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With the rise of local short food supply chains (SFSC), which outlets multiply and diversify, more and more producers are becoming physical actors of food supply chains. By reducing the number of intermediaries, the producers are in charge of multiple commercial and logistical tasks. They involve developing more or less close relationships with a potential or established clientele (canvassing, communicating, ensuring follow-up in demand areas), but also, very often, delivering. As soon as the issue is no longer about observing the catchment area of a store but the mobility practices of actors from the productive space towards consumption basins, it modifies the focus of the geographer. This implies questioning producers' representations of spaces and territorial resources and the processes at work in their preferences to certain delivered spaces. What does the mobility of producers in SFSC say about their links built/under construction with the various spaces adjacent to farms (urban or multi-polarized areas, peri-urban or rural areas)? From the point of view of these mobility practices, what are the emerging territories? What are their size, shape and orientation?

This communication aims at analyzing the mobility practices of producers of SFSC from their farm to their delivered outlets and the territories they build then. Their perimeter might be extensive or concentrated, continuous or fragmented. We postulate that they are the result of specific mobility strategies and representations of spaces and territorial resources. By relying on the case study of six producers involved in SFSC and located in the Grand Hainaut region (Nord, France), we will try to qualify these territories, in light of two types of dynamics: (1) the influence of urban areas, as consumption basins (depending on their size and their attractiveness); (2) the role of production basins (production concentration, homogeneity or heterogeneity of productive profile). In the first case, we mobilize population density indicators (number of clients that can be reached in a minimum journey), but also the socio-economic attributes of the inhabitants. In the second case, issues of competition and collaboration are at stake: the number of producers located in the territory and their productive profile. Besides, we mobilize the concepts of chosen or suffered geographical proximities [START_REF]Retour sur la notion de proximité géographique[END_REF] to address the question of the representations of the different spaces and the territorial resources they contain (Gumuchian & Pecqueur, 2007). Thus, we assume that, depending on producers' perceptions -positive or negative -of the territorial resources from both consumption and production basins, geographical proximities are one of the determinants of mobility strategies of producers in SFSC.

Our communication is composed of three main points:

1) A description of our case studies, i.e. the six investigated producers and their territory: the Grand Hainaut. It is composed of numerous multi-polarized spaces, which allows a fertile discussion about urban tropism and preferences to deliver different urban areas.

2) A presentation of our methods, which consist in:

-Defining precisely the mobility territory of each producer: localization of farm and delivery points, calculation of different types of distance between farm and delivery points (ellipsoid and standard deviational ellipse) and characteristics of the delivery journey (frequency, organization of delivery tour or not). For this first task, we map the mobility territory of each producer on this model:
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-Determine the type of areas that are frequented: types of environment where the farm and the delivery points are located including type of urban areas, type of agricultural production profile, socioeconomic indicators of both spaces;

-Lighting up the distances covered by the notion of geographical proximity: thanks to this concept, we can address another dimension of the distance. It is used for relativizing real distances by the mobility capital of the concerned individuals and by their own perception of distance and its costs and externalities (Pecqueur & Zimmermann, 2004;[START_REF] Rallet | Proximité et localisation[END_REF][START_REF] Talbot | Proximité et institutions : nouveaux éclairages. Présentation du numéro[END_REF].

3) In the results, we compare the mobility territory of the six investigated producers and try to highlight some recurrent mobility strategies such as:

-Concentration strategies: In this case, mobility territories are tight and the distances are relatively short. Considered as sufficient and adequate, local territorial resources are used and valued by the producers. In our case studies, these strategies prevail in producers whose farms are located in or near dense urban areas and for which the access costs of these abundant resources are low. Nevertheless, they can take place in less favored contexts. Then, the higher access cost to territorial resources is compensated by organizational strategies (multiplication and/or diversification of outlets, systematization of delivery tour, compartmentalization and extension of mobility territory). In any case, the geographical proximity is perceived positively and can be considered chosen.

-Extroversion strategies: When they adopt this kind of strategies, the producers voluntarily extricate themselves from an existing area of influence (urban concentration and/or production concentration) and may travel long distances to reach their preferred territories. Among the investigated producers, those concerned by this type of strategy are located in marginal areas (implying, for instance, strong rural features or weak socio-economic dynamics) which imply suffered geographical proximity.

-Diversification strategies: In most of the cases, they are combined with other strategies. For example, we observe producers who value local territorial resources and show particular attachment to the place of origin (farm) (concentration strategy), but also express a desire for territorial diversification towards other environments, implying further distances from farm and spaces with different types of urban areas, socio-economic characteristics and/or production profiles. These strategies tend to extend, and sometimes, to fragment the mobility territory.

Finally, the delivery imperative of SFSC French producers has meant an increase of opportunities available and a high demand in some urban context. The limitation of the number of intermediaries invite producers to (re)question the potential of the territory: to whom should I sale my products?

Where is the target consumers located? Who are my competitors? Where are they concentrated? In addition, the significant time spent on deliveries [START_REF] Raton | Organisations Logistiques Intelligentes des Circuits courts en vallée de Seine, rapport final OLICO-Seine[END_REF] encourages attention to the distances travelled and the location of outlets. From then on, the location of the farm is central, such as the attachment of local environment, sometimes favored or on the contrary avoided.