hold regular face-to-face meetings after the annual plenary sessions.

The “Pampa Orgánica Norte” Group is currently made up of 11 farms of varying sizes from 15 to 4,000 hectares, covering a total of 8,673 hectares, distributed across three provinces, Córdoba, Santa Fe, and Buenos Aires. Eight members are under certified organic management, covering a total of 7,892 hectares. Two are currently being converted for a total of 724, and one without certification for a total of 15 hectares.

Regarding the production of the fields, there is one exclusively agricultural farm, one that is now preparing the land and the productivity organization, one dedicated exclusively to livestock, and eight of mixed agricultural livestock production.

The staging analysis process that will be carried out below becomes relevant considering the potential that the country has for growth in relation to the limited development at the territorial level of Organic and Agroecological initiatives.

According to the 2018 national census, Organic, Agroecological, and Biodynamic productions recorded a total of 5,253 agricultural units out of a total of 250,881 farms, representing only 2% of the facilities surveyed (INDEC, 2021). It is important to emphasize that the census reflects the perception of those interviewed concerning their agricultural practices, and does not refer to their participation in guarantee or certification systems that effectively certify their respective practices. At the moment, as regards the Agroecological level, this is the main information available, since no other type of statistical data has been generated so far from other side in terms of organic production, according to the National Agri-Food Health and Quality Service (SENASA, 2007) the total number of organic certified agricultural units in 2021 were only 1,336.




2 Materials and methods

Participatory Action Research approach (PAR) is used with the aim of developing a collaborative process where researchers and participants identify a situation in need of change and collectively develop a bottom-up co-designed set of methodologies in order to achieve specific goals (Méndez et al., 2017; López-García and González de Molina, 2021).

Core elements from the monitoring tool for Eco-Regions (Zanasi et al., 2020) are integrated at different levels, starting by identifying a representative group of the Pampa Organica Norte Group to actively participate in PAR processes to validate the relevance of the different approaches (Figure 1).
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FIGURE 1
 Methological implementation road map.


Research is implemented in two moments, a first where three interconnected methodologies are jointly addressed: (i) Sustainability assessment using the FAO Tool for Agroecology Performance Evaluation (TAPE), whose fundamental objective is to evaluate the practices that the group develops based on the FAO 10 elements of agroecology (ii) Participatory Value chain Development; where it seeks to understand and quantify the variety, modality and complementarity in production and (iii) Stakeholder Analysis; where the institutional relationships in which the group develops are identified and analyzed.

The results obtained from the joint implementation of these three methodologies constitute the inputs to generate the diagnosis based on LAFs methodological approach that serve first to evaluate the current situation of the group and secondly to identify which possible activities would be required for upscaling it stage and therefore organic and agroecological practices at a regional level.


2.1 Application of FAO tool for agroecology performance evaluation (TAPE)

The first process after the characterization of the group is the implementation of the Tool for Agroecology Performance Evaluation (FAO, 2019), which is an analytical framework that incorporates key attributes of several existing multidimensional assessment methodologies, developed by a panel of international experts. It uses agroecology to assess sustainability and to measure the multidimensional performance of agricultural systems at the household/farm level, but it also collects information and provides results at a community and territorial scale (Mottet et al., 2020).

The present methodological work is based on Step 1 of TAPE which is the Characterization of the Agroecological Transition (CAET). This is based on the 10 elements of agroecology (FAO, 2018) disaggregated into 36 indices, including the 13 principles of agroecology considering the multidimensionality of agricultural systems (Wezel et al., 2020).

For example, for the element of “Diversity,”indices are (i) diversity of crops, (ii) diversity of animals, (iii) diversity of trees, and (iv) diversity of activities, products and services (Table 1) scores of each ranges for 0 to 4 (a modified Likert-type scale), depending on how diversified crop production is. To obtain general score for the element “Diversity” the four indices are summed (e.g., 2 + 3 + 3 + 4 = 12) and the totals are standardized on a scale from 0 to 100% (12/16 = 75%) which is used to calculate the percentage and level of agroecological transition, called the CAET level (Mottet et al., 2020). First, the questionnaire was translated into Spanish (a translation was later available from FAO) and the questionnaire was programmed through the Kobotool box system according to the guidelines of the TAPE methodology (FAO, 2019).



TABLE 1 Dimensions and Indicators of TAPE.
[image: Table1]

To measure the characterization, we decided to adopt the scales proposed by Lucantoni et al. (2021) and Table 2 applying an average of the values obtained by the producers in order to facilitate the analysis of the results and their possible comparison with other groups. The objective of this survey was to put the general features of the different members on the same plane, and to be able to have a clear picture of the process of the group in general broken down into the different dimensions of sustainability proposed by the system.



TABLE 2 CAET scales.
[image: Table2]



2.2 Participatory value chain analysis

In order to carry out the value chain analysis, a participatory process was implemented with the group. The aim was to identify the key elements that could provide a complete picture of the group that would serve to highlight the existing productive diversity and the potential for external economies of scale, due to the presence of a critical mass of activities at the different links of the supply chain (Zanasi et al., 2020).

It was decided to approach the process through three different goals: (i) to identify main characteristics at a quantitative level of production, both at the agricultural and livestock level, (ii) to identify installed and available capacities in the different undertakings (in terms of cleaning, elaboration, storage and processing) and (iii) to identify market destinations of the different productions.

For the development of the questionnaire, different implementation modalities were evaluated, with the main objective of generating a tool that, on the one hand, would be consistent when including the aspects of the different productive, processing and distributive processes, and on the other, versatile enough to generate a process whose implementation could have continuity in time.



2.3 Stakeholder analysis

The complex and dynamic nature of food systems based on Agroecology and Organic Agriculture requires flexible decision-making that embraces diversity of knowledge and capabilities. Therefore, multi-stakeholder approaches have become an important instrument for analyzing specific contexts and designing effective interventions that match local needs (Guareschi et al., 2020).

SA can be seen as an approach that provides a series of guidelines and methods for analyzing and understanding social relations and mechanisms through the identification of the key actors involved in it, with their specific functions and interests (Grimble and Wellard, 1997; Reed, 2008).

In the same perspective developed for the realization of the TAPE and the Value Chain analysis, the methodological process of SA had the aim to empower stakeholders through the co-generation of knowledge (Greenwood et al., 1993; Wallerstein, 1999; Beierle, 2002).

Descriptive and normative approaches (Reed et al., 2009) were mainly used in this research-driven (Okali et al., 1994), people-centered (Michener, 1998) process. The methodological process is implemented following 2 steps: (i) identification, classification and description of the actors related to PON (ii) Stakeholder Analysis through an influence – interest matrix.

For the classification and description of the stakeholders, coordinating interviews were organized with the PONIT in a consultative way, in order to include in this phase: (i) the general characteristics of the organizations and (ii) the activities implemented or in the process of implementation with PON.

Taking into consideration the elements emerging from this process, we analyzed the stakeholders’ position and level of influence and interest using an I–I matrix and we converted this on a Likert scale from 0 to 5.

The identification and selection of the influence and interest indicators as presented in Table 3 were inspired on Porter’s (1998) dimensions and on researches that are ongoing for the evaluation and monitoring methods on Bio-district sector (Guareschi et al., 2020; Zanasi et al., 2020), adapted to the local conditions and group requirenments.



TABLE 3 Interest/influence matrix.
[image: Table3]



2.4 Organic and agroecological local agri-food systems models

Key element in the process of building the LAFS is the capacity of local actors to mobilize the passive advantages or externalities of agglomeration and/or latent solidarity, horizontally and vertically, toward a process of “activation” in a coordinated way that enhances the value of the specific resources of a given territory (Boucher, 2004; Boucher and Pomeon, 2010).

Following the approach already introduced, the results obtained under the three methodologies presented became inputs to analyze the current state of the PON group in terms of LAFS methodology and it the possible territorial activations.

Boucher (2004) distinguishes three important stages of LAFS: the first is based on a “structural collective action,” represented by the creation of a group such as an association, a cooperative or other form of organization where there are meetings and exchanges that favor collective learning. This first phase can be associated with the first operational mode proposed by Ray (1998): characterized by a commoditization of local/regional culture based on historical and/or environmental components.

The second LAFS stage is based on a “functional collective action,” by which institutions are generated and attached to rules that coordinate local actors around the management of the common good, according to the definition of quality parameters (criteria and indicators). In many cases, this second process of valorization and functionality is often related to what is considered Value based Supply Chains.

They are based on values beyond the economic value, which are shared by all partners along the chain. While some values are attached to the products and the mode of production, other values are inherent in the relationship between the partners involved (Marsden et al., 2000; Stevenson and Pirog, 2008).

This second stage can be directly related with Ray mode II that occurs as the construction and projection of a (new) territorial identity to the ‘outside,’ and III where the emphasis is still on territorial strategies however the new territorial initiative is engaged in selling itself internally. According to Stotten et al. (2017), this two modes are part of a second moment where different actors, interested in regional development, started to redefine the already existing image, or to create from the Value based Supply Chain the image of an ‘organic region’.

A third stage of LAFS activation appears when it became a Territorial LAFS System, in this stage the approach must shift from sectorial to territorial. As Ray emphases on Mode IV, it is characterized by the normative capacity to activate and coordinate at multistakeholder level, alternative process of development. This would be the archetypical stage of the any instituted Bio-district.

Figure 2 presents the integration of the different approaches linked to the LAFS methodology used to analyze the case study linked to Pampa Organica Norte.

[image: Figure 2]

FIGURE 2
 Local Agrifood System Model.





3 Results


3.1 Characterization of the TAPE agroecological transition

Five dimensions: Efficiency, Resilience, Culture and Food Tradition, Co-Creation and Knowledge Sharing, and Responsible Governance presented scores over 70% meaning that can be considered as agroecological. In advance transition, very close to the 70% rate, we have Diversity (69%) and Human and Social Values (67%), and a few steps behind Synergies (62%). Finally, in 2 dimensions, the group is in its initial transition: Recycling (59%) and Circular & Solidarity Economy (52%). These can be seen in general group results radar chart, Figure 3.

[image: Figure 3]

FIGURE 3
 Pampa Organic Norte CAET Group Results.


Regarding Diversity (69), as we can see in Table 4, most of the members are at a high level of productive diversification. It should be taken into account, in this sense, that 8 out of the 11 enterprises concern mixed agricultural-cattle, which is increasingly rare nowadays in the Pampas region, as was presented in the introduction.



TABLE 4 Single member CAET results.
[image: Table4]

At the level of Synergies (62), in general, the scores of the members are high, and only 2 cases presents relatively low levels due to the lack of mixed production and the absence or limited integration with trees.

The high score for Efficiency (80) is mainly due to the characteristic of production cycles based on crop rotations and integration between agricultural and livestock production, which enable productive autonomy in terms of soil nutrients.

As regards Recycling (59), very high values are found at the level of biomass and nutrient recycling and a good level of water saving, since none of them has irrigation and they do not use chemical synthesis products, which increase the contamination of water bodies. On the other hand, despite a range of different actions being carried out based on seed management and renewable energy in the fields, in these two last indicators the values were generally low, which brings down the general evaluation of this element.

Regarding Resilience (74), values were very high in aspects concerning individual management and related to income and production stability, the capacity to recover from disturbances, and indebtedness. They were markedly lower in the mechanisms focused on community mutual support systems and mechanisms to reduce vulnerability. Available access to loans and insurance are aspects that have been unforeseen up to now by the group.

There were high levels of response in culture and food tradition (71), focused mainly on the tradition linked to the production and consumption of meat as a main food culture and legacy. In a certain way, this also has a negative impact, due to its excessive consumption. Some of the members gave lower scores to the lack of local varieties in vegetable production, but as can be historically seen, these have never been part of the productive food culture in this particular region.

Scores for Co-creation and Knowledge Sharing were high (73) mainly due to the relationships established within Pampa Orgánica. However, from this dimension, it is confirmed that there are different visions based on participation. Some members are very active, both as part of the group and in relationships with other institutions, while others are less participatory and consider the co-creation relationships available to the group to a lesser extent. General lower scores are seen, however, in their relations with grassroots organizations linked to local realities.

This last aspect is strongly linked to the dimension of Circular and Solidarity Economy, where the lowest scores were obtained (52), specifically in relation to local market proximity and the link between producers and consumers. Given the general surface area sizes of the agricultural lands, the productive typologies, the geographical location and territorial distribution of the populations, these elements are of great difficulty for most of the members of the group, especially those that have larger productive areas.

Human and Social Values (71) present a high level of women’s empowerment and animal welfare scores, with relatively lower scores in terms of youth empowerment and social integration, and inequalities. This last element is more visible in larger farms where different roles are defined in terms of decision-making and income.

Lastly, with regards to Responsible Governance (71), the participation of producers in the Pampa Orgánica group guarantees a high level of institutional participation, but producers’ empowerment and participation in the governance of land and natural resources in the region were recorded with lower scores.



3.2 Participatory value chain analysis in Pampa Orgánica Norte


3.2.1 Production

Up to now, production of participants has never been registered in a systematic way that could serve to give a precise productive dimension of all members for all crops and animal production in a season time. Results from the initially implemented questionnaires are the following:


3.2.1.1 Agriculture

At the agricultural level, it is important to bear in mind that in the region there are two types of annual crops. One is in the summer, named “coarse”, and one in the winter, named “fine”. These two terms refer to when different crops are cultivated. Four productive cycles were taken into consideration, 2 in winter and 2 in summer. As Table 5 shows, the cultivated hectares change notably between the winter and summer cycles, from 113 to 811 hectares in the 20/21 season and from 405 to 1,079 for 21/22. This is due to the fact that generally in the winter cycle more land is used for grazing or planted with crops for livestock feeding.



TABLE 5 Pampa Organica Norte crops by seasons and varieties, and production records.
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3.2.1.2 Livestock

The approach to beef cattle farming in the Pampas Region can be divided schematically into two stages (1) breeding, with cows and bulls to produce calves, and (ii) wintering, where the calves are fattened for sale as steers or heifers.

Generally, the two stages are connected by an active calf buying/selling market, but occasionally they are integrated in the same establishment in a so-called “full cycle” scheme.

Within the group, 8 producers are currently producing livestock. Of these, 4 breed and 4 follow the complete cycle.

In total, 4,090 hectares are dedicated to the livestock sector. Depending on the year, lands for agricultural use are added to these hectares if head of cattle are added, or if necessary, based on conditions, to extend the grazing land.

In total for the year 2021 there were about 7,200 head of cattle from the 8 members, on the other hand, one of the members has a small production of lambs of 90 head and another two have small farms of laying hens for a total of 310 chickens.




3.2.2 Farm capacities/infrastructures

With the aim of generating a complete picture at the group level regards farm capacities, a set of three different core dimensions were addressed.


3.2.2.1 Cleaning capacity

At the grain cleaning level, four establishments have their own cleaners, of which three do all the cleaning of the crops and one hires an extra cleaner in some periods. The rest of the establishments that produce grain, that is five, hire companies to do the cleaning, outsourcing this service.



3.2.2.2 Storage capacity

As for storage in stainless steel silos, six members have structures ranging from 35 tons to 8,000 tons for storage. Three of them use their capacity for the total of their crops, two partially, completing the rest in plastic silo bags, another two have excess capacities, so they store other producers’ grain. Finally, two members use plastic silo bags, and on some occasions, they use stainless steel silos belonging to other members of the group.

In total, the available storage capacity in stainless steel silos among the members is 10,900 tons.



3.2.2.3 Processing capacity

Two members have two small stone mills and one hammer mill with cooler and girder for production of between 300 and 400 kilos of wheat per day each. One member has a soybean extrusion press of 200 kg/h (occupied at 10% of its annual capacity) and its own industrial plant for the production of cookies and vegan hamburgers. Finally, one member has an industrial plant for oil and expeller that processes 48 tons of grain per day, greatly exceeding the yields of all members and working with various organic and non-GMO producers.




3.2.3 Market destinations

According to the interviews carried out, market destination changes in most of the cases from year to year, and members adapt their production both in terms of rotation cycles and according to market demands.

The following data relates to both cycles of the concluded season 20/21.


3.2.3.1 Agricultural summer season 20/21

As mentioned previously, the largest crop sown was corn of the red flint variety, as can be seen in Figure 4, 765 tons, that is 68% of the harvest, was sold as organic product mostly to neighboring dairy farms, of which five were small (up to 100 cows) and four medium-sized (between 100 and 300). These nine dairy farms are part of the project that the multinational Nestlé developed in the region, where it accompanied and assisted 17 milk producers for more than 3 years. This was with the support of a team of specialized local technicians who functioned as assistants for the project.

[image: Figure 4]

FIGURE 4
 Agricultural Summer season 20/21 value chain (part 1).


Organic powdered milk from this project has been supplied, until now, only to the local market.

Nestlé, which has its production plant in the town of Villa Nueva, province of Córdoba, in the Pampas Region, is one of the main players in the Argentine dairy industry.

The sales of the members of Pampa Orgánica Norte to the dairy farms were made directly by each one of them with each dairy farm, and in many cases, they were made with the corn already harvested.

Until now, it has not been common for medium or long-term agreements to be made between producers and dairy farms, nor for agreements to be generated between the group as a whole with the dairy farmers, nor with Nestlé.

A second destination of the red flint corn was direct sales to international markets with 287 tons, 25.5% of which was carried out directly by one member of the group, given that it has the storage and management capabilities to export directly to the United States.

Finally, as the final destination for local and national consumption, 64.5 tons were mainly made up of flour production, both for baking and for polenta. This was split evenly as organic and agroecological. The certified flour was sold to a mill that has marketing channels focused on small and medium-sized specialized shops and bakeries throughout the country.

Another of the destinations of the production regarding one of the members was for the production of biscuits and other products in its own processing facilities, and which it sells mainly at the provincial level in the largest urban centers. Finally, some 7 agroecological tons were sold directly to different local companies and consumer groups, both for animal feed and for the production of flour and polenta.

Regarding other varieties of corn, white and purple, with a total agroecological production of 48 tons, these were also processed into flour and distributed nationwide.

Finally, the flint type used for popcorn was mainly exported abroad for a total of 139 tons and another 10 were absorbed by the local market, all certified as organic.

The second most cultivated product was soybean, as can be seen in Figure 5, with a total of 420 tons harvested. A representative part of the crop for a total of 282 tons, that is, 67%, was sold by one of the producers to a large company that produces organic textured soybeans for export. Another important part was processed as an expeller for animal feed and oil mainly for human consumption, of which 80 were exported as organic and 42 sold locally to processors. As one of the producers is in the conversion period, it was sold in the traditional market, without being able to add value despite the distinction of the productive model implemented.

[image: Figure 5]

FIGURE 5
 Agricultural Summer season 20/21 value chain (part 2).


Finally, for local consumption, 10 tons were sold to a small dairy that also produces for Nestlé and 2 tons were used for the preparation of vegan hamburgers by one of the members that distributes at the provincial level. 1 ton was sold for feeding lambs in a small-scale production for local sale.

As for sunflower, 103 tons were processed and exported by one member and 265 tons were sold to local processors for export, in both cases certified as organic.

Fifteen tons of sorghum were also harvested and processed as organic flour, distributed at the national level and 60 tons of agroecological pumpkin were distributed locally and nationally. In addition 2 tons of peanuts were harvested by one of the members to use as seeds to increase the number of hectares under production the next season. At the moment, the production of organic peanuts has been a challenge for the producers in the area. However, after a few years of testing, it seems that the right path has been found, which can open up new productive alternatives with high returns, given the international demand that exists for this product.



3.2.3.2 Agricultural winter season 2021/2022

As regards the winter season, the most widely cultivated products were wheat and rye.

The first, with a productive total of 378 organic tons, was totally destined for local consumption, as can be seen from Figure 6.
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FIGURE 6
 Agricultural winter season 20/21 value chain.


The most representative sale of wheat was made by one of the producers to the Hausbrot company, owned by one of the members of the Pampa Orgánica Sur group. The company has been a pioneer in producing 100% wholefoods with a history of more than 30 years. The firm produces more than 100 products from wholemeal flours, including dry pasta, cookies, grissini and frozen foods, with organic certifications and has a production capacity of 40 tons of food per day, which can be doubled according to demand. At the same time, it has more than 50 stores, mainly in the city of Buenos Aires, but also in different provinces of the country, from where they sell their products.

Another two modalities were implemented. One was through members’ own milling for the production of flour with a total amount of 48 tons, and another 30 tons were sold by a member to a nearby mill and to a small entrepreneur for distribution at the national level. In all the cases mentioned, the destination was both for baking companies and as flour for sale in specialized shops and consumer groups.

Barley was widely produced, strongly increasing the quantities of recent years, and reaching a total production of 477 organic tons as a result of the launch in 2020 of the first national organic beer. This was produced by the Patagonia company owned by the multinational AB InBev, which initially launched a limited edition of 480,000 liters that were distributed only in points of sale in Buenos Aires and Patagonia.

Subsequently, given the high demand and diffusion that the company found in the country and the availability of producers to increase their barley production, it decided to launch a second edition at the national level with a production of 1 mL. The idea was to stabilize production in order to initially sustain it at the national level with the expectations of exporting in the region, given that the Patagonia brand already exports to the neighboring countries of Brazil, Chile and Uruguay.

At the moment, the four members who have sold their products have done so on an annual contractual basis, without a medium or long-term program with the Patagonia company.

The rest of the products consisted of smaller amounts. Rye was processed and distributed as organic flour for 6 tons. Oats formed a total of 7.5 tons, and this was sold to a company that processes organic rolled oats for national distribution. Finally, chickpeas amounted to 2.8 tons, with 1 ton being used to feed a small laying hen establishment and 1.8 tons distributed nationwide.



3.2.3.3 Livestock production year 2021

As we can see in Figure 7 and explained in the previous section, the cattle production system in the group is divided into two types of practices, one for breeding and the other as a complete cycle.
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FIGURE 7
 Livestock season 2021 value chain.


For the first, based on the rearing of calves that reach a maximum of one year, are sold in traditional channels for fattening. Up to now the volume of the organic market has not enabled the development of an integrated organic chain where the production could be valued in the market. In this way, although the land used for livestock in most of the fields is certified as organic, breeding members are not certified at the animal production level.

In 2021, a total of 658 calves were sold by producers dedicated to breeding, to which there must be added another 367 full-cycle producers who followed the same line of selling in the traditional market for a total of 1,025 calves.

However, it is important to mention that for the regional market, the production model implemented by PON producers is recognized and prices are usually higher than those of the market as a result of the quality differentiation and recognition.

These producers usually have a sales cycle of culling cows and bulls that they always replenish in the conventional market so as to maintain a high production level.

As for the full-cycle producers, the situation changes because through this approach, the producers can value the most important part of the production through the channels linked to organic certification. In this sense the four producers are also certified for animal production.

In this process, two substantial elements should be highlighted in relation to the experiences of the group and the potential it presents. In the first place, 1,306 heifers and steers from a total production of 1,693 were absorbed by the company MOO (Meet Overgrass Organization) created in D'Annolfo et al., 2017 by, among other partners, one of the members of Pampa Orgánica Norte and another member of Pampa Orgánica Sur.

The company was born with the purpose of valuing the meat of the organic production system both in the country and abroad. Due to different measures applied by the national government, exportation has been severely limited in recent years and until now it has focused only on the local market.

At a productive level, the company delegates the beef processing to a slaughterhouse with organic certification still in the Pampa region. Different cuts are distributed vacuum-packed by the company as organic through three channels, direct online sales to families or buying groups, to specialized shops (organic stores and dietary stores) and at large distribution channels (Carrefour).

Currently, MOO has not come to value the whole animal as organic and, depending on the offer, they introduce to the market different cuts as organic while others are sold to other recognized brands on the market, also with different prices, but not sold to the consumer as organic.

From the rest of the heifers and steers, 124 were sold to different slaughterhouses as organic, 116 sold to growers in the area for fattening as organic and 47 were sold as conventional.

The second interesting example from one full cycle member relies on its specialization and certification of herds as Pedigree Pure 0, further valuing the organic production being able to value in the market 100 organic Angus pregnant cows and 1 organic Angus bull.

The specialization and certification of herds as Angus Pedigree Pure also regards the second interesting example from one full cycle member. This further value the organic production in being able to put onto the market 100 organic Angus pregnant cows and 1 organic Angus bull.

To finalize the picture of cattle production, we also find culling practices among full-cycle producers, which in the 2021 cycle had a total of 119 culling cows and 11 culling bulls. In these cases the producers replace them with animals within the same production cycle without the need to buy them on the market.

In terms of other animal production experiences within the group, we find the lamb production of one member that yearly distributes 90 lambs as agroecological in local butcher shops and with direct purchases from nearby consumers. There is also the production of chicken eggs by 2 members, counting around 47,500 eggs every year also distributed as agroecological locally and nationally.





3.3 Stakeholder analysis


3.3.1 Stakeholder identification, description, and classification

The identification of the stakeholders includes 15 organizations that have been collaborating with the whole group or with different single members, but with an upscaling perspective.

A description of each organization and its relation with PON is detailed in Table 6.



TABLE 6 Stakeholders’ descriptions and relations with Pampa Organica Norte (PON).
[image: Table6]

Following the LAFS approach, a classification of the stakeholders has been structured as can be seen in Table 7 for the purpose of clarification before the analysis.



TABLE 7 Stakeholder classification.
[image: Table7]



3.3.2 Influence – interest analysis

According to Reed et al. (2009), key stakeholders are characterized by having high influence and high interest in the observed process. They are actors who must be actively considered, as can be identified in Figure 7. Key PON stakeholders would be the two experimental stations of INTA in Pergamino and Marcos Juarez and the two producer groups Pampa Organica Sur and Percherones and Bioleft.

It is evident that both realities make up the nucleus of belonging and represent key partners for the development that the group envisages.

On the one hand, the experimental stations are identified as a space for legitimation and collaborative learning. Up to now they have been the fundamental partners for technical processes of agricultural development. On the other hand, the relations with Pampa Orgánica Sur and Percherones are being articulated from different areas, starting from the representativeness and communion between organizations.

Those in the context setter category are highly influential, but have little interest, and are basically the main public institutions related to rural development. That is INTA and INTI. Their interest in organic agriculture and agroecology until now has been extremely marginal in general, but a mixture of local awareness for sustainable consumption and production, and international opportunities for export markets are slowly giving more alternatives and spaces to its practices.

A relevant category that emerged from the consultation, are middle actors which could be considered to have more influence for certain aspects, becoming specific partners for certain activations related with LAFs and the bio-district approach. In this group we could include Bioleft specifically for seedling production and the National University of Río Cuarto in terms of scientific validation of sustainability processes. GAOD and the Bio-districts National Table, the Cambio Rural Program and MAPO are important actors in terms of local, national and international involvement with territorial development, group valorization and visibility, the stakeholders in this category being defined as important for supporting the process (Figure 8).

[image: Figure 8]

FIGURE 8
 Staakeholder influence-interest Matrix.


In a last group considered as “crowds” meaning with less representativeness, Mayma, Banca Territorial and IAABDA mainly act in an adaptive way, and should be monitored taking into consideration possible future alliances.




3.4 Organic and agroecological local agri-food systems analyses

The proximity aspect that is central to different LAFS and Organic District experiences (Muchnik, 2009), in the case of Pampa Organica Group, it is not geographical proximity that united them but rather the way of seeing and practicing a common agricultural modality under the principles of organic production.

In this sense, one of the most severe circumstances for the organic producer in this region has been loneliness, since in most cases the producers were islands within territories dedicated to conventional production.

Becoming a formal Cambio Rural group, PON started a process of activation around the organic production valorization of all participating members activating the LAFS first stage of “structural collective action.”

The main activities that have characterized this first stage of the group so far are linked to its monthly meetings, which are supported by an external group coordinator as a platform for sharing experiences, and for addressing specific common issues on topics of interest to all participants.

Although there are established rules, and an internal process for inclusion and participation, until now there has been no developed formal set of defined practices, nor management of quality issues among members. Control mechanisms and sanctions are therefore neither formulated nor administered in terms of inclusion/exclusion procedures (Boucher, 2004).

Considering this aspects, PON group should develop different types of “activations” (Correa Gómez et al., 2006) to achieve the second stage of LAFS based on a “functional collective action.”

For the development of these activations, the two modes of approach taken by Ray (1998) are considered; one centered in external relations (mode II) and other internal relations (mode III), which feed off each other.

Considering the external approach (mode II), although there are different types of relationships, as the stakeholder analysis showed, there are no specific programmatic agreements between any of the organizations. They are developed through the interest and voluntary actions of their members, and the limited time made available by the group coordinator.

Regarding the first aspect of quality, a Participatory Guarantee System (PGS) could be implemented to guarantee the practices of the group, collaborating in this aim with Pampa Orgánica Sur, Percherones, and INTA’s experimental centers, which were considered key actors in the matrix of influence and interest.

On the other hand, the practices implemented under sustainable parameters could be evaluated at the impact level by the University of Rio Cuarto, which has carried out a range of research activities in the group’s fields.

Thirdly, there could be the setting up of joint programs and long-term framework agreements with research institutions such as INTA experimental centers and Bioleft, based on the specific needs of the group and linked to increasing the productivity of the members. This would be essential to guide and capitalize on long-term productive improvement practices.

Regarding the internal approach (mode III), although there is a guide and a method of entering the group, represented by general organic and agroecological practices, there is not a common presentation format where specific issues are addressed and there is no kind of specific monitoring system that may represent the operational realities of each field.

The implementation of a common guide/questionnaire that could include TAPE elements and some other possible specific variables identified by the group with temporal recurrence of implementation, would provide important structural elements to pose challenges and identify processes over time, activating clear modalities of inclusion and belonging in the group.

From another side, there is no information channel that describes the productive reality of the group with their availabilities, nor a record of sales or the destinations of each of the members and their productions.

In this sense, the drawing up of a simple and clear questionnaire/survey model that provides precise periodical information at the time of sowing, harvesting, and post-harvesting, would facilitate different levels of information, available to both internal or external communication.

These internal activations could contribute to the group on different levels: establishing and implementing a “quality” parameter beyond simply ‘organic’, and a productive data collection system for facilitating both commercial opportunities and performance analysis.

Developing a common brand that gives value to the productions of the group could be an upscaling asset in terms of forms and institutional activations.

As a final point, presented activations both at internal and external level would facilitate more stable sectoral links with different actors of the supply chains, specifically with small and medium-sized producers and processors, enabling regional common identities as possible trademarks and reinforcing the Neo-Endogenous process based on the local agroecological knowledge. It would improve their positions in relation to large-scale international companies, as well as enabling the eventual re-construction of alternative and autonomous circuits for local, national and global markets.

The experience of Pampa Orgánica itself would generate a direct “spill” of territorial development, given that in the same process it would activate a participatory collaborative relationship (Rowe and Frewer, 2000) between the different institutions that have been identified as main partners and the different supply chain actors identified.

This activation stage would however remain within a perspective based on a sectoral approach.

According to Boucher and Reyes Gonzalez (2016), for a LAFS system to become a territorial LAFS system, the approach must shift from sectoral to territorial. It is in this sense that the third stage of activation emerges.

This third activation would be closely linked to the INNER definition of bio-districts which are “innovative territories where farmers, citizens, public authorities and other local actors realize a formal agreement aimed at the sustainable management of local resources, based on the principles of organic farming and agroecology, to boost the economic and socio-cultural development of their territory (Biodistretto.net 2020).

This third stage would involve the formalization of new instances where different actors identified in the Stakeholder Analysis would play a relevant role. This is particularly the case of the National Table of Bio-districts coordinated by the Argentine Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries together and at International level with the Global Alliance for Organic Districts (GAOD). These two initiatives would be key points for the process of the third activation stage since both are centered on developing instruments to support Bio-district activations. The first one is at the national and the second at the international level.

In this regard, the national table involves different local, provincial and national public authorities that are crucial partners to become involved in this stage.

PON, which is actively participating in the table representing the producers, would be a relevant actor that could play a founder role by involving its identified partners and related actors introduced in the value chain analysis.

This third process, as presented before, would include the two main directions that most of the time require “successful or sustainable bio-districts” a mix between a bottom-up (represented by PON) and a top-down (represented by the national table) approach.




4 Discussion

So far, in Argentina, various localized agri-food systems (LAFS) have been investigated thus far (Velarde et al., 2008) resulting from collaboration between the Argentine National Institute of Agricultural Technology (INTA) and the French Agricultural Research Centre for International Development (CIRAD). The majority of these studies have primarily revolved around a single typical product, emphasizing geographical indications (GI) perspectives. Conversely, on the global scale, research on agroecological and organic LAFS has shifted its focus toward territorial activations, adopting a vision that involves multiple actors and stakeholders (Stotten et al., 2018; Guareschi et al., 2020).

In this regard, it has been verified that methodologies of TAPE, the participatory generation of group Value Chain and Stakeholder Analysis when integrated, can give a comprehensive vision of the conditions in which a constituted reality is found at the LAFS and bio-district activation level and in what way it can be further activated territorially. These characteristics and models could be monitored over time based on the possible activations identified and also serve as methodological inspiration for the realization of new case studies both at the national and regional levels. In turn, it could be integrated through regional and international networks like GAOD that are beginning to take shape internationally.

At the bibliographic level, the LAFS approach can be bottom-up or top-down, although generally these processes are not unidirectional. There is a tendency where one prevails over the other and this serves to categorize the different process.

During the research a bottom-up approach has been implemented, where specific activations toward a second stage of LAFS have been identified with a clear bottom-up set of procedures to be combined with top-down methodologies that are usually necessary when institutionalizing activation stages linked to the third level of LAFS or bio-districts.

From the methodology implemented and the results obtained we presume that two other approaches can add value to the LAFS and bio-district studies. We are referring to “Centrifugal and Centripetal forces.” These processes have been studied in terms of different domains, starting from the spatial aspects of urbanism (Colby, 1933), in social and historical sciences (Quesada, 2011), and development studies (Schad et al., 2019).

In this sense, the centrifugal approach is defined as a movement that tends to move away from the axis around which it rotates. In terms of LAFS, this would be a territory that radiates activities and involves others to follow in its footsteps and join the LAFS, it being “contagious” from a center.

On the other hand, the centripetal force tends to approach the axis around which it rotates, where the territory is identified in its beginnings and the processes of territorial cohesion move from the borders to the center, or from different poles or nuclei of activities (gastronomic and tourist heritage, research poles, etc.) which connect, contributing value from the peripheries to a common center.

PON, as has been seen, began its formation in a vast territory and from “the peripheries,” uniting interests and in turn forming new nuclei such as Pampa Organica Norte, Sur and Percherones. At the same time it collaborated with different stakeholders distributed throughout the vast region, moving toward the same axis which is that of Organic and Agroecological production.

Another aspect that is important to emphasize regards neo-endogenous development as a crucial element for integrating approaches and visions.

Organic producers in Argentina historically focused their production on exogenous processes, linking production almost exclusively to international markets. Alternatively, agroecological producers focused on endogenous processes, that is, mainly on seeking to satisfy local and national needs for food sovereignty. Even if both movements have shown a common path at their beginnings, over the last 20 years both related movements have centered their mission and goals mostly exclusively on an exogenous or an endogenous process, creating some tensions between movements that can also be identified in other countries and regions.

These distinctions have also begun to be reproduced between some bio-districts based on exogenous processes, be it external marketing or tourism, in comparison with the Agroecological LAFS or ALAS (Gonzalez De Molina and Lopez-Garcia, 2021), which are more focused on endogenous processes related to food sovereignty.

For different regions characterized by high production and productive specialization regarding certain foods that exceed local consumption and that historically focused their channels on international markets, the Pampa Orgánica experience can serve as an example of a neo-endogenous (Ray, 1997) oriented approach at different levels.

There is a representative variety of production and orientations within the group, given that members of different sizes direct their production to the local, national, and international markets.

The production system is strongly characterized by the know-how that the PO group is using in conjunction with other stakeholders, promoting the organic and agroecological upscaling from traditional local systems based on mixed agricultural and livestock systems, and also the preservation of local knowledge, both in production and in transformation.

All of these constitute essential elements when it comes to visualizing options for enhancing quality through the typicity of the territory and the sustainability of agricultural practices.

As De Molina et al. (2019) sustains, experiences like PON should not be seen as a sum of actions or as a radical intervention aimed at the sudden fall or destruction of the productive model that sustains the food model, but rather as actions toward a gradual “agroecological metamorphosis.”



5 Shortcomings and further research

The analysis of sustainability of agroecological practices represented by the application of TAPE has been found very useful to expand access to information while promoting the common reflection of the participating group. This is in relation to the different elements that constitute the agroecological basis and that are in direct harmony with the different dimensions of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG).

Some elements of sustainability from the TAPE were difficult to interpret for the context of the Pampean region as for example use of water related indicators were all producers depend on rainfeed production and this option is not available misleading the choice and from another side some relevant elements do not appear in the model in terms of regional agroecological farming practices. This could be taken into account for future research with the possibility of including new specific and adapted indicators for the Pampas Region.

Regarding the participatory value chain and the stakeholder analysis, the challenges lie in generating systems that are simple with a common understanding for all the participants. These should generate sufficient information for being useful at different levels and specifically related to possible activations.

Probably the main challenge facing the Participatory Action Research (PAR) processes includes the need for time and resources over longer periods. This ought to specifically take into account the activation road map of the group moving toward new levels of LAFS and the position of the research in this continuous evolutionary process possibly including further research on the “centripetal” and “centrifugal” forces as approaches linked with LAFS.

Based on the experience of Pampa Organica, different “cambio rural” (rural change) groups have been established in the region, and it would be very interesting to be able to carry out this process with other groups, which would serve to broaden the research base at the regional level. At the same time, this methodology could be implemented in other regions with similar characteristics by developing a bottom-up approach used by “pioneer” producer groups.
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Description
“Cambio Rural” (Rural Change in Spanish) is a program under the
umbrella of the Secretariat of Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries of
the Ministry of Agriculture, which promotes the growth of rural
production through its producers, in collaboration and with
technical support from INTA.
‘The “Pampa Organica Sur” group shares its origins with the “Pampa
Orga
producers who work on some 12,000 livestock-agricultural hectares,

a Norte” group. The Group is currently made up of 9

certified as organic.

“The “Percherones” group also shares its origins with the “Pampa
Orgénica Sur” group. With a strong agroecological-driven approach, it
has 12 members covering approximately 3,580 hectares.

Mapo was founded in 1995 and registered as a Not-for-Profit Organization
in 1996, Itis formed by producers, consumers, certfiers,researchers,
scientists,technicians,educators, entrepreneurs and organic marketers. It
represents at different levels the Organic Movement in Argentina.

‘The Association was formally constituted in 1998.It is mostly made
up of farmers, but also professionals, consumers, sympathizers and

friends of Biodynamic Biological Agriculture.

‘The National Institute of Agricultural Technology (INTA) isa
decentralized state agency with operational and financial autonomy. It
operates under the National Ministry of Agroindustry.

The Marcos Judrez Agricultural Experimental Station covers an area
of 1,451 hectares. It is made up of five areas, whose main lines of
research and work are: (i) plant genetic improvement (ii) Soils and
plant production (if) animal production, (iv) economics, satistics
and information technology and (v) rural development.

Currently the Experimental Station covers 748 hectares, where its
various facilites (buildings, laboratories, greenhouses,etc.) and 15
Rural Development Agencies are located with more than 130
professionals from different specialties. They carry out their research,
experimentation and rural development activities based on
sustainability, equity and agri-food competitiveness.

Bioleftis an open seed breeding and exchange community of an
interdisciplinary research team, made up of members specialized in

economics, agronomy; environment, genetics, law and intellectual

property, collaborative production and research, and
communication.

INTLis the benchmark of the National State in matters of industrial
technology.

lis mission is to contribute to the development of the industry
through the generation and transfer of technology, the certification
of processes, products and people, and the quality assurance of the
goods and services produced throughout the country.

‘The UNRC is academically structured in Faculties, which are the
units in charge of organizing, teaching and managing the wide and
diverse educational offer.

It has five Faculti

: Agronomy and Veterinary; Economic Sciences;
Physical, Chemical, and Natural Sciences; Human Sciences and

Engineering, all located on the university campus.

In June 2021 the so-called Bio-districts Table was launched under

the 2030 Strategic Plan of the Organic Production conceived

within the Advisory Committee for Organic Production. It has 2.

main objectives:

+ To create and strengthen capacities at the local / municipal
and provincial level regarding organic and

agroecological farming.

To constitute an innovative space, focused on governance at
the municipal level, which encourages dialog,
inclusion, planning, knowledge management and shared

learning,

‘The Global Alliance for Organie Districts (GAOD) was established
in February 2020. Its aim was to become a “global space of change”
for the exchange of knowledge, ideas, resources and projects by

people of all continents, who have decided to act with an ecological

worldview, with a clear and shared vision.

“This is an organization that has promoted a more humane and
conscious economy for over 16years, through the training,
networking and visibility of entrepreneurs from Latin America.

Tt seeks to accelerate the transition to agroecology in the region, by
strengthening small producers who want to produce with a
positive economic, social and environmental impact, or who are
already doing so.

‘This is a non-profit organization whose main objective is to
implement sustainable development projects with a positive
economic, social, environmental, and productive impact in
communities and municipalities, applying paradigms and

postulates of a Natural, Social, and Solidarity Economy.

Relation with PON

PON was frstset up as  rural change group. It helped to partially finance the

work o the group coordinator over the 8 years that the program has lasted with
the 2 editions in which the group participated. Beyond this contribution o date,
the group has not had wide support or specific options to generate exchanges
and training related to organic agriculture or the agroecological approach.

“The two groups are part, along with Pampa Organica, of an informal group

that has united them since ts origin. Each group coordinator shares

formation about the processes. Likenwise, the different members share
knowledge, practices and in some cases commercial links, of different types.
“The 3 groups hold an annual 2-day plenary meeting in a field where updates,

processes and perspectives are shared.

Since MAPO' origins, the members of PON have historically participated.

ns at Board level such as the presidency and

‘They have also covered posi

vice-presidency, among others. In turn, Mapo was an important meeting

point and reflection place for the creation of Pampa Organica.

Until now, relations have mainly involved joint participation in projects

related to seed development and particularly to the coordination of

regional training course delivered by one of the members of PON, who s at
the same time part of the executive committee of AABDA.
Relations with INTA have been discontinuous and informal with the various

political representatives and general program coordinators.

Since the founding of the group, it has directly collaborated with the stations
which carry out different exhibition activities in the field. Over the years,
different group meetings have taken place in both structures where concerns
and experiences of the members are jointly evaluated with pilot processes
developed by INTAS' organic experimental fields, mainly focused on maize,

sunflower, soybean, and bovine production

For more than 4years, there has been dynamic collaboration fueled by the
active participation of one PON member in Bioleft.

Since the variety of organic sceds in the market are very limited, the group

has become a benchmark within Bioleft for experimentation and extension
into organic and agroecological production

INTI has been developing different activities to support organic production

different regions with varying intensity. Within the framework of these
works, in 2020 a specific technical assistance agreement was signed with the
MAPO and the program “Value Added to Regional Organic Food

Production” followed.

‘The National University of Rio Cuarto is the closest to the producers of the
‘group and this has led to the establishment of different links aimed at
carrying out research in the field.
Among them, the links with two teams of professors and researchers stand
out. Firstly,a group from the Faculty of Agronomy focused on the
multidimensional sustainability of provincial agroecological systems.
Secondly, the Department of Geology in the Faculty of Physical-Chemical
and Natural Sciences since 2012 has carried out several types of research
related to biodiversity and the evidence of differentiation between
conventional and organic felds' impact on the region.
PON was invited to participate in its first stage of consultation and
programming activities as a reference for the producers and members
of the group. The main objectives of linking into this space are, on the
one hand, to provide the vision of the producer and, on the other, for
the group to develop better common understandings about the
alternatives of bio-districts in the Pampas region and to create links,
with public municipal and provincial bodies at the national level, and
with public policies and research groups. This is thanks to the wide

participation from different public institutions and Universities.

PON has been part of GAOD since 2021 and is the only group from

n the network.

Argentins
Members of PON have participated in different thematic

meetings that have served to deepen the knowledge of the international
realities concerning the formation and management

of bio-districts.

PON members supported the program from the beginning, aiming at

agroecological and organic acceleration, forming an institutional part of

the initative that also promotes territoriality through its members. Several

of the PON members were mentors in the different editions of the

s, and provided the knowledge and contacts made over the years.

Recently initiated, relations involve jointly understanding possible
alliances between PON and the foundation linked to implementing
complementary monetary systems through the “tokenization” of
productive assets by members that can boost investment,
capitalization and insurance relations regarding

natural events.
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645 Tons Agroecological
Member's own processing for smallscale flour
production

2Tons Organic
for different processed

foods (biscuits, hamburgers) of member's
small scale enterprise

7Tons Agroecological
Member's animal feed production for laying
hens and direct sales to neighbors.

765 Tons Organic sold to
organic daires: 5 small(around 80 caws) and
4 medium (between 100 and 300)
for producing Nestle organic milk powder

287 Tons Organic
directly exported by member's company.

28 Tons Agroecological
Member's own processing for small scale flour
production

139 Tons Organic
Sold to national distributors.

20 Tons Agroecological
Member's own processing for smallscale flour
production
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Local or traditional (peasant/indigenous)
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