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Chapter 11
Agroecological Transition for Sustainable 
Cattle Ranching with Silvopastoral 
Systems in the High Andean Slopes 
of Colombia

Claudia Durana, Enrique Murgueitio, and Jhon Jairo Lopera-Marín

Abstract  Dairy cattle ranching in the high Andean zone is a socioeconomic impor-
tant activity, relatively efficient compared to other cattle raising systems in 
Colombia’s lowland tropics. However, it relies heavily on imported inputs (fertiliz-
ers, concentrated feed, pesticides, etc.) and is highly vulnerable to economic and 
environmental changes because of the ecosystem conditions in a region that is also 
recognized for its biodiversity richness and its ecosystem services. Silvopastoral 
systems are a sustainable production alternative for agroecological intensification of 
dairy livestock farming. To implement these systems, conventional dairy farmers 
need to make profound changes and a gradual transition of the production process. 
An integrated approach is proposed combining land use planning -considering land 
capability- and the introduction of mixed pastures, trees, and shrubs in the produc-
tion system, together with the management of local resources and forest conserva-
tion. This chapter presents a case study of a dairy cattle ranch transformation in a 
high Andean hillside area in Colombia, that made land use changes based on con-
servation criteria in rural landscapes and the application of agroecological princi-
ples in its production practices. The most outstanding achievements were the 
maintenance of the economic viability of the production system in a period of finan-
cial crisis for the country’s dairy industry, thanks to a greater efficiency in the use of 
non-renewable energy and nitrogen (external inputs). At the same time, the system 
preserved and restored forest areas and increased connectivity between forest frag-
ments. Agroecological production also enhanced biodiversity conservation and the 
provision of ecosystem services such as water regulation and plant and soil carbon 
storage.
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11.1 � Introduction

Because of the growing global population, it is estimated that the demand for meat 
and dairy products will continue to increase and double by 2050 in relation with 
2010 levels, especially driven by urban consumers in developing countries (Peters 
et al. 2013; Herrero et al. 2009). The challenge of increasing livestock production 
per area unit and, at the same time, restoring and conserving areas of natural ecosys-
tems, requires the integration of agroecological principles into agricultural produc-
tion (Zuluaga and Etter 2018). This challenge requires technological and institutional 
innovations where local actors play a fundamental role (Tapasco et al. 2019).

The Northern Andean zone is a globally significant region for biodiversity con-
servation (Orme et al. 2005). Specialized dairy livestock is part of the productive 
matrix in Colombian high mountain areas between 2000 and 3200 m.a.s.l., with 
average temperatures between 12 and 17 °C (Murgueitio 2008). It produces 24% of 
the country’s total milk in 3.5% of the total grazing areas, and is developed mainly 
in small and medium-sized farms (UPRA 2020; FEDEGAN 2022) that include 
highland and hillside areas. In the last ones, current livestock production models 
have greater impacts on ecosystems (Zúñiga et al. 2013).

The importance of high Andean ecosystems and the complexity of dairy produc-
tion in these areas requires the development of new ways of land use that contribute 
at once to biodiversity conservation, ecosystem services provision and social devel-
opment in these rural landscapes. It is suggested that failures in natural resources 
management in agricultural production are caused by a linear vision framed in a 
human dominance position over nature (Berkes and Folke 1994) which is material-
ized in extractive systems where economic rationality prevails. This process, where 
economic efficiency is the main criterion, generates unforeseen results and unex-
pected effects that impact the productive activity itself and other social sectors 
(Giampietro 2003). The possible solutions, framed within the same paradigm, are 
partial and ineffective. For this reason, different fields of environmental and social 
studies are proposing a change of the approach to address the sustainability problem 
(Giampietro 2003; Berkes et al. 2000).

Along these lines, agroecology appeared in the second half of the twentieth cen-
tury as a new science with a systemic and interdisciplinary vision that also validates 
other types of knowledge with the objective of achieving food security, social jus-
tice, and environmental sustainability in agricultural production (Altieri 1995; 
Gliessman 1997; León-Siccard 2014). With the current global food, energy and 
climate crises, its importance has grown to demand its application on a larger scale, 
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which implies the development of gradual and consistent transition processes 
towards sustainability, as well as the generation of knowledge to support them 
(Altieri and Nicholls 2020, 2022).

The agroecological transition of productive systems has been studied with differ-
ent methods, including indicators to evaluate the application of agroecological prin-
ciples at various scales, as well as the agroecological structure (Altieri 2022; 
León-Sicard et al. 2018). In livestock systems, different types of indicators have 
been proposed, among which the following stand out: (a) Vegetation cover, (b) Plant 
diversity, and (c) Soil organic matter (Sarandon and Flores 2014). These environ-
mental indicators are integrated in other studies with economic and social variables 
to analyze sustainability (Astier et al. 2011). Also, the socioecological metabolism 
approach is applied to livestock production systems, analyzing the energy effi-
ciency, nutrient balance, life cycle and ecological footprint (Denoia et  al. 2008; 
Funes-Monzote 2009; Jiménez-Castro and Elizondo-Salazar 2014; Llanos et  al. 
2018; Rotz et al. 2020).

In Colombia, sustainability analysis in dairy production systems has been 
addressed by identifying the main challenges of the conventional model based on 
external inputs (Carulla and Ortega 2016; Holmann et al. 2003), comparing differ-
ent indicators according to their intensification level (Ruiz et al. 2019), developing 
life cycle analysis (Rivera et al. 2014), and non-renewable energy and nitrogen bal-
ances (Benavides Patiño 2016). Other livestock studies in the Colombian Andes 
extend the production system sustainability to livestock landscapes that are crucial 
for food production, livelihood support, and biodiversity conservation (Calle et al. 
2012; Gu and Subramanian 2014). Due to the socioeconomic importance of dairy 
cattle ranching in the high northern Andean mountains, and the environmental prob-
lems of the current production models, it is urgent to develop strategies to promote 
more sustainable systems (Mahecha et al. 2002; Carulla and Ortega 2016).

Silvopastoral systems (SPS), with the incorporation of agroecological principles 
in their design and management, are part of the set of solutions to global environ-
mental problems, including increasing carbon sequestration and reducing the use of 
non-renewable energy in the production process (Murgueitio et  al. 2011, 2013a; 
Silva Parra et al. 2019; Chará et al. 2019). Silvopastoral systems are also a techno-
logical alternative that sustains productivity while replacing excess of synthetic 
nitrogen and other chemical inputs to the system, such as pesticides and other syn-
thetic fertilizers (Márquez et al. 2010; Castaño Quintana et al. 2019; Lopera-Marín 
et al. 2020a). All this could be achieved using agroecological principles such as the 
promotion of functional diversity, the use of local resources and solar energy, and 
the protection of soils. The integration of nitrogen-fixing plants, phosphorus-
solubilizing species, trees, and shrubs into the livestock system, contribute to 
increase organic matter content and soil moisture, with direct effects on forage pro-
duction and self-regulation of the system (Márquez et al. 2010; Zapata Cadavid and 
Silva Tapasco 2016; Pezo 2019; Lopera-Marín et al. 2020b).
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11.2 � Silvopastoral Systems (SPS): An Agroecological Option 
for Livestock Sustainability on High Andean Slopes

11.2.1 � General Information on Sustainable Livestock Farming 
with SPS and Agroecological Principles on High 
Andean Slopes

High Andean or mountain areas are crucial for ecosystem services related to biodi-
versity, which benefit local farmers and the society (Hall et al. 2015; Castaño 2002; 
Cuesta et al. 2012). Part of the remaining biodiversity in these sites is found within 
cattle ranches where relicts of native forests are preserved (Chaves et al. 2007). In 
addition, milk production, which was traditionally carried out in areas of high pla-
teaus and low slopes near urban centers, has increasingly spread to hillsides or 
mountain areas (Hall et al. 2015), where ecosystems are more fragile and produc-
tion conditions are less favorable, presenting lower productive performance and 
more impact on the environment and natural resources (Agudelo et al. 2003; Zúñiga 
et al. 2013).

The characteristics of dairy cattle production and the biological importance of 
high Andean slopes urgently require the generation of knowledge on sustainable 
cattle ranching models with mountain SPS (Gómez Mora et al. 2005; Hall et al. 
2015). Sustainable cattle ranching is based in the use of primary production of 
grasses and other fodder species grown under agroecological principles and with 
local resources to feed domestic herbivorous animals (Dietl et  al. 2009). On the 
matrix of grasslands managed with agroecological principles, it is possible to incor-
porate shrubs and trees in Silvopastoral Systems (SPS) in different arrangements 
achieving multiple purposes: (a) Protect and use water, soil and local biodiversity 
rationally in synergistic relationship with domestic animals for the production of 
high quality and strategic food, (b) Promote formal employment, (c) Afford good 
quality of life for people in the countryside, (d) Enhance animal welfare, and (e) 
Generate ecosystem services for all, among others (Murgueitio et al. 2020). The 
introduction of tree and shrub species in agricultural production based on agrofor-
estry recreates some of the conditions of the forest for the self-regulation of the 
production system (Montagnini 2017).

In SPSs forage plants are combined in an intentional, intensive, integral, and 
interactive manner with trees and shrubs for animal nutrition and complementary 
uses (Jose et al., Chap. 1, this volume; Montagnini 2008; Murgueitio et al. 2011; 
Calle et al. 2012; Chará et al. 2017; Calle 2020). Silvopastoral systems can also be 
integrated with conservation and ecological restoration actions in rural landscapes 
(Calle, Chap. 3, this volume; Calle et al. 2012; Calle and Holl 2019). In this land use 
strategy, grazing is reduced to agroecologically appropriate areas and released areas 
are devoted to conservation, ecological restoration and connectivity corridors, while 
the pasture matrix is diversified (Lopera et al. 2015). Trees, shrubs, legumes, and 
grasses associated with livestock can become a production subsystem, in which 
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forestry generates a long-term income, optimizing, together with cattle production, 
productivity and profitability indicators per unit area (Chará et al. 2019). In addition 
to the benefits for livestock farmers, SPSs contribute to climate change mitigation 
by capturing carbon and reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (Mahecha et al. 
2002; Murgueitio et al. 2013a; Peri et al. 2019).

In the mountain regions, SPSs are especially relevant considering that livestock 
production occupies areas that were previously covered by forests strategic for the 
conservation of rural-urban ecosystem balances (Calle and Holl 2019). SPS are 
based on developments and applications supported by research in the last decades 
on different plant species adapted to these areas (Murgueitio et al. 2013b). Some of 
these are Tithonia diversifolia (Hemsl.) A. Gray (Mahecha et al. 2021), Sambucus 
peruviana H.B.K. (Cárdenas et al. 2011; Grajales Atehortúa et al. 2015; Rodríguez 
Molano et al. 2019; Durana et al. 2022), Alnus acuminata H.B.K. (Silva-Parra et al. 
2018; Escobar et al. 2020a, b), Smallanthus sonchifolius (Poepp. & Endl.) H. Rob. 
(Lopera-Marín et  al. 2020b). Other studies have focused on the silvopastoral 
arrangements (Murgueitio et al. 2013b; Escobar-Pachajoa et al. 2019) and the evalu-
ation of their impact on grass pest management (Lopera et al. 2015; Ochoa et al. 
2017). However, although SPS generate recognized benefits, their implementation 
is more complex than conventional systems and therefore it requires to provide 
technical assistance and reinforce the farmer’s knowledge (Lopera et al. 2015).

11.2.2 � Benefits of SPS in Mountain Areas

In general, SPSs contribute to the generation of a more suitable environment for 
livestock production, given that: (i) Trees and shrubs roots take nutrients in deeper 
layers and produce plant litter that enriches the soil with organic matter, while pre-
venting erosion (Zapata Cadavid and Silva Tapasco 2016). (ii) Foliage diversity 
generates better soil cover, as well as greater production of quality forage (Grajales 
Atehortúa et  al. 2015; Navas-Pandero et  al. 2021). (iii) The improved soil cover 
increases water retention and infiltration rates, reducing runoff, landslides, and 
gully formations (FAO 2018). (iv) The different strata of vegetation, especially 
trees, act as a barrier preserving humidity and protecting pastures from frost and 
wind (Snyder and de Melo-Abreu 2010).

In hillside or mountain areas, agroecological transition with SPS requires to 
combinate different actions in the production system that should be carried out 
simultaneously to condition the agroecosystem and obtain benefits for livestock, 
while contributing to biodiversity conservation and ecosystem services generation. 
These practices are complemented by proper livestock management applying busi-
ness and zootechnical concepts (Rivera et al. 2014) that generate employment and 
better opportunities in the countryside. These practices include rotational grazing 
with electric fences in small paddocks with short consumption periods and adequate 
pasture recovery times (Bacab et al. 2013), division into groups of cattle by age, 
supply of water in each paddock, and the use of animal draft power 
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(Mahecha-Ledesma et al. 2022). This should be complemented with animal genetic 
selection according to environmental conditions, adequate reproductive manage-
ment, and administrative efficiency (Murgueitio et al. 2016).

11.3 � El Silencio Nature Reserve: A Case Study 
of Agroecological Transition and Sustainable Livestock 
Production on High Andean Slopes in Colombia

11.3.1 � Location and Description of the Farm

El Silencio Nature Reserve stands in the upper part (hillside areas) of the municipal-
ity of San Francisco (Cundinamarca, Colombia) at 4° 57′ 21″ N and 74° 14′ 20″ W, 
in the western mountain range of the Bogota Plateau known as El Tablazo. This is 
part of a biological corridor of Low Montane Rainforest relevant for water regula-
tion (Holdridge 1966; CAR 2019). The elevation of the property ranges from 2650 
to 2850 m.a.s.l., with an annual rainfall of 1500 mm, an average temperature of 
14  °C (minimum of 8  °C and maximum of 18  °C), undulating topography and 
moderate to steep slopes (>45 °C).

It is a private property where people from three generations participate in the 
management. It has an area of 114 ha that includes 42 ha of protected Andean cloud 
forest with oak trees (Quercus humboldtii Bonpl.), and about 20 ha in ecological 
restoration, altogether with more than 600 species of plants and 120 species of birds 
(Fig. 11.1).

Fig. 11.1  Panoramic view of meadows and live fences on a hillside area in El Silencio Natural 
Reserve. (Photo: Adolfo Galindo)
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In the reserve the main economic activity is milk production with Holstein cattle. 
On average, 37 cows with a production of 17.2 L/cow/day are milked (twice a day) 
in the paddocks using a portable milking equipment. The cattle production area has 
a diversity of forage with mixed grasses (Cenchrus clandestinus, Lolium perenne, 
Lolium multiflorum, Holcus lanatus, Dactylis glomerata, Trifolium repens, Trifolium 
pratense, Lotus uliginosus, Desmodium spp, Taraxacum officinale, Acmella sp.). 
The SPS establishment includes live fences, windbreaks, hedgerows, and forage 
banks with species such as Tithonia diversifolia, Sambucus. peruviana, Alnus acu-
minata, Acacia melanoxylon, and Eucalyptus globulus, among others. The Nature 
Reserve has also areas for agricultural production with short-cycle crops and some 
annual crops for human-animal food security, horse breeding, as well as areas for 
ecotourism activities (Fig. 11.2).

Fig. 11.2  (a) Holstein cows grazing in mixed pastures; (b) Mixed pastures with grasses and 
legumes; (c) SPS with forage hedges of S. peruviana and A. acuminata trees. (d) Short-cycle crops 
for human and animal food security. (Photos a, c, d: Claudia Durana; Photo b: Adolfo Galindo)
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11.3.2 � Analysis of the SPS Agroecological Transition in El 
Silencio Nature Reserve

To identify the relevant factors for the agroecological transition process and its 
impact on the sustainability of the system, we used information from the farm over 
a period of 16 years and analyzed it taking into account the following management 
stages: (a) Low intensification conventional management from 2006 to 2011, (b) 
Intensification process with improved farm management and increased use of exter-
nal inputs from 2012 to 2016, and (c) Incorporation of agroecology and SPS from 
2017 to 2021. A conceptual and methodological framework was adapted to evaluate 
the sustainability of the farm at the different stages, considering its technical and 
economic viability, its environmental feasibility and its desirability or correspon-
dence with societal objectives (Giampietro and Mayumi 2000; Serrano Tovar 2014). 
Changes in management practices at each stage are presented, as well as the evolu-
tion of sustainability indicators over time.

11.3.3 � Changes in Land Use and Management Practices 
in the Agroecological Transition Process

11.3.3.1 � Land Use

A gradual change in land use was carried out applying conservation tools to increase 
the connectivity of forest patches and other conservation areas. Since 1997, vegeta-
tion cover was increased with the establishment of live fences with Acacia melan-
oxylon, tree corridors, restoration areas, silvopastoral systems with eucalyptus trees 
(Eucalyptus globulus) and iSPS with elderberry (Sambucus peruviana) (Fig. 11.3).

Fig. 11.3  Comparison of land use changes in El Silencio Nature Reserve in images of 1997 (left) 
and 2021 (right)

C. Durana et al.
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Fig. 11.4  Changes in land use in El Silencio Nature Reserve between 1997 and 2021

Between 2006 and 2021, effective grassland areas were reduced by 30%, and 
areas dedicated to cattle production by 15%. The native forest increased its area by 
50% through plant succession processes and assisted natural regeneration on springs 
and margins of streams, also through the release of unproductive areas for ecologi-
cal restoration, as well as the establishment of 5.4 km of live fences, 1.6 km of tree 
corridors between 5 and 20 m wide (Fig. 11.4). During this period, the total inven-
tory of cattle and the number of milking cows were reduced by 9.47% and 11.90%, 
respectively, and annual milk production increased by 9.77% (Table 11.1).

11.3.3.2 � Evolution of Land Use Changes in El Silencio Nature Reserve 
Between 2006 and 2021, and Their Effects on the Livestock 
Inventory and Milk Production

Between 2012 and 2016 (intensification of the conventional model) nitrogen fertil-
izer application increased up to 60 kg/ha/year in each cattle rotation area. However, 
this amount applied is below what is normally used on specialized dairy farms in the 
high tropics (Holmann et al. 2003; Carulla and Ortega 2016; Ruiz et al. 2019). In 
2015, ENSO (El Niño-Southern Oscillation phenomenon characterized by increased 
temperatures and drought) became a constraint for nitrogen application due to the 
lack of soil moisture required for fertilizer assimilation. Due to this and the strategy 
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Fig. 11.5  Changes in chemical fertilization with N and P between 2010 and 2021

to reduce chemical insecticide applications to control sucking insects, in 2016 an 
adjustment was made to fertilization, reducing nitrogen, and increasing the propor-
tion of phosphorus until reaching zero chemical fertilization as of 2020 (Fig. 11.5). 
It is worth mentioning that since 2010 fertilization with chemical synthesis products 
was complemented with equine manure compost, between 2010 and 2021 the accu-
mulated application was 1000 m3 equivalent to 2.3 m3/ha/year.

The increase of P in fertilization, the use of horse manure compost and the exten-
sion of the pasture resting period, allowed the emergence of other plant species in 
the padocks (especially creeping legumes, slow-growth grasses, and broadleaf 
plants) for the nutrient supply to the soil through biological and biochemical routes 
such as nutrient cycling, solubilization of P immobilized by ions and fixation of 
atmospheric nitrogen. In addition, these plants also enhanced the supply of forage 
biomass for the cattle. The botanical composition in the paddocks between 2017 
and 2021 presented an increase of leguminous plants from 5% to 17%, highlighting 
species such as Trifolium repens and Lotus uliginosus and several weeds of the 
Asteracea family such as Taraxacum officinale and Acmella sp; decreasing by 20% 
the presence of Cenchrus clandestinus (main pasture of these milk production sys-
tems). Likewise, the proportion of Lolium sp. was doubled and the presence of 
Holcus lanatus, a native species of interest for its energetic contribution to the diet 
of cows in production, was increased (Fig. 11.6).

The reduction in nitrogen and P fertilizer applications, the increase in the diver-
sity of plant species in the paddock and the longer pasture recovery times in the 
cattle rotation, improved the natural regulation of the grass-sucking insects. These 
phytophagous insects that include the grass bug (Collaria scenica, Collaria oleosa), 

11  Agroecological Transition for Sustainable Cattle Ranching with Silvopastoral…



224

Cenchrus
clandestinus

71.1

Holcus sp. 6.5

Acmella sp. 2.3

Dactylis sp. 6.5

Lotus sp. 2.9
Lolium sp. 5.2

Rumex sp. 2.1
Trifolium sp. 2.0

2017

Cenchrus
clandestinus 51.9

Holcus sp. 8.4

Acmella sp. 4.2

Dactylis sp. 3.0

Lotus sp. 6.4

Lolium sp. 13.9

Rumex sp. 1.0
Trifolium sp. 10.7

2021

Fig. 11.6  Change in botanical composition (%) of grasslands used for dairy production between 
(a) 2017 and (b) 2021 in El Silencio Nature Reserve

the grass sharphooter (Draeculacephala sp.) and recently the grass spittlebug (Zulia 
carbonaria and Mahanarva phantastica) increase their incidence in monospecies 
pastures with high fertilizer application (Ochoa et al. 2017). The reduction of their 
incidence due to agroecological practices, allowed that as of 2018 no synthetic 
product was applied for their control (Fig. 11.7). Recent evaluations demonstrated 
cost reductions in insecticide application of up to 75 USD/ha/year (Lopera-Marín 
et al. 2020a). Also, the labor required was redirected to other activities within the 
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insects in El Silencio Nature Reserve

production system, avoiding the exposure of people to toxic substances and improv-
ing their quality of life.

11.3.3.3 � Paddock Rotation and Supplementation of Cows in Production

The division of pastures with fences increased the number of paddocks from 10 to 
more than 40, with an average area of one (1.0) ha each. Cattle groups increased 
from three to five, being categorized by age, physiological and productive stages: 
lactating cows, calves, heifers, prepartum cows and non-lactating dairy herd. This 
management allowed offering fresh forage through grazing strips to all groups twice 
a day. The management involved the use of electric fences to guarantee the occupa-
tion and rest periods of each grazing area, in addition to the livestock water supply 
network, which always offered fresh, good quality water.

Initially, the rotation of paddocks with one day occupation per strip was carried 
out with a maximum of 60 days of rest (return of the cattle), however, in the dry 
season it was reduced to 30 days, affecting the physical structure of the soil and its 
forage production capacity. With the increase in the number of paddocks, group 
management, agroecological management of grass-sucking insects, increased plant 
diversity, and the incorporation of SPS, pasture rest was extended to 90 days (in the 
dry season it is reduced to 60 days).

The supplementation of cattle with grain from balanced feed (concentrate) is one 
of the main practices of the conventional model of milk production in the high trop-
ics. However, with the incorporation of ISPS with fodder hedges and fodder banks, 
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concentrate supplementation has been reduced (without the use of balanced feed in 
rearing females up to 5 months of age, and cows close to calving). Currently, the 
farm has 3.5 km of Sambucus peruviana forage hedges with approximately 20,000 
plants. According to green forage production evaluations, each plant produces in 
average 2.5 kg three times per year. This is a forage that has been used on the farm 
to supplement all livestock groups, replacing concentrate for calves and heifers, and 
eliminating the purchase of silage (corn silage and other forages) in times of drought 
or high rainfall.

The effect of replacing 35% of commercial concentrated feed by leaves and 
green stems of Sambucus peruviana on the production and chemical quality of milk 
was evaluated by Durana et al. (2022). A significant difference (p < 0.05) of 4% in 
milk production was found in favor of the control diet treatment (commercial con-
centrate), but there was no significant difference between treatments in the variables 
related to compositional quality of the milk. When comparing the economic sur-
pluses of each diet, it was identified that replacing 35% of the balanced feed with 
forages increased the gross income from milk sales by 14% (Durana et al. 2022).

11.3.3.4 � Input Reduction

As mentioned above, the agroecological transition process in the farm has resulted 
in a reduction in the use of the main external inputs such as chemical fertilizers, 
insecticides and other toxic substances that were eliminated in the productive pro-
cess and replaced by organic fertilizers (Table  11.2). The use of antiparasitic 

Table 11.2  Changes in the use of external inputs in the milk production system in the different 
stages of management between 2008 and 2021 in the El Silencio Nature Reserve

Stage Year
Insecticide
(L)

Chemical 
fertilizer
(kg)

Organic 
fertilizer
(m3)

Conventional low intensive 
management

2008 15 4280 0
2009 18.6 4300 25
2010 3.7 4320 108
2011 11.5 5680 70

Intensification in the use of external 
inputs

2012 37.4 8940 188
2013 30.6 11,520 0
2014 41.2 16,680 70
2015 79.8 8780 99
2016 16.25 11,000 75

Agroecological transition 2017 12.6 7300 10
2018 2 7980 3
2019 0 2600 201
2020 0 0 79
2021 0 0 126
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products, antibiotics and hormones also decreased, and the spread of insecticides 
against the hematophagous horn fly (Haematobia irritans), was also discontinued.

11.3.4 � Sustainability Indicators

The effect of the different management practices was measured with technical, eco-
nomic, and environmental indicators by applying the conceptual framework pro-
posed by Giampietro and Mayumi (2000). Economic variables were measured from 
2006 to 2021, and environmental variables from 2010 to 2021.

11.3.4.1 � Technical and Economic Viability of the Production System

The technical and economic viability of the system was defined by productivity, 
cost efficiency and profitability variables (Table 11.3). Costs were established with 
constant 2021 prices for labor, pasture maintenance expenses, milking, external 
inputs, electricity, veterinary services and medicines, artificial insemination, pesti-
cides, and transportation with actual farm values.

Productivity per hectare increased in the agroecological transition stage (between 
2017 and 2021) when compared with the conventional management stage (between 
2006 and 2011), but it was lower than the productivity per hectare during the con-
ventional intensification period (between 2012 and 2016) (Fig.  11.8). However, 
milk yields were maintained with agroecological production above 6000  L/cow/
year, with a more stable behavior in the production per animal and close to what is 
recommended for organic milk production based on forage resources (5000 L/cow/
year) as suggested by Dietl et al. (2009). In terms of milk chemical quality, fat con-
tent increased by 5% and protein by 10% between 2008 and 2022. However, these 
increments were not proportionally reflected in the price per liter due to external 
factors.

Cost efficiency is related to the number of cows milked and the weight of fixed 
costs, especially labor costs. Between 2020 and 2021 there was a reduction in cattle 
inventory affecting this indicator, although it remained at competitive values in the 
international market (below 0.28 USD considering the analysis with constant prices 
of 2021 and the value of the currency at 4000 COP) (Carulla and Ortega 2016). It is 
important to highlight that labor presented a higher share of costs in the initial man-
agement and in the agroecological transition periods compared to the intensification 
stage with external inputs (Fig.  11.9). This indicates that the resources for milk 
production went to the workers and not to commercial inputs, most of which are 
imported. However, in the cost structure remains that of commercial concentrate for 
milking cows, still representing 33% of total costs in 2021.

Profitability depends on production levels, costs, and milk prices. The latter 
showed higher values between 2008 and 2012. Between 2012 and 2015, in the years 
of greater intensification with external inputs, profitability was reduced, despite 
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Table 11.3  Technical and economic feasibility indicators in El Silencio Nature Reserve between 
2006 and 2021

Stage Year

Milk 
production Cost efficiency Profitability

L/year
Cost/L 
(COP) (C) (USD)

Price/L 
(B)

(B-C)/C 
(%)a

Conventional low intensive 
management

2006 198,402 1029 0.26 1371 33
2007 213,295 993 0.25 1376 39
2008 241,679 1038 0.26 1538 48
2009 223,072 1136 0.28 1479 30
2010 229,658 1056 0.26 1411 34
2011 249,909 1091 0.27 1410 29

Intensification in the use of 
external inputs

2012 247,256 1121 0.28 1397 25
2013 293,530 1086 0.27 1273 17
2014 265,545 1094 0.27 1296 18
2015 223,000 1178 0.29 1290 10
2016 231,449 1132 0.28 1397 23

Agroecological transition 2017 242,890 1073 0.27 1389 29
2018 257,251 983 0.25 1281 30
2019 215,344 1084 0.27 1279 18
2020 225,670 990 0.25 1343 36
2021 217,792 1054 0.26 1383 31

C cost, B benefit
a(B-C)/C (%): Profitability (B/C) is calculated as the surplus (benefits minus costs) over costs. It 
is calculated in the unit of a liter of milk with the benefits as the price of milk, which is the value 
that comes in from the sale of milk, and the costs, considering the cost of producing a liter of milk. 
The percentage resulting from dividing the surplus per liter (price per liter minus cost per liter) by 
the cost per liter, represents the percentage of profit over the investment (labor, inputs, electricity, 
transportation, among others) in the production process

high production levels. This was aggravated by the drought of 2015 due to 
ENSO. Although in 2019 there was an internal crisis that affected profitability, this 
was recovered for 2020 and 2021.

With the agroecological transition, production was maintained, profitability 
increased compared to the intensification stage with external inputs, and costs were 
reduced while labor participation in them increased and milk quality improved. 
Similarly, milk production was maintained despite the effects of ENSO, low rainfall 
in 2019, some sanitary problems in the herd between 2020 and 2021, and the 
increase in chemical fertilizer prices in 2021. The information of loss of profitability 
in milk production is a nationwide phenomenon caused by the rise in input and 
labor costs and the low increase in milk prices (FEDEGAN 2022), where the most 
affected producers were those with models of high dependence on imported inputs.
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11.3.4.2 � Environmental Feasibility of the Production System

Environmental feasibility is another condition for the sustainability of the systems 
that implies efficiency in the use of natural resources and in the emission of pollut-
ants. In this case, non-renewable energies (NRE) that enter the system through 
external inputs, fuels and electricity are compared. Likewise, nitrogen input through 
chemical fertilizers and balanced feed is also analyzed in terms of utilization effi-
ciency. The conversion values correspond to the NRE used in the manufacture and 
transport of external inputs (Table 11.4). The formula of Energy Output (EO) in 
meat and milk over Energy Input (EI) in external inputs and energy sources (EO/
EI), reflects the efficiency in the use of NRE coming from these inputs in the sys-
tem, with the highest values showing greater efficiency in the transition process 
from the conventional model to agroecological production.

As for the efficiency in the use of NRE from external inputs, it was lower during 
the intensification stage and higher during the agroecological transition. Commercial 
concentrate is one of the NRE sources that continues to be used, considering that 
they cause dependency and increase production costs, but maintain production. 
However, Sambucus peruviana forage, according to the results of research in milk 
production, will begin to replace the milk cows balanced feed (Durana et al. 2022).

The energy efficiency decreased during the period with higher intensification and 
increased to in the years with agroecological production. These values were above 

Table 11.4  Environmental feasibility of the production system from energy efficiency, N 
efficiency and GHG emissions through external inputs  between 2010 and 2021  in El Silencio 
Nature Reserve

Stage Year

Energy 
efficiency

N inputs 
efficiency Emissions

EO/
EI

MJ/kg 
FPCM

NI/
NO

g N/kg 
FPCM

Productive 
area

Whole 
farm

CO2eq/ha/year

Conventional low intensive 
management

2010 1.26 2.57 0.53 10.9 771 383
2011 1.22 2.64 0.46 11.9 917 455

Intensification in the use 
of external inputs

2012 1.00 3.22 0.39 14.1 1182 587
2013 1.07 2.99 0.27 16.8 1323 657
2014 0.88 3.63 0.22 23.0 1474 732
2015 0.73 4.49 0.34 17.6 1355 673
2016 0.93 3.44 0.45 12.8 1095 543

Agroecological transition 2017 1.09 2.94 0.49 11.3 969 481
2018 1.28 2.45 0.60 8.5 868 431
2019 1.23 2.62 0.96 6.8 664 330
2020 1.43 2.24 1.07 5.6 614 305
2021 1.45 2.21 1.14 5.3 579 287

EO energy output (in meat and milk), EI energy input in external inputs, fuel, and electricity, NI N 
input in fertilizers and feed, NO N Output in milk and meat, MJ Mega Juoles, FPCM fat and pro-
tein corrected milk, CO2eq carbon dioxide equivalents, ha hectares
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those found in conventional specialized dairies in cold climates in Colombia that are 
between 0.51 and 0.73 for medium and high intensification systems (Benavides 
Patiño 2016). The same is reflected in the index of quantity of non-renewable energy 
used to produce 1 kg of milk (MJ/kg FPCM). In the agroecological intensification 
stage (between 2017 and 2021) this value was on average lower than that of organic 
farms supplementing with grain and reporting an index of 2.6 MJ/kg FPCM but was 
higher than in the organic production farm without supplementation with an index 
of 2 MJ/kg FPCM (Rotz et al. 2020).

Regarding nitrogen entering the system through chemical fertilizers and feed, 
efficiency is measured by the ratio of N Input (NI) over N Output (NO) (NI/NO) 
which represents the units of synthetic nitrogen required to produce one unit of N 
contained in milk protein. This index increased with the intensive use of fertilizers 
and was subsequently reduced with the introduction of SPS and agroecological 
management. Likewise, the amount of nitrogen used from fertilizers and concen-
trates per kg of milk produced was reduced in the agroecological production stage 
with values below 6 g N/kg FPCM (Fig. 11.10). Studies in dairies in Costa Rica and 
the United States reported averages of 16.95 gN/kg milk and between 22 and 24 g N/
kg milk produced, respectively (Jiménez-Castro and Elizondo-Salazar 2014).

The overall analysis of this case study of the El Silencio Nature Reserve shows 
the evolution of milk production and its economic and environmental effects through 
the three stages described above. Agroecological intensification stands out for 
maintaining high productive and financial indexes while significantly reducing the 
negative environmental externalities of the high external input model. Table 11.5 
summarizes the transition of the farm according to agroecological principles, agro-
ecological practices and the results achieved:
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Table 11.5  Summary of the transition of El Silencio Nature Reserve according to agroecological 
principles, agroecological practices and results achieved

Agroecological 
principle Practices implemented Observed results

Improved biomass 
recycling and nutrient 
cycling.

Reduction of nitrogen applications.
Application of vermicompost, microorganisms 
and rocks instead of chemical fertilizer.
Application of biochar.
Windbreaks and live fences.
Fodder hedges.
More native forests and more connectivity 
between forest fragments.

Improved working 
conditions by 
replacing some 
activities such as 
irrigation, chemical 
fertilization, and 
pesticide application 
with manual and 
specific activities in 
the SPS.
Increased production 
of fodder biomass.
Increased forage 
quality.
Moderate stocking 
rate is maintained.
Increased functional 
biodiversity.
Milk production is 
maintained.
Improved 
compositional quality 
of milk (more protein 
and total solids).
Reduction of external 
inputs with 
elimination of 
chemical fertilizers 
and reduction of feeds
Reduction of 
production costs 
(10–15%).
Total elimination of 
the use of chemical 
pesticides in pastures.
Reduction of erosion.
Increased water 
retention in the soil 
with less irrigation 
demand.
Increased welfare and 
comfort of livestock.
Greater resilience in 
very wet or dry 
seasons.
Milk demand for 
ecological products.

Improved functional 
biodiversity

Application of vermicompost, microorganisms 
and rocks instead of chemical fertilizer.
Application of biochar.
Windbreaks and live fences.
Fodder hedges.
More native forests and greater connectivity 
between forest fragments.
Introduction of leguminous plants in grasslands
No control of weeds in grasslands
Reduction of endoparasite treatments and 
elimination of Ivermectin’s.

Increased biomass 
production, more 
organic matter, and 
increased soil 
biological activity.

Longer pasture rotation (longer resting periods).
Application of vermicompost, microorganisms 
and rocks instead of chemical fertilizers.
Application of biochar.
Windbreaks and live fences.
Fodder hedges.
More native forests and more connectivity 
between forest fragments.
Reduction of endoparasite treatments and 
suspension in the use of Ivermectin’s.

Increased conservation 
and regeneration of 
soil, water, and 
agricultural 
biodiversity.

Longer pasture rotation (longer resting periods).
Application of vermicompost, microorganisms 
and rocks instead of chemical fertilizer.
Use of biochar.
Windbreaks and live fences.
Fodder hedges.
More native forests and more connectivity 
between forest fragments.

Diversification of 
species and genetic 
resources in the 
agroecosystem in time 
and space and at the 
landscape scale.

Mixed pastures of grasses, legumes, and shrubs.
Windbreaks and live fences.
Fodder hedges.
More native forests and more connectivity 
between forest fragments.

Increased biological 
interactions and 
synergies among 
components of 
agricultural biological 
diversity.

Mixed pastures of grasses, legumes, and shrubs.
Windbreaks and live fences.
Fodder hedges.
More native forests and more connectivity 
between forest fragments.

C. Durana et al.



233

11.4 � Conclusions

The case study of the El Silencio Natural Reserve demonstrated the approach to 
sustainability in milk production in the high-altitude tropics with good levels of 
productivity and profitability while achieving a better compositional quality of 
milk. It also allowed the release livestock areas for the conservation of native for-
ests, along with the establishment of other biodiversity conservation tools.

The case study shows that productive and environmental conversion with agro-
ecological processes in sustainable livestock models requires the implementation of 
simultaneous actions, generating synergies and reducing the use of external inputs. 
With the increase in prices, profitability is better compared to the model of intensi-
fication with external inputs since the increase in chemical fertilizers cost does not 
affect the system’s economy. Less dependence on external inputs contributes to 
reduce production costs, and to distribute the benefits among the people working in 
the farm, while the enriched agroecological base increases and sustains production 
levels, improving product quality. This would give the possibility of obtaining 
added value for its characteristics, traceability, and environmental benefits, as well 
as the opportunity to access new markets (organic, sustainable, agroecological and 
others) and be more competitive.

The incorporation of SPS in agroecological transition processes allows for 
greater efficiency in the use of non-renewable energy and nitrogen from external 
inputs, as well as lower GHG emission levels. Despite the inherent demand of more 
complex management and the conditions of high Andean slopes or mountain areas, 
it is shown that these are a sustainable option for livestock intensification due to its 
economic viability, its environmental feasibility, and its concordance with social 
objectives like social welfare, biodiversity conservation and environmental services.

A comprehensive understanding of the system based on a set of indicators of dif-
ferent dimensions, such as those presented in the case study, can lead to better deci-
sion making and the development of instruments to promote the conversion to a 
more sustainable model within a rural landscape. Agroecological intensification 
with SPS is part of a necessary process of energy transition, climate change mitiga-
tion and biodiversity conservation in rural landscapes.

Acknowledgments  *This work is part of the Ph.D. thesis in Environmental and Rural Studies of 
the first author, entitled “Sustainability of cattle ranching in the high Andean zone”. Faculty of 
Environmental and Rural Studies of the Pontificia Universidad Javeriana (Bogotá, Colombia). 
Co-financed by MINCIENCIAS - COLFUTURO External Fellowships Management 067.

References

Agudelo C, Rivera B, Tapasco J, Estrada R (2003) Designing policies to reduce rural pov-
erty and environmental degradation in a hillside zone of the Colombian Andes. World Dev 
31:1921–1931. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2003.06.007

Altieri MA (1995) Agroecology: the science of sustainable agriculture. Westview Press, Boulder

11  Agroecological Transition for Sustainable Cattle Ranching with Silvopastoral…

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2003.06.007


234

Altieri MA (2022) Propuesta Metodológica para Evaluar el Escalamiento de Iniciativas 
Agroecológicas. Centro Latinoamericano de Investigaciones Agroecológicas (CELIA), 
Red de Agricultura Ecológica del Perú (RAE), Perú. http://celia.agroeco.org/wp-content/
uploads/2022/11/Boletin7-Propuesta-Metodologica-para-evaluar-el-escalamiento-de-
iniciativas-2022-.pdf

Altieri MA, Nicholls CI (2020) Agroecology and the reconstruction of a post-COVID-19 agricul-
ture. J Peasant Stud 47:1–18. https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2020.1782891

Altieri MA, Nicholls CI (2022) Agroecología, policrisis global y la transformación de los sistemas 
alimentarios. Centro Latinoamericano de Investigaciones Agroecológicas (CELIA), Medellín. 
http://celia.agroeco.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/05/Altieri-Nicholls-2022-.pdf

Astier M, Speelman EN, López-Ridaura S, Masera OR, Gonzalez-Esquivel CE (2011) 
Sustainability indicators, alternative strategies and trade-offs in peasant agroecosystems: ana-
lysing 15 case studies from Latin America. Int J Agric Sustain 9:409–422. https://doi.org/1
0.1080/14735903.2011.583481

Bacab HM, Madera NB, Solorio FJ, Vera F, Marrufo DF (2013) Los sistemas silvopastoriles 
intensivos con Leucaena leucocephala: una opción para la ganadería tropical. Avances en 
Investigación Agropecuaria 17:67–81. http://ww.ucol.mx/revaia/pdf/2013/sept/5.pdf

Benavides Patiño LM (2016) Análisis energético y balance de nitrógeno a escala predial en siste-
mas ganaderos de lechería especializada en el norte de Antioquia con diferentes niveles de 
intensificación [Tesis de maestría, Universidad Nacional de Colombia]. Medellín, Colombia. 
Disponible en el repositorio de la UNAL. https://repositorio.unal.edu.co/handle/unal/58883

Berkes F, Folke C (1994) Linking social and ecological systems for resilience and sustainability. 
Beijer International Institute of Ecological Economics. Beijer Discussion Papers Series N° 
52, p 23. https://dlc.dlib.indiana.edu/dlc/bitstream/handle/10535/4352/Berkes-linking_social_
and_ecological_systems_for_resilience_and_sustainability.pdf?sequence=1

Berkes F, Folke C, Colding J (eds) (2000) Linking social and ecological systems: Management 
practices and social mechanisms for building resilience. Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge, UK

Calle A (2020) Can short-term payments for ecosystem services deliver long-term tree cover 
change? Ecosyst Serv 42(101084):1–6. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2020.101084

Calle A, Holl K (2019) Riparian Forest recovery following a decade of cattle exclusion in the 
Colombian Andes. For Ecol Manag 452:1–8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2019.117563

Calle Z, Murgueitio E, Chará J (2012) Integrating forestry, sustainable cattle-ranching and land-
scape restoration. Unasylva 63(239):31–40. https://www.fao.org/3/i2890s/i2890s06.pdf

CAR (2019) Propuesta de Declaratoria de un Área Protegida en la Categoría de Distrito Regional 
de Manejo Integrado  – “Macizo El Tablazo”  – Municipios de El Rosal, San Francisco, 
Subachoque, Supatá, Pacho y Zipaquirá Departamento De Cundinamarca, Colombia. Bogotá, 
Colombia. https://www.car.gov.co/uploads/files/5f233310c08ec.pdf

Cárdenas C, Rocha C, Mora Delgado J (2011) Productividad y preferencia de forraje de vacas 
lecheras pastoreando un sistema silvopastoril intensivo de la zona alto Andina de Roncesvalles. 
Tolima Revista Colombiana de Ciencia Animal 4(1):29–35. http://revistas.ut.edu.co/index.php/
ciencianimal/article/view/140

Carulla J, Ortega E (2016) Sistemas de producción lechera de Colombia: desafíos y oportuni-
dades. Arch Latinoam Prod Anim 24(2):83–87. https://ojs.alpa.uy/index.php/ojs_files/article/
view/2526

Castaño C (ed) (2002) Páramos y ecosistemas altoandinos de Colombia en condición Hotspot y 
Global Climatic Tensor. Bogotá, Colombia

Castaño Quintana C, Chará J, Giraldo C, Calle Z (2019) Manejo integrado de insectos herbívo-
ros en sistemas ganaderos sostenibles. Editorial CIPAV. https://cipav.org.co/sdm_downloads/
manejo-integrado-insectos-herbivoros-sistemas-ganaderos-sostenibles/

Chará J, Rivera J, Barahona R, Murgueitio E, Deblitz C, Reyes E, Martins Mauricio R, Molina 
JJ, Flores M, Zuluaga A (2017) Intensive silvopastoral systems: economics and contribution to 
climate change mitigation and public policies. In: Montagnini F (ed) Integrating landscapes: 

C. Durana et al.

http://celia.agroeco.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/Boletin7-Propuesta-Metodologica-para-evaluar-el-escalamiento-de-iniciativas-2022-.pdf
http://celia.agroeco.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/Boletin7-Propuesta-Metodologica-para-evaluar-el-escalamiento-de-iniciativas-2022-.pdf
http://celia.agroeco.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/Boletin7-Propuesta-Metodologica-para-evaluar-el-escalamiento-de-iniciativas-2022-.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2020.1782891
http://celia.agroeco.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/05/Altieri-Nicholls-2022-.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/14735903.2011.583481
https://doi.org/10.1080/14735903.2011.583481
http://ww.ucol.mx/revaia/pdf/2013/sept/5.pdf
https://repositorio.unal.edu.co/handle/unal/58883
https://dlc.dlib.indiana.edu/dlc/bitstream/handle/10535/4352/Berkes-linking_social_and_ecological_systems_for_resilience_and_sustainability.pdf?sequence=1
https://dlc.dlib.indiana.edu/dlc/bitstream/handle/10535/4352/Berkes-linking_social_and_ecological_systems_for_resilience_and_sustainability.pdf?sequence=1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2020.101084
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2019.117563
https://www.fao.org/3/i2890s/i2890s06.pdf
https://www.car.gov.co/uploads/files/5f233310c08ec.pdf
http://revistas.ut.edu.co/index.php/ciencianimal/article/view/140
http://revistas.ut.edu.co/index.php/ciencianimal/article/view/140
https://ojs.alpa.uy/index.php/ojs_files/article/view/2526
https://ojs.alpa.uy/index.php/ojs_files/article/view/2526
https://cipav.org.co/sdm_downloads/manejo-integrado-insectos-herbivoros-sistemas-ganaderos-sostenibles/
https://cipav.org.co/sdm_downloads/manejo-integrado-insectos-herbivoros-sistemas-ganaderos-sostenibles/


235

agroforestry for biodiversity conservation and food sovereignty, Advances in agroforestry 2. 
Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-69371-2_16

Chará J, Reyes E, Peri P, Otte J, Arce E, Schneider F (2019) Silvopastoral systems and their contribu-
tion to improved resource use and sustainable development goals: evidence from Latin America. 
FAO, CIPAV and Agri Benchmark, Cali. https://cipav.org.co/sdm_downloads/silvopastoral-
systems-contribution-improved-resource-use-and-sustainable-development-goals/

Chaves ME, Santamaría M, Sánchez E (2007) Alternativas para la conservación y uso sostenible de 
la biodiversidad en los Andes de Colombia. Resultados 2001–2007. Instituto de Investigación 
de Recursos Biológicos Alexander von Humboldt, Bogotá. http://repository.humboldt.org.co/
handle/20.500.11761/32966

Cuesta F, Bustamante M, Becerra M, Postigo J, Peralvo M (eds) (2012) La gestión de las cuen-
cas hidrográficas para asegurar los servicios ecosistémicos en las laderas del neotrópico 
sobre Cambio Climático: Vulnerabilidad y adaptación en los Andes Tropicales. Panorama 
Andino, Lima

Denoia J, Bonel B, Montico S, Di Leo N (2008) Análisis de la gestión energética en sistemas 
de producción ganaderos. FAVE - Ciencias Agrarias 7(1–2):43–56. https://doi.org/10.14409/
fa.v7i1/2.1327

Dietl W, Fernández F, Venegas C (eds) (2009) Manejo Sostenible de Praderas. Su flora y veg-
etación. Instituto de Investigaciones Agropecuarias, Cauquenes. https://www.odepa.gob.cl/
wpcontent/uploads/2010/02/Manejo_sostenible_de_praderas.pdf

Durana C, Lopera-Marín JJ, Coronado A, Murgueitio E, Galindo E (2022) Partial replacement of 
balanced feed by Sambucus peruviana forage in cows dairy farms: case study in the high Andean 
zone in Colombia. Livest Res Rural Dev 34:108. http://www.lrrd.org/lrrd34/12/34108jjlo.html

Escobar LO, Mejía FL, Vasquez H, Bernal W, Álvarez WY (2020a) Composición botánica y evalu-
ación nutricional de pasturas en diferentes sistemas silvopastoriles en Molinopampa, Región 
Amazonas, Perú. Livest Res Rural Dev 32:96. http://www.lrrd.org/lrrd32/6/luises32096.html

Escobar MI, Navas Panadero A, Medina CA, Corrales Álvarez JD, Tenjo AI, Borrás Sandoval LM 
(2020b) Efecto de prácticas agroecológicas sobre características del suelo en un sistema de 
lechería especializada del trópico alto colombiano. Livest Res Rural Dev 32:58. http://www.
lrrd.org/lrrd32/4/maria.es32058.html

Escobar-Pachajoa LD, Guatusmal-Gelpud C, Meneses-Buitrago DH, Cardona-Iglesias JL, Castro-
Rincón E (2019) Evaluación de estratos arbóreos y arbustivos en un sistema silvopastoril 
en el trópico altoandino colombiano. Agron Mesoam 30:803–819. https://doi.org/10.15517/
am.v30i3.35645

FAO (2018) Guía de buenas prácticas para la gestión y uso sostenible de los suelos en áreas rurales. 
Construcción participativa del diagnóstico de suelos Diseño de planes de intervención Prácticas 
de manejo sostenible de los suelos. Bogotá. https://www.fao.org/3/i8864es/I8864ES.pdf

FEDEGAN (2022) Cifras de referencia del sector ganadero colombiano. www.fedegan.org.co. 
Consultado el 19 de diciembre de 2022

Funes-Monzote FR (2009) Farming like we’re here to stay: The mixed farming alternative for 
Cuba [Tesis de doctorado, Universidad de Wageningen], The Netherlands. Disponible en el 
repositorio de la Universidad de Wageningen: https://edepot.wur.nl/122038

Giampietro M (2003) Multi-scale integrated analysis of agroecosystems, 1st edn. CRC Press. 
https://doi.org/10.1201/9780203503607

Giampietro M, Mayumi K (2000) Multiple-scale integrated assesment of societal metabo-
lism: Introducing the approach. Popul Environ 22(2):109–153. https://doi.org/10.102
3/A:1026691623300

Gliessman SR (1997) Agroecology: ecological processes in agriculture. Ann Arbor Press, Michigan
Gómez Mora AM, Anaya JA, Álvarez Dávila E (2005) Análisis de fragmentación de los ecosiste-

mas boscosos en una región de la cordillera central de los andes colombianos. Rev Ing Univ 
Medellín 4(7):13–27. https://www.redalyc.org/pdf/750/75004702.pdf

Grajales Atehortúa BM, Botero Galvis MM, Ramírez Quirama JF (2015) Características, manejo, 
usos y beneficios del saúco (Sambucus nigra L.) con énfasis en su implementación en sistemas 

11  Agroecological Transition for Sustainable Cattle Ranching with Silvopastoral…

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-69371-2_16
https://cipav.org.co/sdm_downloads/silvopastoral-systems-contribution-improved-resource-use-and-sustainable-development-goals/
https://cipav.org.co/sdm_downloads/silvopastoral-systems-contribution-improved-resource-use-and-sustainable-development-goals/
http://repository.humboldt.org.co/handle/20.500.11761/32966
http://repository.humboldt.org.co/handle/20.500.11761/32966
https://doi.org/10.14409/fa.v7i1/2.1327
https://doi.org/10.14409/fa.v7i1/2.1327
https://www.odepa.gob.cl/wpcontent/uploads/2010/02/Manejo_sostenible_de_praderas.pdf
https://www.odepa.gob.cl/wpcontent/uploads/2010/02/Manejo_sostenible_de_praderas.pdf
http://www.lrrd.org/lrrd34/12/34108jjlo.html
http://www.lrrd.org/lrrd32/6/luises32096.html
http://www.lrrd.org/lrrd32/4/maria.es32058.html
http://www.lrrd.org/lrrd32/4/maria.es32058.html
https://doi.org/10.15517/am.v30i3.35645
https://doi.org/10.15517/am.v30i3.35645
https://www.fao.org/3/i8864es/I8864ES.pdf
http://www.fedegan.org.co
https://edepot.wur.nl/122038
https://doi.org/10.1201/9780203503607
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1026691623300
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1026691623300
https://www.redalyc.org/pdf/750/75004702.pdf


236

silvopastoriles del Trópico Alto. Revista De Investigación Agraria y Ambiental 6:155–168. 
https://doi.org/10.22490/21456453.1271

Gu H, Subramanian SM (2014) Drivers of change in socio-ecological production landscapes: 
implications for better management. Ecol Soc 19:41. https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-06283-190141

Hall JS, Kirn V, Yanguas-Fernández E (eds) (2015) La gestión de cuencas hidrográficas para 
asegurar servicios ecosistémicos en las laderas del neotrópico. Instituto Smithsonian de 
Investigaciones Tropicales and BID, Panamá. https://stri.si.edu/sites/default/files/gestion-
cuencas-hidrograficas-asegurar-servicios-ecosistemicos-laderas-neotropico.pdf

Herrero M, Thornton PK, Gerber P, Reid RS (2009) Livestock, livelihoods and the environ-
ment: understanding the trade-offs. Curr Opin Environ Sustain 1(2):111–120. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cosust.2009.10.003

Holdridge LR (1966) The life zone system. Adansonia 6(2):199–203
Holmann F, Rivas L, Carulla J, Rivera B, Giraldo LA, Guzmán S, Martínez M, Medina A, Farrow 

A (2003) Evolution of milk production systems in tropical Latin America and its interrelation-
ship with markets: an analysis of the Colombian case. Livest Res Rural Dev 15:68. http://www.
lrrd.org/lrrd15/9/holm159.htm

Jiménez-Castro JP, Elizondo-Salazar JA (2014) Nitrogen balance on Costa Rican dairy farms. 
Agron Mesoam 25:151–160. https://doi.org/10.15517/am.v25i1.14215

León-Sicard T, Toro Calderón J, Martínez-Bernal L, Cleves-Leguízamo J (2018) The Main 
Agroecological Structure (MAS) of the agroecosystem: concept, methodology and applica-
tions. Sustainability 10(9):3131. https://doi.org/10.3390/su10093131

León-Siccard T (2014) Perspectiva ambiental de la agroecología. La ciencia de los agroecosiste-
mas. Universidad Nacional de Colombia, Bogotá. https://idea.unal.edu.co/publica/serie_ideas/
PDF/ideas23-Perspectiva%20ambiental%20de%20la%20Agroecologia_Tom%D0%B0s_
Le%D0%B2n.pdf

Llanos E, Astigarraga L, Picasso V (2018) Energy and economic efficiency in grazing dairy systems 
under alternative intensification strategies. Eur J Agron 92:133–140. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
eja.2017.10.010

Lopera JJ, Márquez SM, Ochoa DE, Calle Z, Sossa CP, Murgueitio E (2015) Producción agro-
ecológica de leche en el trópico de altura: sinergia entre restauración ecológica y sistemas sil-
vopastoriles. Agroecología 10:79–85. https://revistas.um.es/agroecologia/article/view/300761

Lopera-Marín JJ, Durana RC, Davidson IA, Lopera OA, Sossa CP, Galindo A, Coronado LA, 
Murgueitio E (2020a) Manejo de los chupadores del kikuyo con transición agroecológica: Dos 
fincas silvopastoriles en laderas altoandinas orientadas hacia la ganadería sostenible enfrentan 
los insectos chupadores del kikuyo. Revista DeCARNE 47:56–63

Lopera-Marín JJ, Angulo-Arizala J, Murgueitio Restrepo E, Mahecha-Ledesma L (2020b) 
Producción de tubérculos y biomasa aérea del yacón, Smallanthus sonchifolius (Poepp.) 
H. Rob. (Asteraceae), para alimentación animal en el trópico alto colombiano. Livest Res Rural 
Dev 32:135. http://www.lrrd.org/lrrd32/8/jjlop32135.html

Mahecha L, Gallego LA, Peláez FJ (2002) Situación actual de la ganadería de carne en Colombia 
y alternativas para impulsar su competitividad y sostenibilidad. Rev Colomb de Cienc Pecu 
15(2):213–225. https://revistas.udea.edu.co/index.php/rccp/article/view/323816

Mahecha L, Londoño JD, Angulo J (2021) Agronomic and nutritional assessment of an inten-
sive silvopastoral system: Tithonia Diversifolia, Sambucus nigra, Cynodon nlemfuensis, 
and Urochloa plantaginea. Proc Natl Acad Sci, India, Sect B Biol Sci 92:37–47. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s40011-021-01282-7

Mahecha-Ledesma L, Angulo-Arizala J, Argüello-Rangel J (2022) Sistemas silvopastoriles: 
estrategia para la articulación de la ganadería bovina a desafíos del siglo XXI. In: Rodríguez 
Espinosa H (ed) Innovación en la Investigación Agropecuaria. Biogénesis Fondo Editorial. 
https://revistas.udea.edu.co/index.php/biogenesis/article/view/349676

Márquez SM, Mosquera Ballesteros R, Herrera Torres M, Monedero C (2010) Estudio de la 
absorción y distribución del clorpirifos en plantas de pasto Kikuyo (Pennisetum clandestinum 

C. Durana et al.

https://doi.org/10.22490/21456453.1271
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-06283-190141
https://stri.si.edu/sites/default/files/gestion-cuencas-hidrograficas-asegurar-servicios-ecosistemicos-laderas-neotropico.pdf
https://stri.si.edu/sites/default/files/gestion-cuencas-hidrograficas-asegurar-servicios-ecosistemicos-laderas-neotropico.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2009.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2009.10.003
http://www.lrrd.org/lrrd15/9/holm159.htm
http://www.lrrd.org/lrrd15/9/holm159.htm
https://doi.org/10.15517/am.v25i1.14215
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10093131
https://idea.unal.edu.co/publica/serie_ideas/PDF/ideas23-Perspectiva ambiental de la Agroecologia_Tomаs_Leвn.pdf
https://idea.unal.edu.co/publica/serie_ideas/PDF/ideas23-Perspectiva ambiental de la Agroecologia_Tomаs_Leвn.pdf
https://idea.unal.edu.co/publica/serie_ideas/PDF/ideas23-Perspectiva ambiental de la Agroecologia_Tomаs_Leвn.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eja.2017.10.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eja.2017.10.010
https://revistas.um.es/agroecologia/article/view/300761
http://www.lrrd.org/lrrd32/8/jjlop32135.html
https://revistas.udea.edu.co/index.php/rccp/article/view/323816
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40011-021-01282-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40011-021-01282-7
https://revistas.udea.edu.co/index.php/biogenesis/article/view/349676


237

Hochst ex chiov.) cultivadas hidropónicamente. Rev Colomb de Cienc Pecu 23(2):158–165. 
https://doi.org/10.17533/udea.rccp.324558

Montagnini F (2008) Management for sustainability and restoration of degraded pastures in the 
neotropics. In: Post-agricultural succession in the neotropics. Springer, New York. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-0-387-33642-8_13

Montagnini F (ed) (2017) Integrating landscapes: agroforestry for biodiversity conservation and 
food sovereignty. Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-69371-2

Murgueitio E (2008) Reconversión ambiental ganadera en laderas andinas. In: Kattan GH, Naranjo 
LG (eds) Regiones biodiversas: herramientas para la planificación de sistemas regionales de 
áreas protegidas. WCS Colombia, Fundación EcoAndina, WWF Colombia, pp 129–138. http://
elti.fesprojects.net/2011Corridors1Colombia/regiones_biodiversas.pdf

Murgueitio E, Calle Z, Uribe F, Calle A, Solorio B (2011) Native trees and shrubs for the pro-
ductive rehabilitation of tropical cattle ranching lands. For Ecol Manag 261(10):1654–1663. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2010.09.027

Murgueitio E, Chará J, Solarte AJ, Uribe F, Zapata C, Rivera JE (2013a) Agroforestería pecuaria 
y sistemas silvopastoriles intensivos (SSPi) para la adaptación ganadera al cambio climático 
con sostenibilidad. Rev Colomb de Cienc Pecu 26:313–316. https://revistas.udea.edu.co/index.
php/rccp/article/view/324845

Murgueitio E, Zuluaga AF, Galindo W, Uribe F, Rivera JE (2013b) Los sistemas silvopastoriles 
(SSPi) en el trópico de altura son una herramienta para la adaptación de la lechería al cambio 
climático. Infortambo Andina, enero 2013:58–61

Murgueitio E, Uribe F, Flores MX, Chará J, Molina JJ, Rivera JE, Lopera JJ (2016) Ganadería 
de leche por la vía natural. El camino de los Sistemas Silvopastoriles Intensivos. 
Revista Horizonte Lechero 1, mayo 2016:26–29. https://issuu.com/proleche/docs/
revista_horizonte_lechero_mayo_2016

Murgueitio E, Gómez MA, Uribe F, Lopera JJ (2020) Análisis sobre la producción de leche 
sostenible. Producción sostenible de leche bovina con sistemas silvopastoriles intensivos en 
Colombia. Infortambo Andina, marzo 2020:20–22

Navas-Pandero A, Hernández Larrota JD, Velásquez Mosquera JC (2021) Producción y cali-
dad de forraje de Sambucus nigra en cercas vivas, trópico alto colombiano. Agron Mesoam 
32(2):523–537. https://doi.org/10.15517/am.v32i2.42862

Ochoa DE, Lopera JJ, Márquez SM, Calle Z, Giraldo C, Chará J, Murgueitio E (2017) Los 
sistemas silvopastoriles intensivos contribuyen a disminuir el ataque de chupadores en pasto 
kikuyu (Cenchrus clandestinus). Livest Res Rural Dev 29:82. http://www.lrrd.org/lrrd29/5/
lope29082.html

Orme C, Davies R, Burgess M, Eigenbrod F, Pickup N, Olson VA, Webster AJ, Ding T, Rasmussen 
PC, Ridgely RS, Stattersfield AJ, Bennett PM, Blackburn TM, Gaston KJ, Owens IPF (2005) 
Global hotspots of species richness are not congruent with endemism or threat. Nature 
436:1016–1019. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature03850

Peri P, Chará J, Mauricio RM, Bussoni A, Escalante EE, Sotomayor A, Pérez Márquez S, 
Colcombet L, Murgueitio E (2019) Implementación y producción en SSP de Sudamérica 
como alternativa productiva: Beneficios, limitaciones y desafíos. In: Rivera J, Peri P et al (eds) 
2019. X Congreso internacional sobre sistemas silvopastoriles: por una producción sostenible. 
Editorial CIPAV

Peters M, Herrero M, Fisher M, Erb KH, Rao I, Subbarao GV, Castro A, Arango J, Chará J, 
Murgueitio E, van der Hoek R, Läderach P, Hyman G, Tapasco J, Strassburg B, Paul B, Rincón 
A, Schultze-Kraft R, Fonte S, Searchinger T (2013) Challenges and opportunities for improv-
ing eco-efficiency of tropical forage-based systems to mitigate greenhouse gas emissions. Trop 
Grassl-Forrajes Trop 1(2):156–167. https://doi.org/10.17138/tgft(1)156-167

Pezo D (2019) Intensificación sostenible de los sistemas ganaderos frente al cambio climático 
en América Latina y el Caribe: Estado del arte. FONTAGRO, FMAM and BID. https://pub-
lications.iadb.org/es/intensificacion-sostenible-de-los-sistemas-ganaderos-frente-al-cambio-
climatico-en-america-latina

11  Agroecological Transition for Sustainable Cattle Ranching with Silvopastoral…

https://doi.org/10.17533/udea.rccp.324558
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-33642-8_13
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-33642-8_13
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-69371-2
http://elti.fesprojects.net/2011Corridors1Colombia/regiones_biodiversas.pdf
http://elti.fesprojects.net/2011Corridors1Colombia/regiones_biodiversas.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2010.09.027
https://revistas.udea.edu.co/index.php/rccp/article/view/324845
https://revistas.udea.edu.co/index.php/rccp/article/view/324845
https://issuu.com/proleche/docs/revista_horizonte_lechero_mayo_2016
https://issuu.com/proleche/docs/revista_horizonte_lechero_mayo_2016
https://doi.org/10.15517/am.v32i2.42862
http://www.lrrd.org/lrrd29/5/lope29082.html
http://www.lrrd.org/lrrd29/5/lope29082.html
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature03850
https://doi.org/10.17138/tgft(1)156-167
https://publications.iadb.org/es/intensificacion-sostenible-de-los-sistemas-ganaderos-frente-al-cambio-climatico-en-america-latina
https://publications.iadb.org/es/intensificacion-sostenible-de-los-sistemas-ganaderos-frente-al-cambio-climatico-en-america-latina
https://publications.iadb.org/es/intensificacion-sostenible-de-los-sistemas-ganaderos-frente-al-cambio-climatico-en-america-latina


238

Rivera JE, Arenas FA, Rivera R, Benavides LM, Sánchez J, Barahona R (2014) Análisis de ciclo 
de vida en la producción de leche: comparación de dos hatos de lechería especializada. Livest 
Res Rural Dev 26:112. http://www.lrrd.org/lrrd26/6/rive26112.htm

Rodríguez Molano CE, Fonseca-López D, Niño Monroy LE, Salamanca López AE, Hoyos Concha 
JL, Otero Ramírez ID, Torres Lagos NR (2019) Caracterización nutricional y de producción de 
biomasa de Sambucus peruviana, Sambucus nigra y Morus alba en un banco forrajero. Ciencia 
en Desarrollo 10(2):23–32. https://doi.org/10.19053/01217488.v10.n2.2019.9098

Rotz CA, Holly M, de Long A, Egan F, Kleinman PJA (2020) An environmental assessment of 
grass-based dairy production in the northeastern United States. Agric Syst 184:102887. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2020.102887

Ruiz JF, Cerón-Muñoz MF, Barahona-Rosales R, Bolívar-Vergara DM (2019) Caracterización de 
los sistemas de producción bovina de leche según el nivel de intensificación y su relación con 
variables económicas y técnicas asociadas a la sustentabilidad. Livest Res Rural Dev 31:40. 
http://www.lrrd.org/lrrd31/3/dmbol31040.html

Sarandon SJ, Flores CC (eds) (2014) Agroecología: bases teóricas para el diseño y manejo de 
agroecosistemas sustentables. La Plata, Argentina. https://libros.unlp.edu.ar/index.php/unlp/
catalog/view/72/54/181-1

Serrano Tovar T (2014) Spatial analysis in MuSIASEM. The use of geographic information sys-
tems and land use applied to the integrated analysis of rural systems’ metabolism [Tesis de doc-
torado, Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona]. Barcelona, España. Disponible en el repositorio 
de la Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona. https://www.tdx.cat/handle/10803/286179

Silva Parra A, de Figueiredo EB, de Bordonal RO, Moitinho MR, Teixeira DDB, La Scala N 
(2019) Greenhouse gas emissions in conversion from extensive pasture to other agricultural 
systems in the Andean region of Colombia. Environ Dev Sustain 21:249–262. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10668-017-0034-6

Silva-Parra A, Garay-Rodríguez S, Gómez Insuasti AS (2018) Impacto de Alnus acuminata Kunth 
en los flujos de N2O y calidad del pasto Pennisetum clandestinum Hochst. ex Chiov. Colombia 
For 21:47–57. https://doi.org/10.14483/2256201X.11629

Snyder R, de Melo-Abreu J (2010) Protección contra las heladas: fundamentos, práctica y 
economía. FAO, Roma. https://www.fao.org/3/y7231s/y7231s.pdf

Tapasco J, LeCoq JF, Ruden A, Rivas JS, Ortiz J (2019) The Livestock sector in Colombia: toward 
a program to facilitate large-scale adoption of mitigation and adaptation practices. Front 
Sustain Food Syst 3:1–17. https://doi.org/10.3389/FSUFS.2019.00061

UPRA (Unidad de Planificación Rural Agropecuaria) 2018. Uso del suelo en el departamento del 
Caquetá. https://es.scribd.com/document/431920341/Upra-Uso-Del-Suelo-Caqueta-2018

UPRA (2020) Plan de Ordenamiento Productivo de Cadena Láctea 2020–2039. https://upra.gov.
co/es-co/Paginas/pop-lactea.aspx. Consultado el 19 de diciembre de 2022

Zapata Cadavid A, Silva Tapasco B (2016) Sistemas silvopastoriles, aspectos teóri-
cos y prácticos. Editorial CIPAV. https://cipav.org.co/sdm_downloads/sistemas- 
silvopastoriles-aspectos-teoricos-y-practicos/

Zuluaga A, Etter A (2018) Áreas aptas para la actividad ganadera en Colombia: Análisis espacial 
de los impactos ambientales y niveles de productividad de la ganadería. http://reporte.hum-
boldt.org.co/biodiversidad/2017/cap4/403/#seccion2. Accessed 22 Dic 2022

Zúñiga MC, Chará J, Giraldo LP, Chará-Serna AM, Pedraza GX (2013) Composición de la comu-
nidad de macroinvertebrados acuáticos en pequeñas quebradas de la región andina colombi-
ana, con énfasis en la entomofauna. Dugesiana 20(2):263–277. http://dugesiana.cucba.udg.mx/
index.php/DUG/article/view/4123

C. D. Rimgaila et al.

http://www.lrrd.org/lrrd26/6/rive26112.htm
https://doi.org/10.19053/01217488.v10.n2.2019.9098
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2020.102887
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2020.102887
http://www.lrrd.org/lrrd31/3/dmbol31040.html
https://libros.unlp.edu.ar/index.php/unlp/catalog/view/72/54/181-1
https://libros.unlp.edu.ar/index.php/unlp/catalog/view/72/54/181-1
https://www.tdx.cat/handle/10803/286179
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-017-0034-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-017-0034-6
https://doi.org/10.14483/2256201X.11629
https://www.fao.org/3/y7231s/y7231s.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3389/FSUFS.2019.00061
https://es.scribd.com/document/431920341/Upra-Uso-Del-Suelo-Caqueta-2018
https://upra.gov.co/es-co/Paginas/pop-lactea.aspx
https://upra.gov.co/es-co/Paginas/pop-lactea.aspx
https://cipav.org.co/sdm_downloads/sistemas-silvopastoriles-aspectos-teoricos-y-practicos/
https://cipav.org.co/sdm_downloads/sistemas-silvopastoriles-aspectos-teoricos-y-practicos/
http://reporte.humboldt.org.co/biodiversidad/2017/cap4/403/#seccion2
http://reporte.humboldt.org.co/biodiversidad/2017/cap4/403/#seccion2
http://dugesiana.cucba.udg.mx/index.php/DUG/article/view/4123
http://dugesiana.cucba.udg.mx/index.php/DUG/article/view/4123

	Chapter 11: Agroecological Transition for Sustainable Cattle Ranching with Silvopastoral Systems in the High Andean Slopes of Colombia
	11.1 Introduction
	11.2 Silvopastoral Systems (SPS): An Agroecological Option for Livestock Sustainability on High Andean Slopes
	11.2.1 General Information on Sustainable Livestock Farming with SPS and Agroecological Principles on High Andean Slopes
	11.2.2 Benefits of SPS in Mountain Areas

	11.3 El Silencio Nature Reserve: A Case Study of Agroecological Transition and Sustainable Livestock Production on High Andean Slopes in Colombia
	11.3.1 Location and Description of the Farm
	11.3.2 Analysis of the SPS Agroecological Transition in El Silencio Nature Reserve
	11.3.3 Changes in Land Use and Management Practices in the Agroecological Transition Process
	11.3.3.1 Land Use
	11.3.3.2 Evolution of Land Use Changes in El Silencio Nature Reserve Between 2006 and 2021, and Their Effects on the Livestock Inventory and Milk Production
	11.3.3.3 Paddock Rotation and Supplementation of Cows in Production
	11.3.3.4 Input Reduction

	11.3.4 Sustainability Indicators
	11.3.4.1 Technical and Economic Viability of the Production System
	11.3.4.2 Environmental Feasibility of the Production System


	11.4 Conclusions
	References




