R=BOUN

Fostering Resilience in Rural Communities

Summary Report of State of the Art and Practices

of Rural Community Resilience

Ljubljana, 2023

Co-funded by the
Erasmus+ Programme
of the European Union




Co-funded by the
Erasmus+ Programme
of the European Union

Grant Agreement number:

R=BOUN

Fostering Resilience in Rural Communities

2021-1-IEOEKA226VET000033321

Project Acronym:

REBOUND

Project Title: Fostering Resilience in Rural Communities
Result ID Project resultl

Date: 30/3/2023

Version: 2

Status Final

Dissemination level Public




Co-funded by the
Erasmus+ Programme
of the European Union

About the authors

Partner

R=BOUN

Fostering Resilience in Rural Communities

Name

Technological University of ttighannon
(Ireland)

Shane O'Sullivan
Marie Taylor

Catherine Corcoran

O'Keeffe Social Research (Ireland)

NEBEFYREY j /1

Ann Marie Morrison

2AYK

Jamie Donnelly

AIDEL European Association for Innovatior
in Local Development

Alistair Adam Hernandez
UrszulaBudzich Tabor

ADRIMAG! 842 OAl een2 RS |
Rural e Integrado das Serras de Montemur|

Arada e Gralheir@Portugal)

CtiaGAYl w2RNM3dzS

a
t I GNNOALF ¢ @I NBa

Regional Development Agency Kozjansko
(Slovenia)

Rajko Antlej

Kvirina Martina Zupanc

University of Ljubljana, Faculty of Arts,
Department of Geograph{Slovenia)

LNXYIF t 2026y AQ]
SaraM {1 2t A6

[t} OA

Leading partner editing the document: University of Ljubljana, Faculty of Arts

The information in this document is provided as is andjnarantee or warranty is given that the
information is fit for any particular purpose. The user thereof uses the information at its sole risk and

fAFGATAGED ¢KS R20dySy

that maybe made of the information contained therein.

NB F f SsSianis nolighle dor amykuSe | dzii K 2 N



Eroamuss Programme R=BOUN

of the European Union Fostering Resilience in Rural Communities

Table of contents

1 LiSt Of ADDIeVIAtIONS.....ooiiiiiii e e e 6
2 EXECULIVE SUMIMALY.......iiiiiii ittt e e e e et e e e e aeaeeaaaaaeaeaeaeeseaassaasaaaassnnnsnneenesnrnnernnenns 7
G T = T Tl (o | o] 1 o [PPSR 12
4  Quantitative approach towards analysing needs of rural communities to determine what is required
10 IMProve their TESIHIEME.........eeiiii i e e e e e e e e e 13
4.1 Profile Of rESPONUENTS.......uuiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee e 13
4.2  Defining rural rESIIENCE........ccoo e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 16
4.3  RuUral resilienCe iN PracCliCe........ccccciuiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee e e e e e e e anes 17
4.4 FaCIOrS Of FESHIENCE. ...t e e e e e e e e e s 21
T oL 4 =] £ F PP PP PP PRPP R PPPPPPRTPPP 24
4.6 Rural resience addressed in polispaking at different levels...........ccccoooiiiiieiiiiiiiiiinnnn. 31
A7 FULUIE TACTOTS....eeiiiiiiie ettt ettt et e e st e s st e e e e e anbn e e e e nbeeeeean 34
4.8  Measuring rural FESIHIENCE.........ccccci it e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e e e s e e raaanes 35
4.9  Education and traiNing............ueuuerieeeeeeieeeeee e e eeeeee e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s e s s s s s s s sssseanaanreaa e arerrraraaraees 36

5 Qualitative approach towards analysing needs of rural communities to determine what is required
0 IMPrOVE their FTESHIENCE. ......eiiiii i e e e e e e e e nnees 37

6  Analysis of strategic and operational documents on rural resilience at local, national and at a

BUIOPEAN IEVEL ... ...ttt e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ee s s e s s sa s s s e asaneaneeeeesreneseenees 40
B.1  BEU LBV .o 41
6.1.1 LEADER/CIDL.......ccco oottt e e e e e e e e e e e aaa e e e e e e e e e e s s e e s e e e s e e e nnnnnnnnnes 41
6.1.2  Other instruments of the EU fundS............ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e A4
6.1.3 Other frameworks, initiatives and strategies............cocoeeeciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiireeeeeeee e 45
6.2 NALONAI IEVEL....co et 46
6.2.1 1€=1 = 0 [o TP PP PPPPPPPRPPRPOPPPY” 4
6.2.2 POFTUGAL. ...t e e e e e e e e e e s 49
B.2.3  SIOVEIMIA. ..ottt e e e e 50
6.3 LocallregOnal IEVEL....... ..o e 50
6.3.1 121 F= g o OO RRRPP PP 51



Eroamuss Programme R=BOUN

of the European Union Fostoring Resence In Rural Commnitis
6.3.2 0] (1 o = | SRR 52
6.3.3  SIOVENIA. ...t a e e e e 54

7  Case studiesn innovative models of community enterprise development..............cccocvveeee. 56
T 1 POMTUGAL ..t e e e eas 57
7.2 SIOVEIIA. ... .ttt 64
7.3 ITEIANG. ... 75
7.4 Other EU @XIPIES. . ..ottt e e et et e e e e e e e e aaae e e e e e s e e e s s e s s s s e s e asannaasrenrerrenenes 84

8 REIEIEICES. ...t e e e e e e e e e e a e 89



Eroamuss Programme R=BOUN

of the European Union Fostering Resilience in Rural Communities

1 List of Abbreviations

AEIDL European Association for Information on Local Development
AGA Arouca Geopark Association

CA Climate Action

CAP Common Agricultural Policy

CLLD Community Locally Lead Development

CRER Coalition for Racial Equality & Rights

CSO Central Statistics Office

EAFRD European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development
EMFAF European Maritime, Fisheries & Aquaculture Fund
EMFF European Maritime &isheries Fund

ERDG European Regional Development Fund

ESB Electricity Supply Board

ESF European Social Fund

ESIF European Structural & Investment Fund

EU European Union

IE Ireland

LAG Local Action Group

LDC Local Development Company

NGO Non-Government Organisation

NPF National Planning Framework

ORF Our Rural Future

RDP Regional Development Programme

RDR Rural Development Regulation

RRP Recovery & Resilience Plan

PRODER International Public, Municipal and NghovernmentalOrganization Project
Support Association

PT Portugal
S Slovenia
SME Small to Medium Enterprise

SV Smart Villages
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2 Executive Summary

REBOUND (Fostering Resilience in Rural Communiiseah interterritorial project, which is
supported by the EU through ERASMUS+ Knowledge Alliance for vocational education and
training. The project pursues an actioesearch approach to promoting rural community
resilience. Partners from Ireland, PoralgSlovenia and the Elide AEIDILDnet Assodcation

are pooling their expertise and engaging a diverse range of stakeholders in examining this topic.
The primary aim of the REBOUND project is to devise a practiaiestted, workable, robust,
reliable, and slution-focused capacitpuilding training programme that will capture the merits

of resilient communities and enable stakeholders, in a vocational learning environment, to
assess, promote, review, tweak and evaluate approaches to resilience promotioms aaraisge

of rural area types in EuropProject partners are compiling an evideHAzase that will guide the
development of a Level Biternationaltraining and capacitpuilding programme about rural
community resilience.

Theaim of this reporton the Siate of the Artand Practiceen Rural CommunitResiliences to
provide an analysis of innovative processes and patterns pertaining to rural resilience across
Europe It offers an introductory document to inform the development of training materials. The
co-design of this research wa®ne following next steps:

1) Selection of a group of stakeholders (more tH&);

2) Workshopswith partners to analyse the context (beginning of June 2022);

3) In June 2022, weistributed an online surveyamongstakeholdersn rural community
developmentc including community representatives, LAGs, development officers and
public bodiesg to examine challengedrajectories,and best practices with respect to
rural community resiliencé66 respondents in total)

4) Foradeeper analysis respect oftate-of the rural resilience and community w4léing
we conducted aradditional eighteen interviews (six in Ireland, six in Slovenia, three in
Portugal and three in other EU member statespeptember/October 2022;

5) In November2022 project partners organiseit total fourfocus grougfor discussion of
the resultsthat had emerged up to theandto gain adeeper analysis respect of the
state-of-the art of rural resiliencethree to seven practitioners and experts oural
resilience from each country participated

6) Analysis of strategjcpolicy and operational documents on rural resilience at local,
regional, national level,

7) Identification andelaborationof 18 case studies;

8) Partners drafted National Reports andEuropean Report or8ate ofthe Art;
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9) Compilation of Summary Reportindertaken by University of Ljubljanavith active
participation of all Rebound partners

Figurel: Workflow of REBOUNRsearch output 1.

Selection of Analysis of Esurvey
stakeholders context N iune 2022
o 5/partner wWorkshop with partners 66 respondents
oKerry, June 2022

Interviews Focus Groups Analysis of

uSeptemberOctober oNovember 2022 Operatlona_l and
2022 o focus groups strategic

18 interviewees documents

3 National Reports
(Ireland, Portugal

and Slovenia) and
EUWide Report

18 Case StudieSim

TheERASMUS funde®EBOUND project defines rural community resilienc¥asW¢ KS O LI OA
a rural community or territory to utilise equilibrium or evolutionary approaches in order to
respond to sudden socieconomic or environmental shocks and have the capacity to
continuowsly adapt to the multiple processes of change affecting them whilst strengthening their
essential functions and structures, ensuring good governance, as well as maintaining a
satisfactory quality of life and weltleing for its inhabitants and rural territp, as resilient
O2YYdzyAlASa IINB 3ISySNrffte ¢Sttt ySie2N] SR k O2
Our stakeholders defined rural resiliences a wdzNJ f NBaAf ASyOS Aa | oAf
overcome process of change / challenges (economic, environmental, social, netajal
community / rural area." Since rural resilience is a conceptual construct, we are aware that, there
could be as many articulations of rural resilience as there are its usergven so there ian
obviousdifference between theoreticalbroader)and practitioner (narrower) understanding

of rural community resilience.

As is the case in all professional fieldsral community development has a particular
terminology. This terminology generally reflects the various standpoints and experiences of
participating stakeholders, including rural residents, community groups, farmers and other rural

8
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businesses, academics, othresearchersand agencies. Thus, the terminology has been shaped
by diverse local and institutional perspectives, and it includesestechnical terms alongside
vernacular and evergay terms. Moreover, rural development terminology has been strongly
influenced by the European Union, particularly with the rollout of LEADER. In some contexts,
particularly in Ireland, EU terminology$ been universally embraced by stakeholders, while in
other context, preestablished vernacular terms and labels tend teesist alongside technical
and EU terms.

From Europeanwide perspectiveof stakeholders, ural areas arecrucial for the survival of
Europeas a whole, including urban areas. Thus, the cost of not addressing rural resilience can be
very high for the whole society.he survey resulisat EU levelhighlightedresilience is often
related to the achievement of a higher degreeimdependence or preparednessas well as to a
higher level ofawareness.engagement,and selforganisingof citizens in collective affairs and
community spirit

The case studies, survampterviewsand focus groups have also clearly shown the importance of
an enabling environment ad policy milieu as a key factor of rural resilience. However, at
present resilience isnadequatelyaddressed at all policy levels, and the public sector, very often
bureaucratised, seems insufficienn of itself,to maintain rurd communitiesresilient It is
essential that this sector creates an appropriate legal and administrative framework. Despite its
limitations, LEADER/CLLD is the onlywkd¢ policy approach that can systematically support
communities to become more resitie Within rural communities, factors likeocial capital
community-level action, or leadershipas well as a set of skills and competences are key to
effectively build resiliencelTo achieve this, awareness raising, training @qehcity-building are
fundamental. Capacitpuilding covers more than education, it invohesansfer of experience

and empowerment of the local communitfinally, the empirical results show that higher
resilience is associated with the capacity of rural communitiearticulate different solutions

that create public value in @mprehensive and integratedhanner, adapted to the needs and
opportunities of the area and developesvith and by the communitte. | yR y 234 nT2N
community.

The insightgyatheredin Ireland ¢ from the survey, interviews and focus groupgoint to the

merits of the CLLD approach and the value of animation and capdmitjding. Civil society
organisations are important drivers of rural community resilience; they are generally well
organisedand attuned to identifying local needs and potential. Collective, commdrased

action has been well established in Ireland, and LEADER / CLLD has played an important role in
enabling civil society organisations to develop capacity, acquire new skillsnamhow, devise
strategies and implement projects. Furthermore, LEADER / CLLD has promotedrhittanial

and interactor collaboration, and most local action groups (LAGs) provide a forum for
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collaborative decisioimaking. In addition, LAGs have nked as development agencies, and
they combine LEADER with other resources. Thus, LEADER / CLLD has promoted innovation and
has enabled places and sectors to become more resilient.

Over the past decade, however, there has beerowingback of CLLD in liland. LEADER has
become hampered by increased bureaucracy, and there is a tendency to see it as a programme,
rather than an empowering approach. Legislative and institutional changes, introduced in 2014,
have resulted in a diminution of the LEADER sjog@s (specific features), particularly the area
based approach. Most LAG territories now conform to administrative geographies, rather than
natural areas of development, while partnership has been replaced by a more hierarchical
decisionmaking procedug. Community representatives report that they want to see a renewed
focus on CLLD, whereby LAGglirectors and development officerg support bottomup
development, aredbasedplanning,and social inclusion.

In Portugal the application ofrural resiliene is through development ofural development
projects in differentfields, including theempowerment of rural communities, promotion of
entrepreneurship, sustainable and innovative business models, job creation, resource sharing,
promotion andbrandingof the territory. Neverthelessa persistentural exodus, lack of training
opportunities andlow levek of education,unwillingnessto change from local people, lack of
social capital, community netwoslandalack of community leadership abegchallenges There

are somepolicies that are helpful to promote rural resilienceuch as organic farming and
programmes such as PROVERE (Program for the Economic Enhancement of Endogenous
Resources); EMER (entrepreneurship in rural areas), +Coeso (support systemployment

and entrepreneurship). At a national leytHere aresome prograrmes/strategies that help to
promote rural resilience such a€AP Strategic Plan 202827, Interior Enhancement, LEADER
approach (LEADER I, Il and LEADER and curren€CQminiunityLed Local DevelopmerfReal
examples of rural resiliencm Portugal areLocal Action Groups, that have worked as local
development agencieand they combine LEADER with other resources. In the north of Portugal,
LAG ADRIMAG, for more than 30ngesuccessfully playhe role of uniting the territory, suppost
collaboration and networking, different initiatives/projects and rural development.

How rural communities deal with challenges arising from chamg&loveniais understood
mainly as robustnessand only to some extent as adaptability and transformabilithe
respondents perceive the 2 O £ 1&ck df anga§efm@r@sthe biggesbarrier to resilience
Yet, they seethe need for solutions to come from the tomlown, mainlyas financialmeans
available forthe specific rural plac&émeeds.According to our stakeholderte rural resilience
in practce is primarily done at localand subregionallevel The LEADER approach is widely
recognised as the mossuitable for enhancing rural resiliengealthough mechanismitself
LEADRCLLD is facing some bureaucratic issaed its scopeis financially limited The

10
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recognisedkey factorsfor rural resilienceare good governancecommunity leadershipsocial
capitd, sharinga common visioncommunity capacity and trust Rural resilience is mainly
promoted by cecreation of local development strategies of Local Action Gspdpveloping a
longterm strategy of municipality or a group of municipalities alothgterm strategy of
development ofregion. Sincethe people¢ civil society (individuals, associations, Local Action
Groups, etc.) are the kdpctors forrural resilience it means that resiliencdependsmainlyon
human factorthere are significant ffierences among rural communities in Slovenia.

To sum up, lie research reveals that the process of resilienbailding is not something that

can be easily pinned down, nor it is a matter that is ever finish&awing from quantitative

and qualitative evidence from studies based in Ireland, Portugal, Slovenia andwiEe
perspective, we identified kefctors andchallenges of a resilient rural communilby.promoting

rural resilience, the mairfactors are 1) animation activities and engaging with |ads,
communitylevel action, engendering social capital, fostering community networks and
leadership2) acknowledging change ama-going capacity buildingncluding education, raising
awareness, sharing experiences and skBlsan enabling environmentand policy context
whereby specificity of placeandlocal service provision with a community structue enabled

and that is an umbrella body and which supports community development in a cluster of
communitiesand 4)good governancée.g. having participative structurewith decisioamaking
competencie} along with local ownershifthe respondents perceive tie2 Ol f &k 6fA T Sy a G
engagement andhe dominance of strong voiceas the biggest barrier to resilienc¥et, they
seeneed for solutionsto come from the top down- meaning enabling environment at policy
level with sufficienfinancial meansTheLEADER/CLLdpproachiswidely recognisegas he EU

wide policy approactthat can systematically support communities to become more resilient.
some countries with longeradition of LEADER/CLLDMcal Action Groups have also worked as
local development agencieand they combine LEADER with other resources.

11
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3 Badkground

REBOUND (Fostering Resilience in Rural Communities)ingeaterritorial project, which is
supported by the EU through ERASMUS+ Knowledge Allfanceocational education and
training. The projectpursues an actiomesearch approach to promoting rural community
resilience. Partners from Ireland, Portugal, v@loia and the Eiwide AEIDL Association are
pooling their expertise and engaging a diverse range of stakeholders in examining this topic.

The pimary aim ofthe REBOUND project is to devise a practitiooeented, workable, robust,
reliable, and solutioffiocused capacitypuilding training programme that will capture the merits

of resilient communities and enable stakeholders, in a vocational learning environment, to
assess, promote, review, tweak and evaluate approaches to resilience promotion acrage a ra
of rural area types in EuropProject partners are compiling an evideHAzase that will guide the
development of a Level 6 training and capaeityilding programme about rural community
resilience.

The aim of thigeport on theState of the Arand Practices oRuralCommunityResiliences to
provide ananalysis of innovative processes and patterns pertainingutal resilience across
Europe, and ibffersan introductory document to inform the development of training materials.
Thissummaryreport is based omationalreports, usinghe followingmethods:

1 Quantitative approach towards analysing needswtl communities to determine what
is required to improve their resiliende-survey)

1 Qualitativeapproachfor deeper analysisf rural reslience and community wetbeing
(interviews,andfocus groug with rural development experts and practitioneys)

1 Analysis of strategic and operational documents on rural resilience at latanal and
at a European levgland

1 18 @se studies omnovative models of community development.

12
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4 Quantitative approach towards analysingeus of rural communities to
determine what is required to improve their resilience

In June 2022, we completed an online survey of stakeholdénsluding communityrepresentatives,
LAGs, development officers and public bodie® examine challenges, trajectories and best practices
with respect to rural community resilience.

4.1 Profile of respondents

A total of sixtysix (n66) stakeholders fronsixteen EU member sta$ participated inour survey.
Asfigure 1bellow shows,hlemaind (i I { S KaedugatNEa grofessional working for a Local
Action Group (LAG) or Local Development Company (k323 ,( following by professional
working for a community organisatidenterprise) §=11), voluntary community leader / offiee
holder (=9) and professional working for a statutory / public service body9). Five
respondents are researchemworking for a university omother scientific institution, three
respondents are professiorsalorking for a commercial body amwo are occasional community
volunteers. Other roles, indicad by fourrespondents, are freelance community consultant and
facilitator, HEprofessor, international consultant M&E of rurallmies andaretired professional
and community volunteer

Figure2: How respondents describe their own roles.

other NN

occasional community volunteerillll

professional working for a commercial bod ™ Il

researcher working for a university or other scientif
institution _

role

voluntary community leader / office-holderj " H

professional working for a statutory / public service bodjillIEEEGEGEGEGEEE

professional working for a community organisationi .
enterprise

professional working for a Local Action Group (LAC_ .
Local Development Company (LDC)

0 5 10 15 20 25
number of participants

mIreland m Slovenia m Portugal mother EU countries
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To complement national surveys carried out in Ireland (16 respondents), Portugal (15
respondents) and Slovenid5 respondents), twenty stakeholders from 13 countries across
Europe answeredthe EUS @St adzNIBSe& 2y & NUzNafigueS)2 YYdzy A i1 & NB

Figure3: Member statesn which respondents are based.

Other EU countrie!
18% Ireland

24%

Germany
6%
Poland
6%
Portugal
23%
Slovenig

23%

m Ireland = Portugal = Slovenia = Poland = Germany = Other EU countries

Figured: Extent to which rural resilience is on the agendas of groups / organisations.

60%

55%

50%
40%

29%
30%
20% 15%
0,
0%
No. Occasionally / from time to Yes, itison ouragendato, $a3x AdGQa | (
time some extent. what we do.

¢CKS &adz2NBSe NBadz §a AYRAOFGOS GKFG NHz2NF £ NBAAT A
agendasAsfigure 4shows, dittle more than half of stakeholder5% n=36) claim thatthe

14
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AaadzS 2F WNHzNI £ O2YYdzyAde NI & wHildatghg@mtoitie || O2
others, rural resilience is on their agenda to some extent (29%, n=A®)roximately one in

seven 5% stakeholders occasionally/frotime-to-time work on rural resilience. The issue of
WNHzNI £  O2 Y Y dzyomihid perdfectivefoes Sof f@afuc@ in his/her work or voluaty

activity for one respondentalthough the respondent is working on rural development topics.

The 66 respondents indicated that there are 228 ways in which they (cumulatively) come across
the issue of rural resilience in their course of their (voluntary and professional) workwidnky

in very diverse types of formal and informal activities in rural communmiih no prevailing way.

A total of forty-nine (n=9) stakeholders came across the issues of rural community resilience by
working in (local) community groups/ associations/ clubs and socigtigsnilar number have
already participated in different development projecivhile a smaller numbefn=33) of
respondents came across the issues of rural community resilience during their work in decision
making field.An identicalnumber of stakeholdersare engaged in rural resiliencthrough
education and research and in leading development projeetdicy-making egarding rural
resilience occurs for thirty stakeholders. Otheways / channelsare: freelance community
consultant and facilitator, international consultant M&E of rural policies, retired professional and
community volunteer.

Figure5: Ways in which respondents come across the issue of rural resilience.

m by working in (local) community
groups/associations/clubs/societies
H participating in development projects

1 in decision-making
m in education and research

m leading development projects

1 in policy-making

m others
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4.2 Definingrural resilience

Rural resilience ia variableconcept and there is no consensusrespect of a singulatefinition.

Based orthe qualitative text,we analysedi KS NBALR YRSy GaQ dzyRSNEGIF YR
NB & A f (Jedfigufa 6 elow).

Figure6Y 5STAYAY I WNHzZNI f NBait ASyosSoQ

RURAL RESILIENCE IS

Cultyryy

climate

sustainable

Q.
;g
¢ B

Number of connections Number of definitions
among words that used the word
1
2.7 w=  Groups
— 8-12
-— 13-18
- 19
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Firsty, we counted number of worddaving translated them)Secondly, iriurther analysis, we
include only word that are mentioned three tirmer more. The wide variety of wordased in
these definitions (more than 50indicates how difficult it is to demarcate rural resilience as a
concept. Drawing the links between wordsat appear together in the same definitions shows

GKS aNBIFIG O2vLX SEAGEe 2F GKS GSNXN ANHzZNIf NBAaAT.

or nonexistent. Strong links reveal the words that are most commonly used to define rural
resilience. From tl strong linkages we can draw fesided polygon: rural area / rural community

¢ ability / capacity¢ adapt ¢ changes / challenges. The most commonly used elements in
definitions of rural resilience are: ability (n=32), rural community (n=28), adapt (ne24) area
(n=21), changes (n=16), challenges (n=15) and capacity (1&gl of nineteendefinitions
used vertexes ability and adapt. The connection between these two elements is the strongest.

Theconcept of the rural resilience becomes even mooaenplicated (complex) given the large
number of weak links between the various words used to describe it. These weak links connect
words that have appeared together in the same definition only once or twice. However, due to
the large number of definitionshese connections are many, especially the weakest ones, where
there is only up to five unique connections between words. It also makes clear that not all words
are linked to each other.

I LI NI FNRBY AYRAQGARdzZEE 62NRaI TheéSse akelwgrdsitative 2 0 & S

KIS 3INRAzZLISR (23SGKSNJ 60SOFdza S (K SwesdeBdBmilarA YA |

pattern; some groups have more connections than others, whereas there are none at all between
others. In group, which relevant issuesiral resilience is addressing, there are the most words.
The most mentioned elements are: economic, environmental, social, changing and hese
elements supplement the previous mesequenty YSYy G A2y SR St SySyda 27
definition.

As llustrated by themost used vertexes and connectignsur stakeholdersdefined rural
NEaAftASYyOS Fay dawdz2NFtf NBaAftASYyOS Aa lFoAfAadGe
challenges (economic, environmental, soogt,.) in rural community / rural area.” Since rural
resilience is a conceptual construct, we are aware that, there coulssbmany articulations of

rural resilience as there are its useasid we proved thatwith figure 6.

4.3 Rural resilience in pracg

Rural resilience features in a large variety of projects, contexts and fields among our survey
respondents.

17

4



Crone Popanmo R=BOUN

il of the European Union Fostering Resilience In Rural Communities
Inlreland the variety and complexity of rural resilience projeate best presented based on the
NEB & LJ2 ¥ R Sd¢cla@desériion® of their own rolesAmong those who are voluntary
community leaders and office holders, rural resilience tends to feature most prominently in
community planningg in both thematic plans (e.g. cultural and heritage development) and-area
based socieconomic planning. They regohaving undertaken surveys (and other forms of
research) to capture levels of resiliengesven if alternate terms were useglas part of the
process of identifying assets and capturing local needs. This cohort of respondents also noted the
link between social and environmental resiliencéAmong LAG/LDC representatives, the
promotion of rural resilience is associated with advandegitorial (area) competitiveness.
These stakeholders also mentioned their work with specific cohorts of people and erthleing
to be resilient and contribute to the resilience strategi®siblic sector stakeholders associate
rural resilience wittseveral interlocking factors including the capacity of the community and
voluntary sector, the ability to adapt to climate changesponsiveness to changing local needs
and demographic vitality. Their responses convey a sense that the promotion of resilience is
medium to longterm and strategic, rather than being an immediately attainable outcome.
Those who responded to the sy in other professional capacities associate rural resilience
with community and aredased planning and the provision of locdevel services The
respondent from the higher education sector reported that the language of resilience is not really
evidentat community level.

Example 1: Environmental advocacy group BEAG (Ireland)

Within the specific context of the locality of which the research was bakedenvironmental
advocacy group BEAG raise local environmental awareness through ongoing stewardship pi
local workshops & events. Consistent opportunities are provided for community involvement tf
local beach cleans & biodiversity initiativesuwcng on a weekly basis. The strong group leaders
and established reputation have promoted benefits beyond the environmental realm, prog
strong social networks through practices which encourage inclusion and belonging. The focug
group is therefore, firstly environmental and secondly social. While other local voluntary group
responsible for wider cultural initiatives and economic development within the community, the
often quite soloed. A more integrative approach between allmanity groups would provide
stronger model of rural resilience.

In Ireland survey respondents were asked to provide an outline or example of good practice in
rural community resilience. The following aspects featured with greatest frequency in their
responses:

1 Bringing life back to communities (ecially places that had been in demographic
decline);
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Promoting intercommunity networking and collaboration (overcoming past rivalries);
Supporting volunteerism and citizen participation;
Improving service provision;
Evidencebased and communitied plaming;
Stakeholder awarenessising;
Raising and leveraging fundigg@nabling projects to happen; and
Integrated and collaborative (institutionally and sectorally) approaches to development.

= =4 4 4 A8 A8 -9

Example 2: Community plan in North Kerry (Ireland)

A small, coastal community in North Kermshich has experienced considerable decline in agricult
out-migration, loss of services and closure of retail. For de¢c#uetocal situation worsened and s€
confidence in the future of the community was very low. The community council had sas®ude
wanted to ensure full community bty as well as agency support. The community rallied around
new committee which enthusiastically engaged professionals to undertake a strategic plan.
completion and launch of their strategic plan, thisnoounity has secured very impressive supp(
from the local authority and from other agencies, the community fully supports the plan, p
feasibility studies have been completed, various grant funding has been secured, matched
fund-raising. Tle committee has taken full advantage of social media and has received exd
support from the diaspora. The committee is actively implementing its strategic plan and has r¢
very good coverage in local and national media. The outcomes of thdisatadi strategic planning
project has received recognition through the International Facilitation Impact Awards.

In Slovenia WNMzNJ € O2 Y Yiemyiresiminly NdStheAfitlds S{0@isE) and food

production and farming Other contextsn whichW NHzNJ £ O 2 Y Y diymieiitidneddd®B:a A f A Sy
digitalisation and smart villages, social issues, environmental issues (climate change, nature
protection., inclusion ofvulnerable groups (youthglder people women etc.), entrepreneurship,

and cultural heritage and events (all n=2). Other fields are education and research, energy,
mobility, traditional skills and knowledge.

In Slovenia, thactors involved imural resilience araddressing

1 Inter-community networking and collaboration on local and sefional level (e.g. LAGs);
Stakeholder&@warenesgaising anccapacitybuilding amongural people;
Interdisciplinary approach in preparimifferent strategiesof rural developmernt
Socialnclusion projects (elderly, youth work in rural areas, etc.);

Fostering agriculture business andstsstainability;

Development of tarismin rural areasand

= =4 4 4 A
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1 Culturalheritage(e.g.food heritage.

Example 3: Taste Gorenjska (Slovenia)

Traditional gastroomy in the Gorenjska region uses the available resources (fields, forests, mej
water, etc.) to create a varied, healthy, sufficient, tasty and charming local diet, although the n
conditions for agriculture are at first siglatre unfavourable forproviding locally produced an
processed food. Various projects and individual actions were revived, promoted and reintrodug
part of food tradition that has been forgotten or has almost stop being uselping to boost both
tourism and sustainablagriculture development.

OEFYLX S nY D2NAO{l . NSbvenig®Art t & NBIA2Yy RSOSt

. NRI' 0A®d S D2NARAO]I . NRI KAffté& NBIA2YyO Aa
example of the cexistence of local popation needs, the preservation of cultural and natural heritg
and the winegrowing landscape, which is a key activity and also allows the development of
service activities, mainly tourism.

Exampléb: Voluntary cassharing in rural areaéSlovenia)

The Sopotnik mobility project & type of voluntary casharing. Sopotniki.org is an organisation 1
intergenerationalkolidarity operating as a ngprofit private body, registered i8lovenia's register o
voluntary organisationslhe aganisition offersfree transport to rural elderlythereby helpngthem
get involved in an active social lifehe ®rviceseeks to prevenisolation and lonelinesamongelderly
people who leave in remote small villages. Sopotniki.org operates on a basiotfeeo drivers of
different ages and occupation§hemajority of them are active pensioners who are still able &g
willing to drive.The ars,fuel and call centreare usually subsidisetly the municipalities in which
Sopotnik service operates. Anothegry similar service in Slovenia is Prostofer.si.

In Portugal the respondentshighlightedfood production, processing and farmin@.g.Arouca

Il ANNO2f I kDS2F22RX a/ | &l RI . NRBLI €k 0, WlhlIstRngK 2 dza S =
connection withtourism (e.g. mountain biking, walking tradsvhere you visit restored milland
sustainability (e.g. climate chang@ntrepreneurshipin rural aea (e.g. creation of your own

Examples: GeoFood project (Portugal)

The Arouca Geopark Association (AGA) has been dynamizing and promoting the agriculturg
YR GKS NBALISOUGAGS F22R  OKproewt, stiergtNahidg® Kith dhi

principles of the GEOfood network. The objective: to link foodtemiory, tourisn and health,
sustainability flavour and, in this way, bring consumers closer to nature, local products and their

and culture.
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job), community planning in thematic plangevents, associations}raditional knowledge

cultural heritageand events (e.gl'eatro de Montemuroandsocial issues (e.g. social isolation of
elderly people).

Across other EU member statéise context andfoci of projectsrelatingto community resilience

(as highlighted by survagspondent$ includedthe prevalence osocial (n=6) issues as well as
food production fi=5). Moreover, topics like digitalisation, education and research, energy and
public services (all n=2) were named repeatedly.

Example8: Neighbourhood Cuisine (Romania)

The "Neighbourhood Cuisine" projeictitiated by the Saschiz Women's Neighbourhood Associg
0KNRdzAK GKS [20Ff ! OGA2y DNRdzZL) 6[ ! DO 5SI f dz
It proved to be a visionary project due to its emergency response in the period generatesl
Coronavirus pandemic. The demand and number of orders turned out to be far above expec
The association facilitated cooperation between actors in the field of agricultural productior
processing in the LAG territory and enabled them to maagetfood products through the creatio
of a short supply chain, with its own direct distribution network. Lastly, the project pron
gastronomic and agtfiood events when the pandemic allowed.

Exampled: Local Economy / Coworking Hub (Latvia)

A publiccoworking hub wastablished and led by civil society and voluntary groups providing a
space to collaborate with local artisans enabling new forms of local economy to arise. Rural he
and knowledge were transmitted and incorporated into modern practices, enablingettiscovery
of traditional artisanship in a new way and for innovative economic fields and markets. This he
and knowledge are specific to the rural areas in question.

4.4 Factors of resilience

Respondents were presented withiat of factors, and they were invited to indicate the extent
to which they perceive these factors contribute to rural community resiliezmog help define
the temporal and spatial scales for investigating resilience in pradiloe following grap(figure

6) summarisesheir responses.

¢ KS G SN)Y WO zomndaifyxelai@dfaclorgf@ature in the factors that respondents
most strongly associate with the promotion of rural community resiliercm@mmunitylevel
action, community networks and community leadershigmore than three quarters of

respondents believe that communiyBSf  § SR FIF O 2NAR O2y G NRAROGdzi S
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community resilience These are followed by communigvel decisioamaking and access to
communitydevelopment supports. Social capital is also recognised as a highly important factor
as is the attainment of balance between people, economy and environmeédther highly rated
factors are social inclusion and coherencé&ood public services and infragtture, the
integration of diverse groups, communidgency networks, and social and cultural diversity
while important, are considered to be of lesser significance in respect of promoting rural
community resilienceThe results indicatéhat the lowestemphasishas beeron the promotion

of diversityc relative to the other factors presented in the questionnaire.

Figure7: Extent to which respondents perceive given factors contribute to rural community resilience.
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Social Capital ]
Community Leadership]
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Community-Agency networksilill
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Enotreally mto a limited extent to some extent mto a large extent

Respondents were also asked to identify which of the factors (listed above) are most significant
in promoting rural community resiliencBigure8 shows the clear consensus among respondents
highlightingsocial capital as the most significant fact@m=50) Community networks (n=23) and
leadership (n=25) follow as the next most relevant criteR@spondents also stated that all

~

these factors are importan® I & 2 hé& arg allinfhdrtant. There is no one solution or
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one formulaLocally leghartnerships are essential, but it's not resilient to be relying on volunteers.
Statutory bodies and public service providers need to honour their side of the social contract with
citizensg Iy 2 ( KS NtheWN® dre Mdpdstahtto some degree in our exprde, but
community leadership and communivel action are where the resilience will come fiom.

Some differences between countries are noticebh Portugal, the balance between people,
economy an environment wadentified as beinghe most relevant This was followedy access

to community development supports and good public services and infrastructure. In Slovenia,
very similar to responses &U levelthe most significant fact@ are social capitaloonmunity
networks and leadershign Ireland, repondents did not want trioritise only for one factor
since all factors are relevant.

Fgure 8: Most significant factors in promoting rural resilience.
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4.5 Barriers

The survey responses reveal some divergence in respect of the perceived barriers to the
attainment of rural community resiliencd&espondents reacted to the open question Warriers
to buildQural community resilience indicating different thematic gpsu

In Ireland,community leaders pointed to blockages and shortcomings in public policy, while
professionals tended to identify barriers and obstacles at the community lev&nong the
barriers most frequently identified by community sector representgiare:1) entralisation of
public services and decisignaking;bureaucracy/ paperwork; an@olicy gaps/ lack of clarity.

¢tKS F2fft26Ay3 02YYSyld A& SYof Sinliigheds t@changeK S A NJ

and adapt to diversity created from pedown approaches to centralised decisioraking
processes, but equally through a shifting of responsibility from state to the individual/community
dzy RSNJ G KS 3dzAaS 2F YSFYyAy3ITFdz LI NIAOALI GAZ2Y

Community sector respondentis Irelandalso highljhtedissuesand barriers in respect of young
people and the need to enable them to live and work in rural areas. In this regard, they
highlighted challenges in getting planning permission to build a family home in the countryside
and small villages (due tuilding regulations and / or lack of wastewater treatment facilities).
Some of the professional stakeholders also referenced this challenge, and they noted that the
absence of young families in rural communities is having detrimental kmodkpacts orocal

a0 NHz2OGdzNBas a20Alt OFLRAGEEE aSNWAOSa o6So3o
organically. They also noted that the lack of young people and new blood in some rural
communities is putting undue pressures on a declining poebhinteers, and this can contribute

to burnout, a decline in creativity and innovative capacity and a lack of diversity in community
structures. In some areas, the housing market (and the proliferation of second homes, holiday
lets and retirement propertig) can mitigate against young families settling in rural areas.

Among the LAG/LDC respondents, the barriers that were most frequently cited inclutbckhe

of a coordinated effort or a strategic approach at local leveThese barriers can be associated
with apathy, leadership deficits and the absence of supports and resources for community
structures. These perspectives are echoed by the freelance community facilitator, who also
specifies how the absence of a plan can be a barrier to the promotion téres.

Across other member statesheNS & LJ2 yréa&ighdtGitl®2 open question on barriers to build
rural community resilience indicating the following five themdizariers

1. Deficient participation and communication(n=5) Rural communities with poor
participatory approaches, lacking spaces for interaction and participation, insufficient
cooperation or a weak sense of belonging tend to be less resilient. A constant flow of
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information is necessary among local stakeholderemable participation and active
contributions to village life.

2. Lack of social capital and community leadersliip=5) Low social capital, more visible as
lack of community networks and weak leadership, is identified as a barrier for building
strong ruralcommunity resilience. Mistrust among actors and the usurpation of the
leadership rolesin the search forand implementation of solutions are also named.

3. Negative mindset or mentality(n=4) PS 2 LJt S é@muni Br&dg@tive attitudes and
lack of ho in the future developments act as a strong hindrance to the building of rural
community resilience. Old structures or old thinking or beliefs like conservatism and
rooted egoism are common inhibiting factors.

4. Politicians,bureaucracy,and decision makingn=4) Politicians are criticised for being
short-sighted, ignorant of foreseeable transformations and lacking respect for local
AYAGALFGADGSE YR LIS2LX S ! RYAYAaAaUGNXdA2y | YR
and burdened wi Ktoxi@ management rituats ®

5. Others (n=7) Finally, respondents brought up other topics and barriers. Some factors
affecting rural communities are considered to undermine their resilience, such as aging
and social isolation. Additionally, the lack of awareness and specific knowledge about
threats and the imbalance between the economenvironmentaland social dimensions
of communities were named. Resistjnigstead of adapting tochange is considered a
mistake often made by communities.

Survey respondents were presented with a list of barriensiral community resilience, and they
were asked tadentify the five most significant factors (from that listT.he figure Synthesises
their responses.
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Figure9: Most significant barriers to rural community resilience, based given list factors and the
possibility to identify five most significant factors.

Over-emphasis on environmental dimensioris
Over-emphasis on social dimensioris
Lack of emphasis on economic dimensidhl
Lack of emphasis on environmental dimensiofiSillll
Lack of emphasis on social dimensioiSi

Over-emphasis on economic dimensioriSH

Lack of technical capacities to address RR (rela
to climate change) th

Lack of aware ness among officials in public bodie
administration h

Difficulties in sustaining networkSIE

Lack of reflection on learnings I

Dominance of strong and established voiceSHEEEE_

Insufficient financial means for bigge—

projects/investments

Lack of support from officials in public bodies—

administration
Local people/ citizens are not included irm
O2YYdzyAdGe I OGAGDAGRA - & dzLJLJ2 NIi  NHzNJ f
Lack of support from policy makersilllms
Lack of awareness among policy make Sl
Local people/citizens are not interested or activate .

0 20 40 60 80
frequency with which barriers were cited

TherdzY 06 SNJ 2y SQ o6F NNASNI 2NJ 26a0l Ot S A& THis2AOF LIS
followed by lack of awareness and support from policy mak&ysalpeople are not included in
community activities that support rural community resiliencgominance of strong and
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establishedvoices lack of support from officials ipublic bodies/ administratiorn insufficient
financial means for bigger projects/investnisyandan over-emphasis on economic dimension.
Compred to the list of most significant barriers (up to 5), the dominance of strong and
established voices is highly rated, especially in Ireland, in other countries it is less idelmtified
Portugal, respandents also emphasised the lack of financial means for bigger
projects/investmentsin Slovenia, the activation of peoplepsrceived to behe main barrier
along with thelong-term sustaining of established networlé&cross the other EU member states
the mostsignificant barrier ishe over-emphasis on economic dimensions.

Figurel0Y Wb dzY d&rids @ yidl@ommunity resilience per country.
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The survey questionnaire invited respondents to identify what needs to be ttbaddress the
particular clallenge(s) they identified. e followingwordcloud (figure 11 summarises their
recommendations; it scales the sizes of words in proportion to the frequency with which they
emerged in responses

27



Co-funded by the — . -
Erasmus+ Programme R — BO LJI N L

of the European Union in Rural C

Figurell: Wordcloud wth recommendations what needs be done to address the particular
challenge(s) they identified.
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Respondents are clear on the need for an emphasis on the commuaityocal voicespeople
and on supporting local actisnand partigpation. They recommend fostering policy milieu
that is supportive of endogenous / communitied rural developmentA clear consensus among
respondents exists about thavic nature of promoting rural community resilienc&hey also
envision changes ipractices at community level, particularly in respect of the following:

Involvingpeopleand community organisations by means of animation and participation;
Enabling more young peopte be active in community leadership;

More dynamism and change aommunity organisations;

Hearing and listening to all voices in the community;

Improved gender balance in community structures; and

Promoting of active citizenship from a young age.

<K<K <K<K L

Respondents also pointed to the needraform and improve mechanisms faupporting and
funding community development and project#\s one respondent remarked

GwdzNJ £ NB ISy S Ndout katnya nafichal Rdliticall Rvel NEhilst rural
rejuvenation and social inclusion are buzz words, in actually fact there is nmgenui
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action for such; it seems a lot of money is wasted through grants to advisors etc. on

projects and projects then deemed unsuitable. It can appear to the volunteer on the

ground that the beneficiaries are not the community but the architects, advisors,

engineers who seem to extort money from Government aided projehts brown

SYy@St 21 A& dzyRSNJ I RAFFSNBY (G 3ITdzh &S ¢
Peripheral and depopulated rural areas in Europe are affected by a whole series of structural
deficits and challenges (employment, povertgueation, healthcare etc.), which can only rarely
be counteracted by citizen involvement and participation alone. Some respondents pointed out
the need for ensuring a balanced allocation of EU funding and policy interventions in these areas.
Ruratproofing mechanisms could be part of the solution but need to be implemented at all levels
of administration.Trustamong actors between levels has to be built to successfully implement
such an approach. In addition, politicians and intermediary orgaoisstfor local, rural and
economic development must be part of this md#ével approach. A specific operationalisation
of resilience in policy with strong links to implementation practice are a precondition for it to
empower communities. If not, resiliena@ins a clear risk of becoming a hollow concept or
catchword.

A stronger culture of debate and dialogue needs to be promoted inside communities themselves.
There also needs to be dialogue between communities, between communities and their local
authorities and between all of these actors and policymakers at higher levels. This can happen

08 YSIya 27F adzLlXxaNshationd, inteneiRitorialyigtviotkg f X § 8 @2 2 LIS NJ
and best practice exchange on the specific topic of building rural contynasilience.

¢tKA&a OFy 0S5 dzydpé&iNgiup in@e/ oppofunifiesifa Kinanting projects of small
f20Ff AYAGALFIOGAOGSEA FYyR 2NHIFIyAaAldA2ya Ay .NHzNI f
Social innovation and strengthening the LEADHR[ 5 | LJeld® rhof@ fattedtioh ® CAYLl f ¢
an important bottleneck to developing more resilient rural communities seems to be the weak
support provided by local and regional administrations in which the rural communities are
embedded. The respondenté Sy G A 2y  lopertmindell and@l flexibde officials in public
bodieg ® ! gl NSySaa FyR F3AftAGe G2 FRIFLWG Aa ySOS:
development support.

Respondents also pointed oatvareness raisingA change of minget can ony be achieved by

continuous awareness raising and strategic communicatio8.t I G Ay 3 (2 GKS A & & dzS§
O2YYdzyAGAS&aéd GKS NBALRYRSyGa adz3iSadiSR AyoSa
focusing on grassroots initiatives that are already prawgisnore resilient ways of developing

the social, economic and ecological dimensions of their communities (e.g. common goad, long

term visioning and planning). Development of education and training, such as REBOUND project,
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also qualify as valid approaches raise awareness and enable communities to start building
resilience.

Respondents also made concrete suggestions regarding actions that can be undertaken at
community level and among agencies / policy makers. The following quotes are indicative in
these regards:

V Conducting regular community consultation and planning projects ensures high levels of
local participation and contribution and can also support partnerghipding with key
stakeholders/ funders etc.;

V Awareness created through a more holisticderstanding of sustainabilityDnly when
you have a strategic overview can you actually make real and sustainable changes;

V Setting up infrastructure, places where people can mspénd time together, socialise,
develop networksand community values;

V Meitheaktype initiates that may unite community’ S Y 6 Sd¢@ Emmunities have
more say and a voice in what happens in their communities;

V Hopefully some social events in which we can push our agenda which is about creating a
KSI NIk ONBN T 2aid shideNd eB<uir¥ Wdzyveryahe plays a part in the
Fdzy OlA2y 2F GKA& LI NIAOdz I NJ ONBNT

V Sustaining of networks in terms of human capital is inextricably linked to thstigueof
dominancy and chang&ustainability in terms of finance is also linked framoint of
relevancy;

V Support communities to identify and measure local need more accurately. The emphasis
should be more on responding to local need and less on chasing programmes, schemes
and funding;

V Involvement of local people in development projectt early stages of implementation,
involvement in analysis preparation and workshops, etc. Mobilising more people, inviting
those who are currently not yet involved in the local community, through various forms
of formal and informal networkirg

V Policy nakers and funders need to listen to local development organisations and
empower and adequately resource the bottom up/community led approach to local
development. A new LEADER programme needs adequate financial resources, and the
seven leader specificitieneed to be implemented.

V Continuous fieldwork and animation.

Spotlighting the diversity of rural communitiesiral areasand placebased approach.

V Qvic voices need to be heard and their initiatives and organisations require stronger
supportandf dzy RAy 3 ® hy S NBa LR yregiyiiies addBppdgash8sRo a LIS O
involvelocals YR 0dzAf R NXzNI £ O2YYdzyAGe NBAATASYyC

<
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V The transformation of the economy to take account of planetary concerns and overcome
the classic growth paradigm were also mengdn

These recommendations coalesce around the promotion of commuleityocal development,

with community leaders embracing and pursuing best practices in terms of citizen engagement /
empowerment, good governance and collaborative planning, and withcypatiakers and
agencies being more visiary, supportive and inclusivéll sets of stakeholders need to place
greater emphasis on integration and on all dimensions of sustainable development.

4.6 Rural resilience addressed in pohlityaking at different levels

Respondents were asked about how the topic of rural community resilience is being addressed
in policymaking at a local, regional, national and European level.

At the local level

At local level, multiple local community activities and structueeklress rural community
resilience mainly throughdifferent community networkingevents,support of local productand
servicesinfrastructure investments, and collaboratigmojectsamong different stakeholders in
variousfields/topics.Many respondents note that currently there is an abundance of challenges
and crises in processes that rural communities are confronSegeralssues need to be solved

in the shortterm, which distracts local policy makers frgrarsuingan integrated ancholistic
approach. Thaveak focus on animatiorwas also criticisedlhe capacity of rural communities
operating at a local level to attract attention and resources from the higher levels of the multi
level administrative and territorial settings is lingkeA mismatch between local needs and
support offered at higher levelsoccurs.A key aspect relies on capable and articulated local
leadershipwhich creates awareness at different levels.

TheLEADERpproachis recognised as a key instrument for buildmgal resilience at the local

level. Through this approach, communities can timeir own ways to implement their ideas and
obtain funding for them.Moreover, some local municipalities implement inclusive budget
practices where communities can participatwith their ideas The critics onural resilience at

local levelare that there igoo0 much focus on administratiorand much less on animation of

territories.

The successfulness of the rural resilignae the local level depends onlocal governance,
leadership, people capacity and trusioreover, volunteers| NB O NalnDtierstaré doing
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the lion's share, and while agencies support us, too much is reliant on individual personalities and
relationships. We need a more systemipra@ach to the promotion of resilienée.

At the regional level

Rural resilienceat regional levelis being addressed to a limited extentRespondents had a
predominantly negative assessment of resilieficeldingin generalat the regional level. One

NB Y I NJ iS Rare adresult of obliging EU polides G Ky | RSt A0SNI S I LI
actors. Intrinsic motivation seems to be lacking

The LEADER/CLhi2thodologyand some specific territorial programmes in peripheral areas
were also mentioned as a good practice in the context of the regional level. Rural resilience is
addressed by Local Action Groups (actually, this is aegibnal level) and promoted Hyodies

such asChambes of Agriculture and Rural Development and by Reglidevelopment Agencies

to some extent.

At the regional level the primary focus is on programmes and on urban spadéelds of action

with a regional scope like climate adaptation or spatial planning play a role in regional
development programmes andontribute to rural community resilience to some extent.
However, some respondents highlighted that the regional decisiaking level is based on and

LINAR Y| NRf& F20dzaSR 2y dzNb |y RS alat@ralinRagdsdae hy S N
shaped by theoutflow of the middle class from urban to rural aréa® [ aGt &z NB
FRYAYA&AGNI GA GBS 0 2apply Sdutionzatdl afefdésignédSwithout @aRing énto

account the local population and therefore not adapted to them and without involvingtad |

population in their design and executéorp

At the regional levelit is even more evident that other challenges are prevailing: R2 y2 0 @K
that the issue of the resilience of rural communities is in the foreground, more focus is at solving
curre i 0 dzNYy Ay 3 AaadzSaoé

At national level

At national level, rural resilience is being addresseshkly/poorly or without an integrated
approach with some exceptionsSeveral commentatord-prde et al 2016, Navarro et al 2016,

h Q5 2y 2 3 K taS8e argued thai communitied and managed local development has been
severely undermined, if not eradicated totally, by the constraining cohesion, integration and
alignment processes that have taken place in European countries over the past decadeor mor
In Ireland this occurred since the collapse of Social Partnership in 2009 and with new legislation
prescribing the reform of local government in 2014. This has resulted in a loss of funding and a
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loss of autonomy forpartnership companies and lack ofwoership of projects by local
communities. Funding priorities are now decided at a central level and community groups must
apply for such funding according to a set of criteria decided elsewhere. Therefore, the space for
locally-led participatory planningand therefore resilience building has narrowed considerably
(ILDN 2017).

Respondents overwhelmingly evaluate the fostering of rural community resilience at the national

policy level as weak, deficient or even rexistent. In some cases, it hagieR S Of | NI G0 A @S y |
I Yy R I hofinfegrated ar synergetic interventions and cooperation among relevant managing
authorities for the European Structural and Investment Fun@&s{ L C0O ¢ ® ¢ KHubic A a
administration, particularly on a middle managent level does not have to fear any
consequences if they do not work or implement national or EU policies. There is a lack of measured
milestones and consequences related to achieving planned résut€ A y I f t 8 5 NBaLRy
added that there is a distaOS 0S06SSyYy (GKS ylFGA2Yy Il flackogfR f 2 Ol
sensitivitg F2NJ f 201t O2yRAGAZ2Y A | YR f Aofteh geBeRatingJ2 & & A 0
rejectiort 2F f20Fft T OG2N&R YR O2YYdzyAGASaod

Q1
Idaly

In many countries, rural resilience is limited to agricultural economic resilience and locally
produced foodSome policies support alternative energy productiaddressing climate changes

or smart solutions in rural ared¥sAtdhe moment, the focus appeato be on energy and
FRRNBdaAy3d OftAYI OGS OKLI y3AS addition én§diy cafdgaigns anl S O 2
events like theEuropeanRural Parliament or advertising campaigns to promote moving to the
countryside were mentioned as good practices promgtiesilience.

At the EU level

TheEuropen Canmission has put lots of emphasis on this topic in the feegrammeperiod,

but there are still many challenges and different understandings at EU/national/local level. Along
the same lines as for the natial level of policymaking, a majority of the respondents consider
that, at the EU levelthe promotion of rural community resilience is being insufficiently
addressed. Specifically, EU policy guidelines tend to be vague and remain a discursive practice
with limited practical implications for rural or regional developmehiie EU has put a lot of
emphasis on this in the last period, but often other priorities come in the focus at national level.
Also, crises change policies fasthe LEADER programmeas the most mentioned as a
European initiative and poligyuilding agenda with practical implications for building rural
community resilienceAmong thementionedexamples of policy makirag EU leveare: LEADER
CLLD National Strategic Rural Frameworki®gional and rural development programmes
Natural hazard prevention plans at a regional leWaral pact and longerm vision for rural areas
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and Smart villagesIn Portugal respondentsalso specifically mentioned themportance of
European Social Fdn

4.7 Future factors

Respondentsvere alsoasked(in a multiple-choicequestion)to describewhat factorswould influence
the resilienceof rural communitiesin the future. Themainresultsare shownin Figurel2 below.

Figurel2: The most and least relevant factors in terms of promoting rural community resilience in future.

Solving conflicts in rural areasilE

Increased level of digital competence to overcome t

Ot 24dNB 2F OSNIFAY NINI P SNA O8Iy R RGNEUSIGENE |, ¢

Co-creation of rural place by activating rural participatidifil
Promoting consensus and building allianceSll
Mitigating climate change [l

Sustainable food production.

Shared responsibilities and co-ownership of resilienci
building processes.

Community well-being. I
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mnotreally mto a limited extent to some extent mto a large extent

According to respondentghe most relevant factor in terms of promoting rural community
resiliencein future is community welbeing Caocreation of ruralplace by activating rural
participation isperceived to bamportant only to some extent. It is more importatd ensure
shared responsibilities and @mwnership of resiliencéuilding procesdmportant factors for the

future are also sustainable foodgutuction, mitigating climate change and promoting consensus
and building alliances. Less relevant factors are increased level of digital competence to
overcome the closure of certain rural services and improve skills for employability and solving
conflictsin rural areas.

An openended questioridentified further factors influencing rural community resilience in the
future. Building strategic partnerships and networking across the board of topics affecting
communities will be relevant, according to respemtls. Inclusion and participation of all
members of the community in shaping their own development path was also mentioned. Lastly,
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becoming more independent of external resources and becoming more@gghised would be

relevant.

4.8 Measuring rural reseince

Rural resilience is difficult to quantifiRespondents proposed various approaches and indicators
to measure rural community resilience. The following summary subdivides them in groups.
Moreover, we can divide indicators in three groups:ifjmediate indicator (e.g. numbers), 2)

medium indicator: increased accessibility and participation and 3}emy indicators: effective
changes, improvement, resilience.

Indicators

Demographic

Net migration, youngage structure (young people returning/staying in rural areas

Economic

Share of population at risk of poverty, number of created opportunities for quali
we20aQ Ay GKS ol Ol1e&FNRX ydzYo SNJ @nf {
coefficient numberof short supply chains,umber of activities to promote local
products and serviceshare of cultivated agricultural landhare of internal and
external financing of different projects, communégtivities, etc.

Social

Number of associations, coomgives, clubsand other civil society organisations
number of active members, participation of community members in meaningful
local roles/occupations, number of new participants every year, level of engage
in community, level of volunteering; level helpfulness in crises, number of
collaboration projects, level of cultural conservation and other approaches for
measuring social capital.

Environmental

Availability/production of renewable energy, green jobs, level of environmental
protection, air,water pollution, biodiversity indicators,

Governance

Existence of a village/community strategy or action plan, capacity to apply proje
funding, capacity to build consensus on strategic priorities, capacity to set straty
targets, share of different entities in implemented projects, level of good workin
relationships with stakeholders, number of innovative projects planned eymng,
number of community facilities, number and diversity of community events.

Other

Happiness and satisfaction index of people in rural areas, number of awards/
recognitions
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4.9 Education and training

Respondents overwhelmingly evaluated thele of education and training asbeing
fundamental for the promotion of rural community resilienceMany have positively
experienced how the capacity and knowledge of citizens and Btdé#iers developed in the

context of capacity building, training and education in different thematic contexts: smart villages
and digitalisation, innovative agricultural practices, supplementary activities on farm, rural
tourism, renewable energy, transfotional practices, cooperatives and employment, climate
change, heritage, feminism and female empowerment as well as social innovalioiss.
important to start with educational activities at early stages of school and continue during higher
education OreNB & LJ2 y R Sy (i MyDaintdhf viewys3hat Yesiléence is closely linked to the
aliAfta GKIFIG LS2LXS KFEFGS TyR GKIFG 6S | OljdzA NB =

Education and training also help to build social capital among participaites, members of the

same community &9 RdzOF A2y A& GKS o06Sad sle (2 RSOSH
AYAGALF GA@Sa | yDRCUuSSNG leainkig neddand ifispirkiy/ eRangiés also empowers
people and communities who are beneficiaries of sadhcation and training frameworks.

One respondent stressed the importance of educating people about ideals and value concepts
& dzOK oriéntatioy towéards the common good and leteym development, democratic and
environmental values as well as sogatticipation (how to organise collectively, how to make
collective decisions, how to devise and design collective projects and how to seek resources and
implement these collective projecisyp

Asked specifically aboutapacity building and community devepment, respondents also

confirmed the relevance of these factors for building stronger and more resilient rural
communitesP hy S LISNE2Y NI Yit NJaSrcornkition. Dislitagiateq antl &  a
unaware communities cannot be resilién®® / I LIditylediables aomamunity members and
organisations to implement projects effectively, conferring the necessary knowledge and abilities
onthem® L {infllefcészhe biehaviour of people and empowers themNB A Yy F2 NOA y 3 (K
2T ORYTFRA RS ¥ 2Ielistto Huildl nelwinetworks and support development progedbs

Other respondents identify a clear link between community or capacity building and the
strengthening of social capital as a main driver for more resilient rural communities. Lastly,
capaciy building and community development contribute to more s#dtermination and sel
STFAOIOe 2F O2YYdzyAlUASas loftheiowhfyiide andkeSikenégd®2 G I { ¢
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5 Qualitativeapproach towards analysing needs of rural communities to
determine what is required to improve their resilience

For deeper analysis of statd the rural resilience and community wdléing additionakighteen
interviews (six in Ireland, six in Slovenia, three in Portugal and threther EUmember state}

were conducted. The maitopicsdiscussed in the interviews werg) factors of rural resilience
(What promotes rural resiliencg??2) challenges and barris for rural resilience3) indeep
description of one good practise and 4) recommendations for REBOUND and for education and
training providers.

In promoting rural resiliencethe main factors are:

1 acknowledging change and egoing capacity buildinge.g. trainingsdor empowering
rural communities on different topig¢s

1 animation activities and engaging with local®.g. events), with equity of access to
services, working on collaboration potential, which is highly based on mutual trust and
building canmon community values, synchronizing visions of rural community
development;

1 local service provision with a community structutéat is an umbrella body and which
supports community development in a cluster of communities

1 good governancde.g. having articipative structurejplong withlocal ownership

Rural resilience is mainly promoted by-c®ation of Local Development Strategy and/or
designing common strategy of developmeht.respect of defining resilient rural community

we can quote one of tB A y (i S NI® fleSbleScBhesive community where the actors know
SIOK 204KSNE (1y2¢ GKSANI NBf Sa | yFrofessfosaliwiarkingll K S
for a statutory / public service body, 2022

Challenges and barrieff®r rural resilience:

1 Ageing populationand outmigration,resulting ina lack of innovationsundersupply of
specific servicedack ofagricultural rejuvenation

1 Lack of employmentespecially lack of weflaid employment for young peoptesulting
in out-migration, poverty,

1 Lack of youth (involvement) some people being reluctant to let power gesistance to
changes lack of access to professional supports, also strong centralistaion in some
countries;

1 Climate changesatural hazards and other differeenvironmental pressures
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1 Health issuegmental health, covid)especially in remote rural areas rural isolation /
loneliness

1 Administrative barriers and bureaucratisatiorfe.g. LEADER)d

1 Lack offinancial meansfor supporting (investments) projects and initiatives in rural
areas huge reliance on shorterm programmes(being programme driven)a high
competition for funds(e. competing forscarce resourcebetween powerful, usually
public bodies, and weaker stakoldersg individuals).

Educations and training recommendations:

examples of god practicesand practice-basedlearning

communication, how to talk to community

facilitation and animation skillstakeholder mapping and engagement,
marketing andoromotion for communities, promoting connected communities,
outreach programmes for those who are deprived of certain services and rights,
project management and business skills,

1 models of good governance.

=4 =4 4 -4 A 2

Figurel3: Key findingin interviews
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In order to promotediscussion of previous results aadieeper analysis fostate-of-the art of
rural4 focus groupsgach in a single member stateere organisedlhere topics were discussed:

1) Is rural community resilience increasimggcreasing or staying the same?
2) The role of public poligy
3) The contribution of education and training

The awareness about the concept of rural community resilience is increasing, but in the
implementation, there argpeaks and troughsin Ireland, increasg of rural resilience is evident

in respect of cultural resilience, including use of the Irish language, and in respect of community
development activities. Declines / decreases are evident in respect of local service provision
(especially health) Simiar in other countries, there areconsiderable differences among
communitiesSome communities have vision / plans, but others do Some stakeholderg individuals

are very preactive,whilst others need lots o€ontinuous support of enabling environment.

Stakeholders generally believe thatirrent policies are not conducivéo rural community
resilienceenoughand are laggingquoting one participantt h ¥ Sy L2t AOA Sa | NB
NBaAftASYydG FIFOG2NAR 2y RA.GReNBaSvar@pdf polkiSsis thitiey 0 | NB
are not placebased, mordailor-made policy for rural communities is need. On the other hand,

policy approaches by themselves are not likely to motivate rural communities to be reflective

and innovative. Policy mechanisms flistributing and multiplying good examples and successful
approaches are missing/idely recognised tool for rural resilience is LEADER approach.

Figureld: Example of focus group findings in Slovenia.
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6 Analysis of strategiand operational documents on rural resilience at local,
national and at a European level

Tablel: Collected gamplesof instruments and documents rural resiliencat different levels\ y’

Ireland, SI: Slovenia, PT: Portugal)

LI NIy SRR &

EU

National

Local and regional

LEADER/CLLD

National Planning Frameworkg(l

Local Development Companies
and Local Development Initiative
with Local Development
StrategieqIE)

European Agricultural Fund
for Rural Development

Climate Action (g

Local Development Strategy of
Local Action Group (PT, &) |

European Regional
Development Fund

Our Rural Future ()E

Local Contracts of Social
Development (CLDS) (PT)

European Social Fund

Portugal 2030 Strategy (PT)

Business Creation Suppa
Methodology - Creation of
companies in rural areas (CRE
(PT)

European Maritime,
Fisheries and Aquaculture
Fund

CAP Strategic Plan 2062827 (PT,
Sl)

PROVERE: Program for ft
Economic  Enhancement ¢
Endogenous Resources (PT)

Smart Villages

Rural Development Programme
2020, 20222027 (PT, SI)

Entrepreneurship in Rural Areas
in the Northern Region (EMER
(PT)

Longterm vision for EU rural
areas: stronger, connected,
resilient and prosperous

Interior
(PT)

Enhancement Prograr

+CO3S0 (PT)

Rural Pact

Recovery and Resilience Plah (§

Qualifica Program (PT)

Longterm Development
Programme of Municipality (SI)

Regional Development
Programmes (SI)

40

02 dzy G NR S



Eroamuss Programme R=BOUN

of the European Union Fostering Resilience in Rural Communities

6.1 EU level

¢tKS GSNY GNBaAftASYyOS¢ KlIa 2yteée NBOSyidte YIRS
GwdzNF £ LYyaLIANIGAZ2Y ! 6 NRaé 2NHIYAASR o0& (KS
categoryofa WS a At A Sy G Cdzi dzZNB & ¢  KprevioushSpfojéctslddblng Bifi i & A y
NEaAfASYyOS 4SNBE OflFadaAFASR dzy RSNJ 20 KSNJ OF 1S321
I RILJG I 4 A 2 Vhdhe Rurah Bemelopment Regulation (RDR) adopte0il3, the term
GNBaAft ASyOSe 2N) aNBaAtASyadéed Aa dzaSR 2yfteée Ay
connection with forestry production. Even in the next generation of EU funding, the RDR adopted

AY Hnaum GFf1a YFEAYyfe2NoeNBaxNE&YKTE ABIYNY & SN 024 §
developed in 2021 to implement the Long Term Vision of EU Rural Areas, one of the four building
of201a Aa OFfftSR awSaAftASyd wdzNFf ! NBrhoke¢ | yR
resilienti 2 Ot AYIF 0SS OKIy3ST yIGdANIf KIFITIFNR& yR S0O2
In spite of this relatively recent emergence of the concept in EU policies, a considerable range of
policy instruments can support activities and initiatives to build up commumisilience in EU

rural areas. Instruments and some initiative#l be discussed in the following sections.

6.1.1 LEADER/CLLD

LEADER/CLLD is recognisethasmost important funding sourcdor rural resilienceLEADER

OFNRY (GKS CNBYOK G[AlFIA&A2Yy E6906RBY 2 013 2 NHNIRS S R:
0SU6SSY | OGAGAGASEA F2N 0 fBodute8 Grcd @Yy s a2 ¥ NI
G/ 2YYdzyAle LYAGAIFIGADGSE FAYlIYOSR RANBOGf& o0&
was included in national or regional RuDevelopment Programmes financed by the European
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRR)astdesigned to address the lack of success

2T aYlFIAYAGNBFYE NBIA2YyIE LRfAOASaAaY gKAOK RAR
and regions, ery often rural, and their richer neighbours. The LEADER approach capitalises on

the endogenous potential of rural areas and communities, which are able to generate innovation

and growth when given the freedom to decide what they want to do in their anshlow they

would do it The initial phase of LEADER as a Community Initiative {I38) has led to the
establishment of certain principles which must be met in order for local development in rural

1 Source: https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/newavents/events/ruralinspiration-awards/ruratinspirationawards2022
the-future-is-youth_en
2 https://rural-vision.europa.eu/actiorplan_en
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FNBla (2 0S8 adz00SaafdzZ oa 8®S
LEADER and include:

VW SLINNBOARISE & YBRI ©

1 The bottomup approach: the local community initiates the development activities in its
area and takes key decisions such as the preparation of the local strategy or the selection
and implementaion of projects;

1 The areabased approach: it is the local community that defines the area which they want
to develop, and the public funding is directed to this area as a whole, and not to individual
sectors of the economy;

1 The partnership approach: locattors (from the public, private and NGO sectors) work
together and jointly decide what is needed for their area, without any of them dominating
the others; such partnerships are called Local Action Groups (LAGS);

1 Multi-sectoral integration: the activitiesupported by LEADER have to be interrelated and
form a coherent whole, capitalising on linkages between sectors to achieve synergies and
potential multiplier effects;

1 Innovation: local actors are encouraged to seek new solutions to the local challeimges; t
refers not only to the projects supported, but also to innovative methods of community
involvement and animation;

1 Decentralisation of decisiemaking: this was considered one of the key success factors
of LEADER, by moving away from decisions hieken at the level of national or regional
Managing Authorities and giving the full power to the local level,

1 Networking and cooperatianit is important that local actors do not feel they are isolated
with their problems butare in contact with other areas across the EU who face similar
challenges and with whom they can jointly explore possible solutions; this involves
exchanges and learning from each other (networking) as well as implemegpiimtg
projects (cooperatior.

The LEADER approach was generally recognised as an effective method of local development in
rural areas, and evaluation results showed its high capacity to involve local actors and strengthen
local economies. From the year 2000 LEADER has been applialtl konds of rural areas across

the EU, and sinc2007 it has become mandatory for all Rural Development Programmes. Thus,

3Ina number of recenpublications, the last two features, networking andoperation, are presented as two

ASLI NFGS LINAYOALX S&a 6KAE S -WKBAYBAYyD2AYBEEA 532 a REDSWIWIST NI
unfortunately, to some extent the reality of LEADER implementation across the EU, where with successive editi

of the approach the autonomy of the local actors was often reduced due to administrative considerations.

4 See for example thExpost evaluation of the Community Initiative LEADERO03)
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in all Member States and regions which use EAFRD funding, the Managing Authorities must
allocate at least 5% of the rural developmdmidget to LEADER. There are member states where
100% of rural areas are covered by LA€g. Slovenia).

One of the key characteristics of LEADER is the fact that once the local development strategy has
been approved, the local partnership receives ddpet (from EAFRIERDF or EMKRh national
co-financing) andan support individual projects, implemented by public or private actors (or by
the LAG itself). The selection of projects takes place at the level of the local partnership.
Beneficiaries recege advice and guidance from the LAG on how to prepare project applications,
and also during the implementation and reporting phase. Very often projects supported by
LEADER are quite small and are implemented by beneficiaries that do not typically apply for
mainstream EU funding schemes.

Following the successful application of territorial approaches to rural development, since 2007

the same method can also be applied to coastal areas and can be financed with the European
FisheriesFund (now called the Europe Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund, EMFAF).
Since 2014 the range of EU Funds where CLLD could be implemented has been extended to cover
also the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), the European Social Fund (ESF) and, since
2021, also the &t Transition Fund (JTF). In these Funds, the approach is no longer called LEADER
6aAyO0S (GKA&a ONRByYyeyY Aa &aLISOATAOIf f eledfiLbcl] SR &
5SSt 2LIYSyi¢ o6/ [ [ passiblefoinaieSoneilocal stratdguiith SeverallEU a 2
Funds The application ofLLD in EAFRD is mandgtand managing authorities have to allocate
at least 5% of total rural development budget to LEADER. In &hels CLLD is not mandatory
and Managing Authorities can decide if they wamtuise this approach or not, and under which
fund. In programming perid 20142020, LEDER/CLItDPortugalis fundedby all four European
structural and investment funds, in Slovenia thyee funds EAFRD, ERDF and EME&AdF in
Portugal by two funds: EAFRDBd EMFF.

Table2Y 9 dzNRB LIS Yy &0 NHzOGdzNI £ |y R Ay @Saly hprogramomfgRa A Y
period 20142020

European structural and .
. Slovenia Portugal Ireland
investment funds
EAFRD n n n
EMFF n n n
ESF n
ERDF n n
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In the 20142020 period, there were 2830 LAGs in rural arefasy of which 2206 were funded
exclusively by the EAFRD and the remaining 624 were multif@ndgdthe time of writing

(December 2022), the selection of LAiGisrural development programmes for 2022027 has

not started yet in most member states.

6.1.2 Otherinstrumentsof the EU funds

While LEADER/CLLD is generally recognised as the most important funding source for rural
resilience, there are also other measures/pri@giof EU funds which can be used to support
rural communities in becoming more resilient. TE®ropean Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development(EAFRD) envisages support for such activities as, for exaiperestments in
broadband and flood protectionnfrastructure,2) RA GSNEAFE@AY 3 FI N¥SNEQ
agricultural activities3) support to producer organisations, producer groups and cooperation for
innovative solutions along the food value chathjnformation, knowledge sharing and advisory
sewices, especially targeting the protection of nature, environment and climaiduding
environmental education and awareness actions and the development of rural businesses and
communities.

Resources of the Ewpean Regional Development Fund (ERDF), geam Maritime and
Fisheries Fund (EMFBnd the European Social Fu@&SFran be used occasionallyy rural
communities to finance, for example, infrastructural investments, business development, or
support to facilitate employment of vulnerable groups.

However, the availability of these funding sources for rural communities depends on decisions of
national and regional authorities for whom rural development is seldom considered a priority.
The main target of EAFRD funding remains support to agriculpnaducers and their
organisations, while ERDF and ESF funding is very often concentrated in big cities and- on large
scale projects, for efficiency reasons or as a result of political power play. Thus, rural communities
often struggle to find funding soursghat would be adapted to their needs. This is reflected in
many responses of the stakeholder survey preseraidve

5Basedon: https://ldnet.eu/implementing-cohesionpolicy-fundsthrough-multi-fund-clid/
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6.1.3 Other rameworks initiativesand strategies

Smart Villagesnitiative

Smart Villages in the EU started from hlglel policydiscussions. Following an initiative by some
members of the European Parliament, three European Commissioners (for Agriculture, Regional
t2f A0 YR az2o0AftAide |yR ¢NIyaL} NI On 2017dzy OKSR
However, many rural communitsehave applied innovative solutions to specific challenges they
GSNBE FFEOAYy3 F2NI I f2y3 GAYSE f2y3 0STF2NB (KS

According to a working definition developed in 2019,

G{YINI =xAftlF3aSa | NBE O2YY inbovaiva Solutions yo NIzNJI f |

improve their resilience, building on local strengths and opportunities. They rely on a

participatory approach to develop and implement their strategy to improve their

economic, social and/or environmental conditions, in particidgr mobilising

solutions offered by digital technologies. Smart Villages benefit from cooperation and

alliances with other communities and actors in rural and urban areas. The initiation

and the implementation of Smart Village strategies may build on egigtitiatives

YR Oty 06S FTdzyRSR o6& | QGIFNASGe 2F LWzt AO Iy
¢tKAAa f2y3 RSTAYAGA2Y aKz2ga GKIFG AG Aa y204 SI a
or not. The use of digital toolsg KA OK A& SaaSydAlHNIA yQKimtSS 2@2 y O S
decisive factor, although many Smart Villages rely on them. Among the topics often addressed
by smart villages are the following: 1) digitisation of rural areas; 2) innovation in rural services, 3)
renewable energy, 4) environmentalistainability, 5) urbanural linkages, 6) asstiased value
chains (agricultural and/or neagricultural)’

In practice, Smart Villages are different from other rural policy tools mentioned in this report in
thattheyR2 y Qi K I @BSsodiated vddhens iilis up to managing authorities at national

or regional level to find an appropriate funding mechanism for such initiatives. Many member
states are planning to use LEADER/CLLD to support Smart Villages. For example, in Poland,
LEADER LAGs can prewdall grants (a little over EUR 1.000) to villagéiseir area interested

in developing a Smart Village action plan. Later, projects contributing to these action plans will
be able to apply for LEADER funding and will be prioritised in the selectioegst

6 See:https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/smarand-competitiverural-areas/smarivillages/smarivillagesportal_en
7 Sourcehttps://enrd.ec.europa.eu/sites/default/files/tg_smastillages scopingaper draft.pdf
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Longtermvisk 2y F2NJ 0 KS 9! Q& NMXzNI f | NBI &

Following a public consultation launched in September 2020, in 2022, the European Commission
presented an action plan for sustainable, cohesive and integrated rural developwiggre the

term ofresilience is clearly emphasisesdintifies four areas of actiom EY with the following
objectives: 1) Stronger: empowering rural communities with access to services and social
innovation; 2) Connected: improving connectivity in terms of transpod digital access; 3)
Resilient: conservation of natural resources and ecological agriculture, against climate change; 4)
Prosperous: diversifying economic activities and adding value to agriculturdpadractivities

and agritourism.

Rural Pact

The Riral Pactis a framework for cooperation. firomotes cooperation betweerturopean,

national, regional and local governments, civil society organisations, businesses, academics and
citizens to a rural vision. The objectives are: 1) amplifying rural vaimmdring them higher on

the political agenda; 2) structuring and enabling networking, collaboration and mutual learning;

3) encouraging and monitoring voluntary commitments to act for the vidiooontributes to

achieving the shared goals of the Comnuanion outlining the longi SNY @A aA 2y F2NJ (K
areas.

6.2 National level

The use of thél SN G NB & At A Sy OSoddsyandysuaflylugey in the chigekt 5fOA S &
climate resilience (e.g. Climate Action in Irelaaddl farming resiliencéoften initiated byCABR.

Recently, the term resiliendeasmade way to most of national policies withiationalrecovery

and resilience lansafter COVIEL9 epidemig initiated by European Commission and prepared

by each country.

In Ireland, it was developed the framewarkOur Rural Future: Rural Development Policy 2021

2025.¢ NF YaFSNI 2F (GKS GSN)XY WNBaAtASYyOSQ Ay vyl Ga
(comparing to Slovenia and Ireland@nd itis used in strategiclocumentsPortugal 20300
GSYyadz2NB 3INBIFGSNI NBaAfASyOS | yR ¢02K\SReRRIZ 420
Development Programmeg A G KAY 2y S 2F GKS F2dzNJ Y 22NJ | NBI
development and resilienée ®

Despitethefacti K G dz&S 2F (G KS 0GSNY aNBa& afdafidr/iriStéd Ay VY I
by frameworks at EU levetonsiderable range of operational documents and strategies
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national level can support activities and initiatives to build up rural commursilience
Addressed fields alural resilience in strategic and operational documenrtsnational level are:

- promoting even regional development g.g. National Planning Framework Ireland
Regional Development Programmes in Slovemmerior Enhancerant Programme in
Portuga);

- sustainability of agriculture and development of innovative farming practiegs (ational
CAP strategic plans);

- climate changes (e.g. Climate Action in Ireland);

- business, employment and social inclusion (e.g. Portugal 30afegy)and

- rural development (Our Rural Future: Rural Development Policy-2023 in Ireland, Rural
DevelopmentProgrammaen Slovenia and Portugal)

Specific documents per country are described in the following section.

6.2.1 Ireland

National Planning Framework

LNBflYyRQa blraAaz2ylFft tfl yy Ay Farcinigpoicg drdlbdningaibdt CO N,
development over a twentyear period (to 2040). During this period, it is anticipated that

LNEf | YyRQa& LJ2 Lzt | pprox@matelgond rhilliod, Yird KhiE NRF $rovidés far the

spatial distribution of that population along with the associated infrastructure and services. The

NPF acknowledges the need for more balanced regional development in Ireland, and it notes the
importay OS 2 F Kl @Ay3a O02dzy iSNbIflyoOoSa (2 (GKS 3IANRS
secondtier cities (Cork, Limerick, Galway and Waterford) are charged with absorbing at least half

the anticipated population increase between 2020 and 2040. The NPF alsesmdignificant

emphasis on crossorder cooperation with Northern Ireland, including investing in
infrastructure in the Border Regianwhich is predominantly a rural region. The NPF is a very
AAIAYATAOF YOG LIt AO& R2O0dzYS ¢ni plan (NDR) hds Kéerh aligh€dQa v |
with it. Thus, public policy is characterised by a high degree of coherence between spatial and
sectoral objectives, as NDP investments have to be in line with NPF objectives.

¢KS bt CQa O promotng rédoyfall deibopment and to arresting the exponential

growth of Dublin, at the expense of other regions, offer opportunities for rural communities. The

bt CQa aidNIXGiS3aA0 202S0GAGSa YR LINA2NRGASA N
Development Goals (UNSDGand they include compact growth (including consolidating rural

towns and villages), enhancing regional accessibility and improving public transport. The NPF
LINE ARSAa FT2NI Ay@SaldyYSyd Ay LNBflFYyRQa KBNAGE IS
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of environmental resources. The NPF envisages investing in soft infrastructure and human
capital, including lifdong education, childcare and health services. It contains a dedicated
chapter and set of commitments in respect of rural economic amdroanity development and

WNHzNF £ RS@St2LIYSydQ Aa I yFrYSR Ay@SadyYSyid LINR

The National Planning Framework is a legal document; it has legislative status, and it makes
statutory provision for the formulation of three regional spatial and economic sgiag2(RSESS).
tKSaS KIS 0SSy F2NXNdzZ I § SR 0 &thelEdseinl&yWRIArds (1 K NS ¢
Regional Assembly, the Southern Regional Assembly and Northern and Western Regional
Assembly. The RSESs outline how the NPF will be delivered ataldgiel, and they present
demographic targets, strategic priorities and spatial planning considerations that are binding on

all local authorities. Thus, county development plans are, as they are being formulated, aligning

with their relevant RSES. EaRBES notes the assets and potential of their constituent local
authority and sukcounty areas, and they envisage several iteanty collaborations and
transboundary initiatives.

Since the coming on stream of the NPF (2018) and the RSES (2020), taevesiiment has put

in place a corresponding investment framework. The Rural Regeneration and Development Fund
provides for investment in rural territories; it is administered by the Ministry for Rural and
Community Developmeng with most projects being fe-selected or put forward by county

councils. As a result, there have been several notable investments in environmental and
infrastructural works in rural towns and villages. The Ministry has operated a dedicated funding
programme for community centregnd it is supporting the rollout of ICT infrastructure in rural
O2YYdzy AGASADd wdzNF £ &dl {SK2ft RSNA OFy Ffaz2 || LI
disruptive technologies funds.

Climate Action

LNEflyRQa /tAYFGS | Olrdandsys féllanwstitadkihg dimatebrédkiivia Sa T
a national climate policy; adapting to climate breakdown; EU and international climate action;
and climate science. The National Climate Policy establishes the national objective of achieving
a competitive, lav-carbon, climateresilient and environmentally sustainable economy by 2050.

It includes significant carbereduction targetsc to 80% of 1990 levels, and it makes specific
provisions in respect of the rural economy. Consequently, there is considenalblie debate

about sustainable food production, including the possible culling of the nationalgterceduce
methane levels. Rural communities are also being affected by the transition to -aadran
society, and they are currently adapting to restions on the harvesting and sale of turf. At the
same time, opportunities are emerging, as rural communities benefit from improved bus services
(to discourage car use) and the retrofitting / insulation of community buildings.

Our Rural Future: Rural Dedepment Policy 20212025
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development of rural Ireland in the period 202025.

6.2.2 Portugal

Portugal 2030 Strategy

The Portugal 2030 Strategy is a prognaedbasedon strategic axesvith a view toadvancinghe
country's economic and social development over the next decade, embodying the vision of
recovering the economy and protecting employmenhile making the next decade a period of
recovery and convergence obRugal with the EU to ensure greater resilience and cohesion
social and territorial.

It represents a strategic reference for the various policy instruments, such as the Recovery and
Resilience Plan (RRP) and the next Mdar Financial Framework (MR©212027, in order to
adequately respond to the global challenges ahe@us strategy is structured around four
thematic agendas central to the development of the economy, society and territory of Portugal
by 2030: 1) People first: a better demographiglance, greater inclusion, less inequality; 2)
Digitalization, innovation and qualifications as engines of development, 3) Climate transition and
resource sustainability; 4) An externally competitive and internally cohesive country.

CAP Strategic Plan 26-2027

An active management of the whole territglyased on an innovative and sustainable agricultural
and forestry productionis the vision that summarizes the national strategy included in the
Common Agricultural Policy Strategic Plan (PEPAC) faretted 20232027. The resilience of
the soil resource with agricultural, forestry and agroforestry use throughout the territory is a
necessary condition to achieve the objectives of the CAP in Portugal.

Rural Development Programme 2020

The RDP 2020 is thimancial instrument that, through the EAFRD, supports the agroforestry
sector and rural development in mainland Portugal, complementing the other instruments of the
Common Agricultural Policy, Cohesion Pobry the Common Fisheries Policframed in
Pottugal 2020. The guiding principles of the RDP 2020 are the sustainable growth of agroforestry
activities throughout the country, through measures, actions and operations integrated into four
major areas of intervention: 1) innovation and knowledge; 2) cetiipeness and production
organization; 3) environment, efficiency in the use of resources and climate; 4) local development
and resilience.
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Interior Enhancement Program

Territorial cohesion policy, with regard to valuing the interior, is based on dorgeterritorial
asymmetries, by attracting investment to the interior, diversifying and qualifying the productive
fabric associated with stimulating entrepreneurial and business capacity, taking advantage of the
endogenous potential, the promotion of theettlement of people in the interior territories and

the affirmation of crosdorder territories. The four areas of intervention are: 1) Valuing the
Endogenous Resources and Entrepreneurial Capacity of the Interior, 2) Promotindp@ess
Cooperation fo the Internationalization of Goods and Services, 3) Attracting Investment and
Settling People in the Countryside, 4) Making the Interior Territories more Competitive.

6.2.3 Slovenia

At the rational level, in 2021the government adopted the nationdRecoveryand Resilience

Plan(RRP) which serves as the basis for drawing on the funding available under the Recovery and
wSaAfASYOS CdzyR o6wwCO® ¢KA& Aa GKS I NBSad 7
Resilience Package Next GeneratioruBterwhich Sleenia is also eligible to funding under the

ReactEU initiative, the Just Transition Fund and Rural Development. In its RRP Slovenia has
identified development areas and the related reforms and investments that will help mitigate

the negative economic angbcial impacts of the COVI® epidemic and prepare the country for

the challenges related to green and digital transitipnf 2 Sy Al Qa wwt Sy @Aaal 3S:
Mdy oO0AffA2Y Ay ANIydGa FyR I 3I22R 9! w20@®).c YAff
{t20SYyAl Qa wwt RS@St2LIYSyld FINBFra IyR 02YLRYyS)
sustainable renovation of buildings, clean and safe environment, sustainable mobility, circular
economy), digital transformation (of the economy and publict®@c smart, sustainable and

inclusive growth (RDI, raising productivity, labour market, sustainable development for tourism,
including cultural heritage, enhancing competencies, effective public institutions), healthcare

and social security, including lgii SNY O NB | yR a420Alf K2dzaAy3a 6w
2022).

6.3 Local/regional level

At local and sulsegionallevelin Europe, thevidelyrecognisedool for enhancing ruralesilience
is LEADER/CLLD. Local communities are organised as LawalGkoups, Local Development
Companies or Local Development Initiativ®sher mentioned frameworkat localand regional
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level are: Longerm Development Programme of MunicipalitigSlovenia)and Regional
Development Programmes (Slovenil).Portugal,also European S@d Fund is playing crucial
role in rural community resilience within different programmes at local and regional level.

6.3.1 Ireland

Local Development Companies and Local Development Initiatives

There areforty-nine local development compaes (LDC}ycurrently operational in Ireland. They
are tasked with building inclusive, vibrant communities and also with offering and providing
better life chances for people in eachunty/ sub-regionof Ireland.

The LDCs are tasked with assistomnmunities and disadvantaged persons or groups with
personal development and wabeing initiatives. They also tackle social exclusion in their areas
of operation. They provide employment training and placement for unemployed people or
people wishing to e-enter the workplace. The LDCs are extremely skilled and experienced in
developing and advising on local enterprise and social enterprise. More recently the LDCs have
been involved in tackling areas related to the natural environment and in taking @ctioitigate

the effects of climate change. All of this work is conducted using the principles and
methodologies associated with a community development approach.

LDCs are nefr-profit, volunteerled organisations. Their ethos is bottemp, led by local eeds

and opportunities, taking a holistic view of the individuals they serve and the community. In
general their modes of working andervices are integrated; this means that employment
supports, enterprise grants, social inclusion, training,dvelhg and environmental supports are

all available through an LDC. According to the ILDN (Irish Local Development Nehedrk)Cs
operate 150 different programmes throughout Ireland. Egamplethe SICAP or Social Inclusion
Community Activation Programme, ldeered by the LDCs has a budget4® million. It ran from
2018 to the end of 2022.

The LEADER Programme is one of the key intervention®uof Rural Futurethe Irish
D2OSNYYSyiQa t2tA0e epdddmididdeliverdd Sydesty-rdneycsly i @ ¢ K
action groupgLAGs#across the countrywhich for the most part comprise the Local Community
Development Committe@ CDCas the LAG, with thiacal authority as financial partner and the

local development company.DG as implementing partnern gevious LEADER programmes

the LDC was the LAG responsible for the delivery of the programme in their respectivé area.
transitionalLEADERNE2 I N} YYS OFYS Ayid2 STFFSOG 2y mad ! LN
been allocated from the programme to support rural communities and private enterprises over

2021 and 2022.
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6.3.2 Portugal

Local Development Strategs¢ LAG ADRIMAG

The strategic instrumedrundertaken by the LAG is the LEADER/CLLD approach. LAG ADRIMAG
has great experience implementing the different LEADER programmes since the beginning:
LEADER 1, LEADER II, LEADER+, PRODER and currently CLLD. -Basechubibgal
Development (CLLD) isertitorial approach, through whiclocal development strategigd.DS)

are implemented, designed by Local Action Groups (LAGS) with a close connection to the social,
economic and institutional fabric of each territory, aimed at the development, diversdicand
competitiveness of the economy and the improvement of the living conditions of populations.

Snce this is a strategy for a vast territory of potential, but with a set of weaknesses that need to
be mitigated or eliminated, and taking into accouhetbottomup intervention model used in

the design of the strategy, ADRIMAG intends to be more involved in its implementation possible
not only from the municipalities, but from all local agents, public and priaaters.

ADRIMAG has defined a set ofopities: 1) Researgimnnovation and technological development

2) Promotion of economic competitivenesh Dynamization and profitability of the agricultural
and forestry sectors4) Sustainable tourism developmei) Conservation and enhancement of
natural and cultural heritage6) Fostering human capital) Promotion of social inclusion and
employment and 8) Cooperation and animation of the territory.

Local Contracts of Social Development (CLDS)

The CLDS programe aims to promote the social inclusion of populatioohorts that are most
likely to experiencesocial fragilityor exclusionin a given territory The programme mobilises
integrated actiols amongvarious agents and locally available resources, constitittiedf as an
instrument to combat social exclusion strongly marked by a proximity intervention carried out in
partnership, in order tarealise the followingl) increase the levels of social cohesion of the
municipalities that are the object of interveoti, promoting changes in their soeierritorial
situation; 2) focus intervention on population groups that in each territory show more significant
weaknesses, promoting change in the situation of people taking into account their vulnerability
factors; 3)strengthen the pooling of efforts between the public and private sectors in the
promotion and execution of projects through the mobilization of local actors from different
backgrounds; 4) strengthen the connection between the interventions to be develapédhe
different existing planning instruments of a municipal dimension.
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Business Creation Support Methodolog¥reation of companies in rural areas (CRER)

The CRER Methodology is an integrated methodology for monitoring the entrepreneur's project,
which is divided into three phases: 1) information and awareness of entrepreneurship and

business creation; 2) maturation and finalization of business creation projects; 3) accompaniment
in the elaboration of business plans; 4) testing and experimentatfdusiness ideas.

PROVERE: Program for the Economic Enhancement of Endogenous Resources

PROVERE is a territoridiigsed economic enhancement strategy aimed specifically at low
density spaceslt aims to foster their competitiveness through the promotioh innovative
economicbased activities based on the enhancement of endogenous resources, which tend to
be inimitable in the territory.

As an intervention model, it is based on a paradigm that aimisdisterthe initiatives of private
agents; promote a mwdel of selfigovernance and, furthermore, an intervention logic cantered on
training agents and valuing resources. Important projects resulting from the implementation of
this programme, managed by LAG ADRINV&#®E the Paiva Walkaways and the 516 Suspended
Bridge in the municipality of Arouca, which has contributed enormously for the development of
the sustainable tourism.

Entrepreneurship in Rural Areas in the Northern Region (EMER

The EMER project, constitutes an instrument/tool to leverageipportsfor micro and small
businessesThe project has beeadapted to the constraints and particularities of the rural
environment, with the aim of creating a positised conducivenvironment for the emergence
and growth of companies and employment in the ri@tn region of the countrylt is based on:

1) methodologes aimed at problemsolving andmonitoring; 2) mentoing / facilitator with
relevant competence and experiergavith a goodknowledge of the territory and institutional
network, 3) recourse to competences installed in the territory, 4) access to specialistsdwoe
researchers at higher education institutions, 5) Institutional network to support entrepreneurs

+C0O3S0O

+CO38 is a set of transversal and multisectoral prognaes dedicated to companies, entities

of the social economy and entities of the scientific and technological system. It aims to create
conditions for the social and economic development of the territoreish the promotion of
high-quality employment innovation and technology transfer.

Qualifica Program

The Qualifica Program is aimed at adults with incomplete educatloofferstraining courses
and aims to improve the qualification levels of adultsniributing to thea | Apto§résgon of
the participans and the improvement of individuals' employability.
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6.3.3 Slovenia

Longterm DevelopmentProgrammesf Municipalities

The Constitution of the Republic of Slovenia protects the autonomy of locagjeedfnment and

states that the Slovene people exercise such authority and functions througgposefning units
(municipalities and regions). A municipality may comprisenglaisettlement or a number of
settlements, the inhabitants of which are bound together by common needs and interests.
{t20SYAlF Q& FTRYAYAAGNI GAQDS &adNHzO(GdzNBE OdzNNBy (f &
are urban municipalities.

Municipalites prepare Longterm Municipal Development Programmes The Longterm
Development Programe2 ¥ ~ Sy (i 2 dzNJ a-2080&d@snatiméntioi &uralvesilience,

odzi AG dGFrfl1a Foz2dzi aLRte@OSYGNARO RS@St2LIVSyl
devSf 2LIYSYy G |yR LINBASNDIF GA2y ZIRe ngir poidedlbffthe I Y R O
programme include bringing about asustainable and green municipalitwith support for
economic development and good connectivity on all levBEsilienceis most prominat in
peoplerelated goals, such as continued educatithre inclusion of all target groups artlde offer

of dguality progranmes, which result in active participation of citizens, strengthens the
O2YYdzyAllésxs ONBIFIGSa ySé AYyAuAlLGA@Sa FyR NIAa
206AYS ~SylG2dz2NE HAHMUO D

Local Development Strategies Local Action Group

At thesubregionallevel, the relevant strategic and operational instrument i SADER/CLLDhe
Slovenian experience of implementing the LEADER/CLLD approach and programme is the result
of alongterm development process and polioyith the 15 years of experience (from tkearly

1990s to the period before accession to the European Union) having provided a good basis for
an effective transition to full implementation in the 20€P013 programming period.
LEADER/CLLD covers the Slovenian territory in its entirety, whichrestiieof the systematic

work of actors and stakeholders at local, regional and national levels. The LEADER/CLLD approach
and programmeare a prominent example of mulevel governance: the formation of 33 (2G00

2013) and 37 (20X2020) Local Action Grps has created new development structures and new
knowledge centres at sufegional level. They bring together established and new actone

actively approach and participate in the implementation of activities to promote local
development. The key to this the preparation of a local development strategy, which serves as
0KS FT2dzyRFGA2Yy R20dzYSyid F2NJ AYLX SYSyllFGAazy 27
et al, 2022).

54



Eroamuss Programme R=BOUN

of the European Union Fostering Resilience in Rural Communities

An analysis ofompleted project2007-2020 shows that quality of life, magking, tourism,the

inclusion of vulnerable groups and intergenerational cooperation have dominated. From a
content perspective, when it comes to the implementation of the LEADER/CLLD programme in
Sloveniathere is a clealack of projects dealing with @ronmental protection and biodiversity
conservation In terms of sustainable development, more attention has been paid to social and
economic development, which probably reflects the prioritises defined within local development
strategies. Considering thgevelopment characteristics of Slovenian rural areas, we conclude
that both the LEADER approach and the LEADER/CLLD programme have made a significant
contribution to improving the quality of life iproblem border areasver the past fifteen years

0t 2AR26Y Tl OA6 SG X HAHHOOD

An analysisofth¢ G NI §S3e 2F [20If 5S@St2LIYSyid F2N KS
. 2 K2 NE2024 (the mew Strategy is being prepared at this timeyeals that itdoes not talk

about rural resilience directly, but ted about creating opportunities for all target groups to take
advantage of opportunities available in the rural areas. The main measutt@s respectis

providing training and education for relevant skills and knowledge tailored to different target
groups (SLR LAS Od Pohorja do Bohorja, 2021).

RegionalDevelopment Programmes

There aretwelve development regions in Slovenia, each withegional development agency
performing general development tasks in the region and drawing up, coordinating, monitoring
and evaluating theegional development programmes

Similar to local and sutegional level, term rural resilience is not mentioned, but, for example,

the Regionaldevelopment programe of Savinjska Region 202027 G | £ { & | 02dzi dac
NBalLRyairgdS (2 Sy@ANRBYYSyidlf GNBYyRaé¢ I yR aLINZ
SO02y2YAO RSMEIve, &y ailét & emphasis on stimulation of education and

training with inclusion of all target groups, strengthening research and innovation capabilities,
developing farms, stimulating local sslifficiency and preservation of vital rural areas
(Regionalni razvojni program Savinjske regije, 2022).
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7 Casestudies on innovative models of community enterprise development

18 case studies on innovative models of community enterprise development were identified across
Europe. The cases studies are described in the following section. REBOUND project partners also have
developed an interactive case studies collector and viewavailable on: https://uni-
ll.maps.arcgis.com/apps/dashboards/3462127a4745438a878bb3ebdcbadZid® case study of rural
communities resilience collector iggaod teaching material and will be added at REBOUND webpage for
further dissemination ofood practices of rural community resilience

Figurel5: REBOUND case studies interactive online collector.
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7.1 Portugal

Case sudy 1: LAG ADRIMAG

CONTEXT

ADRIMAG Association for the Integrated Development of the Serras de Montemuro, Arada and
Gralheira is a Local Action Groujprmed on the 27th of August 1991t covers seven

Ydzy AOALI €t AGASAY ! NPdzOF' = /L adsSt2 RS tIFAGEYE [ Ay
e Vale de Cambrdahe LAG territoris located in thenterior, 6Gkm from the Cityof Oporto. LAG

ADRIMAG Is based on a formal publitvate partnership, uder the legal form of a noprofit

association, composed by 45 members, private and public. The Board is formed by
representatives from thenunicipalities.

Figurel6: Intervention territory of LAG INTERVENTION TERRITORY:

ADRIMAG (source: ADRIMAG). S
- 7 municipalities

- 2 regions; North and Center

- 2 districtsc Aveiro e Viseu

- 80 parishes

- 168.860 hectares

- 115.666 Inhabitants (Census 2021)

GEOGRAPHIC AREA:

- Montemuro and Gralheira Mountains
- Douro and Vouga River Bassins

CLASSIFIEAIREAS:

- 2000 Natura Network Sites
- Freita and Arada Mountains
- Montemuro Mountains

- Paiva River

- Vouga River

UNESCO GEOPARK®uca Geopark

ECST- EUROPEAN CHARTER FOR SUSTAINABLE
TOURISM Magic Mountains Territory
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