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Visually generate regenerative Evaluate changes in atitudes, Capture lessons learned from
grazing network in Arkansas behaviors, and knowledge the project



BEFORE: DEFINING "REGENERATIVE GRAZING'

Do we

“It means a hundred different things to a hundred different need to
people. Therefore, it doesn't mean much of anything.” define soil

health?

element of hope baked into the Improves/maintains/rebuilds soil health

term "regenerative”

improved, more abundant forage Rest and recovery of pasture

“Leaving the land better than you found it”

Soil for Water definition: grazing

| that improves soil health
Promotes health of animals, Regenerative

grazing is another

ECOSYStem, prod ucers framing/branding

of what's been
taught for years

T —



AFTER: DEFINING "REGENERATIVE GRAZING'

Works with nature and helps to

Managlng the improve soil health while also Grazing to imprnve the
grazing of your improving pasture diversity health of the
and animal health and e Rl
PaSthES so that you production. It requires full dnadscape, including
build the soil and recovery of pasture plants, short soil, water, F,'|.as.t|_||'E-Ir
. graze times, enough animal e . .
iImprove the pressure to use but not overuse biodiversity, |IV'E?‘§tDC|(,
| the forages. Outside inputs are and community.
plants S
minimized.
T—
Careful attention to controlling stocking
- rates and grazing duration by matching
Grazing in such a way as to Managing livestock grazing c : o animal nutritional needs to forage
improve the soil's water so that forage plants are EE e t at supply and nutrient content in ways that
management capacity, bitten once in a pasture promotes healthy.smls, Pimize he need tor spplemen )
: - ecosystems, and diverse feeds (esp. from off the farm), minimize
improve the carrying and then move the herd to - :
: plants for managing loss of sail and plant nutrients from the
capacity of the pasture another pasture and not . e pastures, optimize legume content to
- : - livestock to maximize the
while supporting a variety return until all he plants . obviate the need to import synthetic
of plant and animal life. Eovererenierod Shere and producer’s profits and herd nitrogen fertilizer, maximize vegetative

health and production. ground cover, and maximize uniformity

and efficiency of recycling of nutrients
T —

below the ground.

T —
T ———

from livestock back to soil.




MOATIVATIONS FOR ADOPTION OF REGENERATIVE PRACTICES

mpreve habitat for livestock &
ildlife

Geed land stewardship

Getting back to natural processes

Ecological Not taking more from
land than giving

Carbon sequestration

Drought/flood resilience £altiy Qhiinal > More nutrient-dense food
or communi

Long-term viabilit

Ethical management
* iving back to community

Gi h

Reduced inputs e

Capturing water in soils
ils

Healthy, productive soi

Requires less land

Economic Social
More autonomy over operation

Engaging future generations

Stockpile forage

Improve quality of life

mpreved profits



BIGGEST BARRIERS TO ADOPTION

Not understanding what is needed to get started

Perception that it's expensive, difficult, time-consuming

Initial cost/reduction in income Different from what neighbors/famil
Infrastructure $ and fear of risk

Need to see it works/evidence of benefits




Item

Hands-on learning opportunities (e.g. workshops and
trainings)

Trusted educator/messenger

On-farm learning opportunities (e.g. pasture walks)
Mentorship by experienced regenerative grazier
Participation in grazing groups

Promotion by agencies (e.g. NRCS, Extens=ion)
Promotion by universities, research groups

Scientific research and evidence on the benefits of
regenerative

FACILITATORS OF ADOPTION

Overall

Rank Rank Distribution

| Success
stories

2 | in media

Lowest Highest
Rank Rank




22. From your perspective, what have been the benefits/outcomes of the Soil for Water project in your
state? (Check all that apply)

100

Broader
geographic
engagement
in
regenerative
practices

Stronger,
more
active

producer

networks

Stronger
evidence
for
benefits
of

regenerative

Increased
engagement
from
conventional
producers

Broader
awareness
of
regenerative
practices

Clearer
understanding
of
regenerative
grazing

More
support
and
resources
for
producers
interested
in

regenerative

Increased
coordination

and
collaboration

among
agencies,
educators,
and
support

organizatons



PROGRESS ON PRIORITIES FROM FIRST MAPPING
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AFTER
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WMHAT'S

NEXT?
Are you interested in continuing to - -

collaborate w/ your state beyond the
project?

40.0% Not sure

60.0% Yes




THANK YOU!

erika@jgresearch.org
kristal@jgresearch.org
lindac@ncat.org

Send any additional thoughts/feedback to us or Linda




Arkansas: final knowledge system mapping summary

Defining regenerative grazing

Discussion about difference between sustainable vs. regenerative
o Regenerative captures the renewal, creation of something whereas sustainable
could theoretically mean maintaining the status quo
Reflection on the fact that words become coopted (i.e. Purina, Digiorno’s now use term
regenerative as marketing strategy)
New word for old practice
Considering these observations, how to move regenerative forward without focusing too
much on the word/name and more about the principles it is meant to embody
Before/after: similar observations/questions that the term is simply a rebranding of
something that’s been done for a long time. After had more emphasis on holistic landscape
effects, not just soil and forage health, and reduced off-farm inputs
o Looking at landscape as a whole (plants, soil, water, animals, wildlife) and
leveraging ecology/natural processes to maximize benefits, minimize off-farm
inputs
Convergence on the need to define what is meant by regenerative, but keep it simple,
focused on the principles (less about the term and more about what it means)

Barriers to adoption

Top barriers mostly remain the same (Against status quo, high initial investment, perception
thatit’s labor-intensive)

Lack of evidence/info about benefits of adoption seemed less important in after discussion
After: the fact that it is place-specific and the returns on investment may not necessarily be
cash (but broader benefits to farm) can make it difficult to sell producers on it

It’s true that the infrastructure needs for water can be significant/may be bigger barrier than
originally anticipated

Additional barrier for people who may be interested in regenerative but don’t know how to
make the changes needed---they know they need to do x to improve soil health, but don’t
know how to achieve it...related to confidence

AR team worked to address barriers through grazing school—making it clear HOW adoption
is really achieved while also building supportive community, providing lists of resources,
doubling down on GGG

Facilitators to adoption

Hands-on, on-farm learning opportunities, and trusted educator/messenger as top three
facilitators
o Promotion by agencies, universities, and scientific research as bottom of ranking
o Discussion of this focused on the fact that the research and evidence are
fundamental, but need to be translated through trusted educators (producers) and
hands-on educational opportunities---science as backstop, on-farm/hands-on as
method/tool for conveying science
Importance of success stories in local media



Progress on priorities

- Not much: Better geographic distribution of champions, strategies for engaging
conventional producers

- Some: Increased awareness & knowledge of regenerative, more on-farm evidence specific
to AR, cost estimate of adoption

- Alot: field days/pasture walks, collection of regenerative grazing info specific to AR,
improved info-sharing networks

Map

- New actors:
Non-profits: FFA, Noble Research Institute, St. Jospeh’s Farmstead
University: Southern Arkansas University, UA-Monticello
Producer Groups: Grassroots Farmers Cooperative
Individuals: David Fernandez,
o Businesses: Understanding Ag, Grazing Grass Podcast
- More actors characterized as “leading the way” than in first round of mapping, where many
were categorized as leading the way by some and room to improve by others
- New partnerships:
o Grazing School: UA Extension, UA Pine Bluff, NRCS, ARS, GGG, AR Forage and
Grasslands Council, NCAT
o “When anyone has a field day, whether it be GGG or NRCS or whoever, it usually
goes out through email too, like NRCS and the conservation districts and the
extension offices and all that, where they can get everyone involved in anything
that's going on and let them know that it's available and giving them all the details.
And so almost every event is publicized through all the different places.”
- Universities are more involved/doing more to promote regenerative

O O O O

What’s next

- How can work continue: Keep communication going—leverage existing communication
channels/partnerships to get word out about field days, pasture walks, trainings
o Need central location for collecting resources across partners/actors
- Who needs to be involved:
o Youth/youth-serving orgs (FFA, 4H)
o Young and new/beginning farmers

Overall observations

- GGG continues to be a vital, organizing force for peer-peer opportunities

- The grazing school was a major achievement of working group that helped to solidify key
partnerships, connect producers with mentors and resources, strengthen the regenerative
grazing network, and provide effective on-farm training

- As aresult of stronger partnerships, marketing and communications about regenerative
educational opportunities are more coordinated

- Agencyrole in regenerative adoption (especially NRCS) has improved



Pipeline between research (universities/extension) and practice is stronger, through grazing
school and collaborative educational events
Reaching conventional producers and expanding geographic reach continue to be

challenges
o See opportunities in focusing on young, new/beginning producers





