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2 Executive Summary  
 

REBOUND (Fostering Resilience in Rural Communities) is an inter-territorial project, which is 

supported by the EU through ERASMUS+ Knowledge Alliance for vocational education and 

training. The project pursues an action-research approach to promoting rural community 

resilience. Partners from Ireland, Portugal, Slovenia and the EU-wide AEIDL/LDnet Association 

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 practitioner-oriented, workable, robust, 

reliable, and solution-focused capacity-building 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 across a range 

of rural area types in Europe. Project partners are compiling an evidence-base that will guide the 

development of a Level 6 international training and capacity-building programme about rural 

community resilience.  

The aim of this report on the State of the Art and Practices on Rural Community Resilience is 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 was done following next steps:  

1) Selection of a group of stakeholders (more than 70);  

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

3) In June 2022, we distributed an online survey among stakeholders in rural community 

development ς including community representatives, LAGs, development officers and 

public bodies ς to examine challenges, trajectories, and best practices with respect to 

rural community resilience (66 respondents in total);  

4) For a deeper analysis in respect of state-of the rural resilience and community well-being, 

we conducted an additional eighteen interviews (six in Ireland, six in Slovenia, three in 

Portugal and three in other EU member states) in September/October 2022;  

5) In November 2022, project partners organised in total four focus groups for discussion of 

the results that had emerged up to then and to gain a deeper analysis in respect of the 

state-of-the art of rural resilience; three to seven practitioners and experts on rural 

resilience from each country participated;  

6) Analysis of strategic, policy and operational documents on rural resilience at local, 

regional, national level;  

7) Identification and elaboration of 18 case studies; 

8) Partners drafted National Reports and a European Report on State of the Art;  
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9) Compilation of Summary Report, undertaken by University of Ljubljana with active 

participation of all Rebound partners.  

Figure 1: Workflow of REBOUND Research output 1.  

 

 

The ERASMUS funded REBOUND project defines rural community resilience asΥ Ψ¢ƘŜ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ƻŦ 

a rural community or territory to utilise equilibrium or evolutionary approaches in order to 

respond to sudden socio-economic or environmental shocks and have the capacity to 

continuously 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 well-being for its inhabitants and rural territory, as resilient 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǿŜƭƭ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪŜŘ κ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛǾŜΦΩ  

Our stakeholders defined rural resilience asΥ άwǳǊŀƭ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ κ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀŘŀǇǘ κ ǘƻ 

overcome process of change / challenges (economic, environmental, social, etc.) in rural 

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 users, but even so there is an 

obvious difference between theoretical (broader) and practitioner (narrower) understanding 

of rural community resilience.  

As is the case in all professional fields, rural 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 
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businesses, academics, other researchers, and agencies. Thus, the terminology has been shaped 

by diverse local and institutional perspectives, and it includes some technical terms alongside 

vernacular and every-day 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 has been universally embraced by stakeholders, while in 

other context, pre-established vernacular terms and labels tend to co-exist alongside technical 

and EU terms. 

From European-wide perspective of stakeholders, rural areas are crucial for the survival of 

Europe as a whole, including urban areas. Thus, the cost of not addressing rural resilience can be 

very high for the whole society. The survey results, at EU level, highlighted resilience is often 

related to the achievement of a higher degree of independence or preparedness, as well as to a 

higher level of awareness, engagement, and self-organising of citizens in collective affairs and 

community spirit.  

The case studies, survey, interviews and focus groups have also clearly shown the importance of 

an enabling environment and policy milieu as a key factor of rural resilience. However, at 

present, resilience is inadequately addressed at all policy levels, and the public sector, very often 

bureaucratised, seems insufficient, in of itself, to maintain rural communities resilient. It is 

essential that this sector creates an appropriate legal and administrative framework. Despite its 

limitations, LEADER/CLLD is the only EU-wide policy approach that can systematically support 

communities to become more resilient. Within rural communities, factors like social capital, 

community-level action, or leadership as well as a set of skills and competences are key to 

effectively build resilience. To achieve this, awareness raising, training and capacity-building are 

fundamental. Capacity-building covers more than education, it involves a transfer of experience 

and empowerment of the local community. Finally, the empirical results show that higher 

resilience is associated with the capacity of rural communities to articulate different solutions 

that create public value in a comprehensive and integrated manner, adapted to the needs and 

opportunities of the area and developed with and by the communityΣ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ ηŦƻǊζ ǘƘŜ 

community.  

The insights gathered in Ireland ς from the survey, interviews and focus groups ς point to the 

merits of the CLLD approach and the value of animation and capacity-building. Civil society 

organisations are important drivers of rural community resilience; they are generally well 

organised and attuned to identifying local needs and potential. Collective, community-based 

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 skills and know-how, devise 

strategies and implement projects. Furthermore, LEADER / CLLD has promoted inter-territorial 

and inter-actor collaboration, and most local action groups (LAGs) provide a forum for 
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collaborative decision-making.  In addition, LAGs have worked 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 been a rowing-back of CLLD in Ireland.  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 specificities (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 

decision-making procedure. Community representatives report that they want to see a renewed 

focus on CLLD, whereby LAGs ς directors and development officers ς support bottom-up 

development, area-based planning, and social inclusion. 

In Portugal, the application of rural resilience is through development of rural development 

projects in different fields, including the empowerment of rural communities, promotion of 

entrepreneurship, sustainable and innovative business models, job creation, resource sharing, 

promotion and branding of the territory. Nevertheless, a persistent rural exodus, lack of training 

opportunities and low levels of education, unwillingness to changes from local people, lack of 

social capital, community networks and a lack of community leadership are big challenges. There 

are some policies that are helpful to promote rural resilience such as organic farming and 

programmes such as PROVERE (Program for the Economic Enhancement of Endogenous 

Resources); EMER (entrepreneurship in rural areas), +Coeso (support system for employment 

and entrepreneurship). At a national level, there are some programmes /strategies that help to 

promote rural resilience such as: CAP Strategic Plan 2023-2027, Interior Enhancement, LEADER 

approach (LEADER I, II and LEADER and current CLLD Community-Led Local Development. Real 

examples of rural resilience in Portugal are Local Action Groups, that have worked as local 

development agencies and they combine LEADER with other resources. In the north of Portugal, 

LAG ADRIMAG, for more than 30 years successfully plays the role of uniting the territory, supports 

collaboration and networking, different initiatives/projects and rural development.  

How rural communities deal with challenges arising from change in Slovenia is understood 

mainly as robustness and only to some extent as adaptability and transformability. The 

respondents perceive the ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ lack of engagement as the biggest barrier to resilience. 

Yet, they see the need for solutions to come from the top down, mainly as financial means 

available for the specific rural placesΩ needs. According to our stakeholders, the rural resilience 

in practice is primarily done at local and sub-regional level. The LEADER approach is widely 

recognised as the most suitable for enhancing rural resilience, although mechanism itself 

LEADER/CLLD is facing some bureaucratic issues and its scope is financially limited. The 
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recognised key factors for rural resilience are good governance, community leadership, social 

capital, sharing a common vision, community capacity, and trust. Rural resilience is mainly 

promoted by co-creation of local development strategies of Local Action Groups, developing a 

long-term strategy of municipality or a group of municipalities and long-term strategy of 

development of region. Since the people ς civil society (individuals, associations, Local Action 

Groups, etc.) are the key factors for rural resilience, it means that resilience depends mainly on 

human factor, there are significant differences among rural communities in Slovenia.  

To sum up, the research reveals that the process of resilience-building is not something that 

can be easily pinned down, nor it is a matter that is ever finished. Drawing from quantitative 

and qualitative evidence, from studies based in Ireland, Portugal, Slovenia and EU-wide 

perspective, we identified key factors and challenges of a resilient rural community. In promoting 

rural resilience, the main factors are: 1) animation activities and engaging with locals, 

community-level action, engendering social capital, fostering community networks and 

leadership; 2) acknowledging change and on-going capacity building, including education, raising 

awareness, sharing experiences and skills; 3) an enabling environment and policy context 

whereby specificity of place and local service provision with a community structure are enabled 

and that is an umbrella body and which supports community development in a cluster of 

communities; and 4) good governance (e.g. having a participative structure with decision-making 

competencies) along with local ownership. The respondents perceive the ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ lack of 

engagement and the dominance of strong voices as the biggest barrier to resilience. Yet, they 

see need for solutions to come from the top down - meaning enabling environment at policy 

level with sufficient financial means. The LEADER/CLLD approach is widely recognised, as the EU-

wide policy approach, that can systematically support communities to become more resilient. In 

some countries with longer tradition of LEADER/CLLD, Local Action Groups have also worked as 

local development agencies, and they combine LEADER with other resources.  
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3 Background  

 

REBOUND (Fostering Resilience in Rural Communities) is an inter-territorial project, which is 

supported by the EU through ERASMUS+ Knowledge Alliance for vocational education and 

training. The project pursues an action-research approach to promoting rural community 

resilience. Partners from Ireland, Portugal, Slovenia and the EU-wide AEIDL Association 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 practitioner-oriented, workable, robust, 

reliable, and solution-focused capacity-building 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 across a range 

of rural area types in Europe. Project partners are compiling an evidence-base that will guide the 

development of a Level 6 training and capacity - building programme about rural community 

resilience.  

The aim of this report on the State of the Art and Practices of Rural Community Resilience is to 

provide an analysis of innovative processes and patterns pertaining to rural resilience across 

Europe, and it offers an introductory document to inform the development of training materials. 

This summary report is based on national reports, using the following methods:  

¶ Quantitative approach towards analysing needs of rural communities to determine what 

is required to improve their resilience (e-survey); 

¶ Qualitative approach for deeper analysis of rural resilience and community well-being 

(interviews, and focus groups with rural development experts and practitioners); 

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

at a European levels; and 

¶ 18 case studies on innovative models of community development. 
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4 Quantitative approach towards analysing needs of rural communities to 

determine what is required to improve their resilience  

 

In June 2022, we completed an online survey of stakeholders ς including community representatives, 

LAGs, development officers and public bodies ς to examine challenges, trajectories and best practices 

with respect to rural community resilience. 

 

4.1 Profile of respondents  

A total of sixty-six (n=66) stakeholders from sixteen EU member states participated in our survey. 

As figure 1 bellow shows, the main ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ occupation is a professional working for a Local 

Action Group (LAG) or Local Development Company (LDC) (n=23), following by professional 

working for a community organisation (enterprise) (n=11), voluntary community leader / office-

holder (n=9) and professional working for a statutory / public service body (n=9). Five 

respondents are researchers working for a university or other scientific institution, three 

respondents are professionals working for a commercial body and two are occasional community 

volunteers. Other roles, indicated by four respondents, are freelance community consultant and 

facilitator, HE professor, international consultant M&E of rural policies and a retired professional 

and community volunteer.  

 

Figure 2: How respondents describe their own roles.    
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To complement national surveys carried out in Ireland (16 respondents), Portugal (15 

respondents) and Slovenia (15 respondents), twenty stakeholders from 13 countries across 

Europe answered the EU-ƭŜǾŜƭ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƻƴ άǊǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜέ όǎŜŜ figure 3).  

 

Figure 3: Member states in which respondents are based.  

 

 

Figure 4: Extent to which rural resilience is on the agendas of groups / organisations.  
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agendas. As figure 4 shows, a little more than half of stakeholders (55%, n=36) claim that the 
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ƛǎǎǳŜ ƻŦ ΨǊǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜΩ ƛǎ ŀ ŎƻǊŜ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ Řƻ, while among most of the 

others, rural resilience is on their agenda to some extent (29%, n=19). Approximately one in 

seven (15%) stakeholders occasionally/from time-to-time work on rural resilience. The issue of 

ΨǊǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜΩ, from his perspective, does not feature in his/her work or voluntary 

activity for one respondent, although 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) work. They work 

in very diverse types of formal and informal activities in rural community, with no prevailing way. 

A total of forty-nine (n=49) stakeholders came across the issues of rural community resilience by 

working in (local) community groups/ associations/ clubs and societies. A similar number have 

already participated in different development project, while a smaller number (n=33) of 

respondents came across the issues of rural community resilience during their work in decision-

making field. An identical number of stakeholders are engaged in rural resilience through 

education and research and in leading development projects. Policy-making regarding rural 

resilience occurs for thirty stakeholders. Other ways / channels are: freelance community 

consultant and facilitator, international consultant M&E of rural policies, retired professional and 

community volunteer.  

 

Figure 5: Ways in which respondents come across the issue of rural resilience.  
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4.2 Defining rural resilience  

 

Rural resilience is a variable concept, and there is no consensus in respect of a singular definition. 

Based on the qualitative text, we analysed ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǊǳǊŀƭ 

ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜέ (see figure 6 below).   

 

Figure 6Υ 5ŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ΨǊǳǊŀƭ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜΦΩ 
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Firstly, we counted number of words (having translated them). Secondly, in further analysis, we 

include only word that are mentioned three times or more. The wide variety of words, used in 

these definitions (more than 50), indicates how difficult it is to demarcate rural resilience as a 

concept. Drawing the links between words that appear together in the same definitions shows 

ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŀǘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǊǳǊŀƭ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜέΦ [ƛƴƪŀƎŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǿƻǊŘǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎǘǊƻƴƎΣ ǿŜŀƪ 

or non-existent. Strong links reveal the words that are most commonly used to define rural 

resilience. From the strong linkages we can draw four-sided polygon: rural area / rural community 

ς ability / capacity ς adapt ς changes / challenges. The most commonly used elements in 

definitions of rural resilience are: ability (n=32), rural community (n=28), adapt (n=24), rural area 

(n=21), changes (n=16), challenges (n=15) and capacity (n=12). A total of nineteen definitions 

used vertexes ability and adapt. The connection between these two elements is the strongest.  

The concept of the rural resilience becomes even more complicated (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 definitions, these 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.  

!ǇŀǊǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜ άƎǊƻǳǇǎέ ƻŦ ǿƻǊŘǎΦ These are words that we 

ƘŀǾŜ ƎǊƻǳǇŜŘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ƻǊ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘΦ [ƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ άƎǊƻǳǇǎέ, we see a similar 

pattern; some groups have more connections than others, whereas there are none at all between 

others. In groups, which relevant issues rural resilience is addressing, there are the most words. 

The most mentioned elements are: economic, environmental, social, changing and new. These 

elements supplement the previous most-frequently ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ΨǊǳǊŀƭ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜΩ 

definition.  

As illustrated by the most used vertexes and connections, our stakeholders defined rural 

ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜ ŀǎΥ άwǳǊŀƭ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ κ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀŘŀǇǘ κ ǘƻ ƻǾŜǊŎƻƳŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ κ 

challenges (economic, environmental, social, etc.) in rural 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 users and we proved that with figure 6.  

 

4.3 Rural resilience in practice  

 

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

respondents.   
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In Ireland, the variety and complexity of rural resilience projects are best presented based on the 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŜƭŦ-declared descriptions of their own roles. Among those who are voluntary 

community leaders and office holders, rural resilience tends to feature most prominently in 

community planning ς in both thematic plans (e.g. cultural and heritage development) and area-

based socio-economic planning. They report having undertaken surveys (and other forms of 

research) to capture levels of resilience ς even if alternate terms were used ς as part of the 

process of identifying assets and capturing local needs. This cohort of respondents also noted the 

link between social and environmental resilience. Among LAG/LDC representatives, the 

promotion of rural resilience is associated with advancing territorial (area) competitiveness. 

These stakeholders also mentioned their work with specific cohorts of people and enabling them 

to be resilient and contribute to the resilience strategies. Public sector stakeholders associate 

rural resilience with several inter-locking factors, including the capacity of the community and 

voluntary sector, the ability to adapt to climate change, responsiveness to changing local needs 

and demographic vitality.  Their responses convey a sense that the promotion of resilience is 

medium- to long-term and strategic, rather than being an immediately attainable outcome. 

Those who responded to the survey in other professional capacities associate rural resilience 

with community and area-based planning and the provision of local-level services. The 

respondent from the higher education sector reported that the language of resilience is not really 

evident at community level. 

 

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: 

¶ Bringing life back to communities (especially places that had been in demographic 

decline); 

Example 1: Environmental advocacy group BEAG (Ireland) 

 Within the specific context of the locality of which the research was based- the environmental 

advocacy group BEAG raise local environmental awareness through ongoing stewardship practices, 

local workshops & events. Consistent opportunities are provided for community involvement through 

local beach cleans & biodiversity initiatives occurring on a weekly basis. The strong group leadership 

and established reputation have promoted benefits beyond the environmental realm, producing 

strong social networks through practices which encourage inclusion and belonging. The focus of this 

group is, therefore, firstly environmental and secondly social. While other local voluntary groups are 

responsible for wider cultural initiatives and economic development within the community, these are 

often quite soloed. A more integrative approach between all community groups would provide a 

stronger model of rural resilience. 
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¶ Promoting inter-community networking and collaboration (overcoming past rivalries); 

¶ Supporting volunteerism and citizen participation; 

¶ Improving service provision; 

¶ Evidence-based and community-led planning; 

¶ Stakeholder awareness-raising; 

¶ Raising and leveraging funding ς enabling projects to happen; and 

¶ Integrated and collaborative (institutionally and sectorally) approaches to development. 

 

In SloveniaΣ ΨǊǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜΩ features mainly in the fields of tourism, and food 

production and farming. Other contexts in which ΨǊǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜΩ is mentioned are: 

digitalisation and smart villages, social issues, environmental issues (climate change, nature 

protection., inclusion of vulnerable groups (youth, older 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, the actors involved in rural resilience are addressing:  

¶ Inter-community networking and collaboration on local and sub-regional level (e.g. LAGs);  

¶ StakeholdersΩ awareness-raising and capacity-building among rural people; 

¶ Interdisciplinary approach in preparing different strategies of rural development;  

¶ Social inclusion projects (elderly, youth work in rural areas, etc.); 

¶ Fostering agriculture business and its sustainability; 

¶ Development of tourism in rural areas; and 

Example 2: Community plan in North Kerry (Ireland)  

A small, coastal community in North Kerry, which has experienced considerable decline in agriculture, 

out-migration, loss of services and closure of retail. For decades, the local situation worsened and self 

confidence in the future of the community was very low. The community council had some ideas but 

wanted to ensure full community buy-in as well as agency support. The community rallied around the 

new committee, which enthusiastically engaged professionals to undertake a strategic plan. Upon 

completion and launch of their strategic plan, this community has secured very impressive supports 

from the local authority and from other agencies, the community fully supports the plan, project 

feasibility studies have been completed, various grant funding has been secured, matched by local 

fund-raising. The committee has taken full advantage of social media and has received excellent 

support from the diaspora. The committee is actively implementing its strategic plan and has received 

very good coverage in local and national media. The outcomes of their facilitated strategic planning 

project has received recognition through the International Facilitation Impact Awards. 
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¶ Cultural heritage (e.g. food heritage).  

 

In Portugal, the respondents highlighted food production, processing and farming (e.g. Arouca 

!ƎǊƝŎƻƭŀκDŜƻŦƻƻŘΣ ά/ŀǎŀ Řŀ .ǊƻŀέκōǊŜŀŘ ƘƻǳǎŜΣ ǘƘŜ άCŜǎǘŀ Řŀ .ǊƻŀέκōǊŜŀŘ ǇŀǊǘȅύ, with strong 

connection with tourism (e.g. mountain biking, walking trails - where you visit restored mills and 

sustainability (e.g. climate change), entrepreneurship in rural area (e.g. creation of your own 

Example 3: Taste Gorenjska (Slovenia) 

Traditional gastronomy in the Gorenjska region uses the available resources (fields, forests, meadows, 

water, etc.) to create a varied, healthy, sufficient, tasty and charming local diet, although the natural 

conditions for agriculture are at first sight are unfavourable for providing locally produced and 

processed food. Various projects and individual actions were revived, promoted and reintroduced as a 

part of food tradition that has been forgotten or has almost stop being used, helping to boost both 

tourism and sustainable agriculture development.   

 9ȄŀƳǇƭŜ пΥ DƻǊƛǑƪŀ .ǊŘŀ Ƙƛƭƭȅ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ (Slovenia) 

.ǊŘŀ όƛΦ ŜΦ DƻǊƛǑƪŀ .ǊŘŀ Ƙƛƭƭȅ ǊŜƎƛƻƴύ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŀƴ 

example of the co-existence of local population needs, the preservation of cultural and natural heritage 

and the wine-growing landscape, which is a key activity and also allows the development of other 

service activities, mainly tourism. 

Example 5: Voluntary car-sharing in rural areas (Slovenia) 

The Sopotnik mobility project is a type of voluntary car-sharing. Sopotniki.org is an organisation for 

intergenerational solidarity operating as a non-profit private body, registered in Slovenia's register of 

voluntary organisations. The organisation offers free transport to rural elderly, thereby helping them 

get involved in an active social life. The service seeks to prevent isolation and loneliness among elderly 

people who leave in remote small villages. Sopotniki.org operates on a basis of volunteer drivers of 

different ages and occupations. The majority of them are active pensioners who are still able and 

willing to drive. The cars, fuel and call centre are usually subsidised by the municipalities in which 

Sopotnik service operates. Another very similar service in Slovenia is Prostofer.si.  

 

Example 6: GeoFood project (Portugal) 

The Arouca Geopark Association (AGA) has been dynamizing and promoting the agricultural sector 

ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŦƻƻŘ ŎƘŀƛƴ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ζ!ǊƻǳŎŀ !ƎǊƝŎƻƭŀη project, strengthening it with the 

principles of the GEOfood network. The objective: to link food and territory, tourism and health, 

sustainability, flavour and, in this way, bring consumers closer to nature, local products and their origin 

and culture. 
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job), community planning in thematic plans (events, associations), traditional knowledge, 

cultural heritage and events (e.g. Teatro de Montemuro) and social issues (e.g. social isolation of 

elderly people). 

Across other EU member states, the context and foci of projects relating to community resilience 

(as highlighted by survey respondents) included the prevalence of social (n=6) issues as well as 

food production (n=5). Moreover, topics like digitalisation, education and research, energy and 

public services (all n=2) were named repeatedly.  

 

4.4 Factors of resilience  

 

Respondents were presented with a list of factors, and they were invited to indicate the extent 

to which they perceive these factors contribute to rural community resilience and help define 

the temporal and spatial scales for investigating resilience in practice. The following graph (figure 

6) summarises their responses. 

¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩ ŀƴŘ community-related factors feature in the factors that respondents 

most strongly associate with the promotion of rural community resilience: community-level 

action, community networks and community leadership (more than three quarters of 

respondents believe that community-ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ Ψǘƻ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘΩ ǘƻ ǊǳǊŀƭ 

Example 7: Digital rural guides (Germany) 

Smart villages not only focus on technological development, apps and digital solutions for village life. 

They can also promote modern "caring communities", where everybody enjoys analogue and digital 

participation, regardless of age, social background, lifestyle or beliefs. Digitalisation can pick up the 

interests of new target-groups in village and rural development and motivate them to become new 

community leaders and development facilitators. Participation, self-design and organisation as well as 

support from outside are relevant success factors for this project. 

Example 8: Neighbourhood Cuisine (Romania) 

The "Neighbourhood Cuisine" project, initiated by the Saschiz Women's Neighbourhood Association 

ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ [ƻŎŀƭ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ DǊƻǳǇ ό[!Dύ 5ŜŀƭǳǊƛƭŜ ¢ŃǊƴŀǾŜƭƻǊ ό¢ŀǊƴŀǾŜƭƻǊ IƛƭƭǎύΣ ǿŀǎ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9!Cw5Φ 

It proved to be a visionary project due to its emergency response in the period generated by the 

Coronavirus pandemic. The demand and number of orders turned out to be far above expectations. 

The association facilitated cooperation between actors in the field of agricultural production and 

processing in the LAG territory and enabled them to market agri-food products through the creation 

of a short supply chain, with its own direct distribution network. Lastly, the project promoted 

gastronomic and agri-food events when the pandemic allowed. 

Example 9: Local Economy / Coworking Hub (Latvia) 

A public coworking hub was established 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 heritage 

and knowledge were transmitted and incorporated into modern practices, enabling the rediscovery 

of traditional artisanship in a new way and for innovative economic fields and markets. This heritage 

and knowledge are specific to the rural areas in question. 
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community resilience). These are followed by community-level decision-making and access to 

community development supports. Social capital is also recognised as a highly important factor, 

as is the attainment of a balance between people, economy and environment. Other highly rated 

factors are social inclusion and coherence. Good public services and infrastructure, the 

integration of diverse groups, community-agency networks, and social and cultural diversity, 

while important, are considered to be of lesser significance in respect of promoting rural 

community resilience. The results indicate that the lowest emphasis has been on the promotion 

of diversity ς relative to the other factors presented in the questionnaire. 

Figure 7: Extent to which respondents perceive given factors contribute to rural community resilience.  

 

Respondents were also asked to identify which of the factors (listed above) are most significant 

in promoting rural community resilience. Figure 8 shows the clear consensus among respondents 

highlighting social capital as the most significant factor (n=50). Community networks (n=23) and 

leadership (n=25) follow as the next most relevant criteria. Respondents also stated that all 

these factors are importantΦ  !ǎ ƻƴŜ ƴƻǘŜŘΣ άthey are all important.  There is no one solution or 
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one formula. Locally led partnerships 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 

citizens.έ  !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜƳŀǊƪŜŘΣ άthey all are important to some degree in our experience, but 

community leadership and community-level action are where the resilience will come from.έ 

Some differences between countries are noticed. In Portugal, the balance between people, 

economy an environment was identified as being the most relevant. This was followed by access 

to community development supports and good public services and infrastructure. In Slovenia, 

very similar to responses at EU level, the most significant factors are social capital, community 

networks and leadership. In Ireland, respondents did not want to prioritise only for one factor 

since all factors are relevant. 

 

Figure 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 resilience.  Respondents reacted to the open question on Ψbarriers 

to buildΩ rural community resilience indicating different thematic groups.  

In Ireland, community leaders pointed to blockages and shortcomings in public policy, while 

professionals tended to identify barriers and obstacles at the community level. Among the 

barriers most frequently identified by community sector representatives are: 1) centralisation of 

public services and decision-making; bureaucracy/ paperwork; and policy gaps/ lack of clarity. 

¢ƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ŜƳōƭŜƳŀǘƛŎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŜƴǘƛƳŜƴǘǎΣ άǎŎŜǇǘƛŎƛǎƳκ unwillingness to change 

and adapt to diversity created from top-down approaches to centralised decision-making 

processes, but equally through a shifting of responsibility from state to the individual/community 

ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƎǳƛǎŜ ƻŦ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎέΦ  

Community sector respondents in Ireland also highlighted issues and 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 to building 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 knock-on impacts on local 

ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎΣ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭΣ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ όŜΦƎΦ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎύ ŀƴŘ ƻƴ ƭƻŎŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƎǊƻǿ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ 

organically. They also noted that the lack of young people and new blood in some rural 

communities is putting undue pressures on a declining pool of volunteers, 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 properties) can mitigate against young families settling in rural areas. 

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

of a coordinated effort or a strategic approach at local level.  These 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 of resilience. 

Across other member states, the ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ reactions to the open question on barriers to build 

rural community resilience indicating the following five thematic barriers.  

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 stakeholders to enable participation and active 

contributions to village life.  

2. Lack of social capital and community leadership (n=5): Low social capital, more visible as 

lack of community networks and weak leadership, is identified as a barrier for building 

strong rural community resilience. Mistrust among actors and the usurpation of the 

leadership roles, in the search for, and implementation of solutions are also named.   

3. Negative mind-set or mentality (n=4): PŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŀƴŘ communitƛŜǎΩ negative attitudes and 

lack of hope 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 making (n=4): Politicians are criticised for being 

short-sighted, ignorant of foreseeable transformations and lacking respect for local 

ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΦ !ŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ άǇƭŀƴƴŜǊǎέ ŀǊŜ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ŜȄŎŜǎǎƛǾŜƭȅ ōǳǊŜŀǳŎǊŀǘƛŎ 

and burdened wiǘƘ άtoxic management ritualsέΦ  

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 economic, environmental, and social dimensions 

of communities were named. Resisting, instead of adapting to, change is considered a 

mistake often made by communities.  

 

Survey respondents were presented with a list of barriers to rural community resilience, and they 

were asked to identify the five most significant factors (from that list).  The figure 9 synthesises 

their responses.  
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Figure 9: Most significant barriers to rural community resilience, based on a given list factors and the 

possibility to identify five most significant factors.  

 

 

The nǳƳōŜǊ ƻƴŜΩ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊ ƻǊ ƻōǎǘŀŎƭŜ ƛǎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƻǊ ŀŎǘƛǾŀǘŜŘ. This is 

followed by lack of awareness and support from policy makers; local people are not included in 

community activities that support rural community resilience; dominance of strong and 
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established voices; lack of support from officials in public bodies/ administration; insufficient 

financial means for bigger projects/investments; and an over-emphasis on economic dimension. 

Compared 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 identified. In 

Portugal, respondents also emphasised the lack of financial means for bigger 

projects/investments. In Slovenia, the activation of people is perceived to be the main barrier 

along with the long-term sustaining of established networks. Across the other EU member states, 

the most significant barrier is the over-emphasis on economic dimensions.  

 

Figure 10Υ ΨbǳƳōŜǊ ƻƴŜΩ barriers to rural community resilience per country.  

 

The survey questionnaire invited respondents to identify what needs to be done to address the 

particular challenge(s) they identified. The following wordcloud (figure 11) summarises their 

recommendations; it scales the sizes of words in proportion to the frequency with which they 

emerged in responses.  
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Figure 11: Wordcloud with recommendations what needs to be done to address the particular 

challenge(s) they identified.  

 

 

Respondents are clear on the need for an emphasis on the community ς on local voices, people 

and on supporting local actions and participation.  They recommend fostering a policy milieu 

that is supportive of endogenous / community-led rural development. A clear consensus among 

respondents exists about the civic nature of promoting rural community resilience. They also 

envision changes in practices at community level, particularly in respect of the following: 

V Involving people and community organisations by means of animation and participation; 
V Enabling more young people to be active in community leadership; 

V More dynamism and change in community organisations; 

V Hearing and listening to all voices in the community; 

V Improved gender balance in community structures; and 

V Promoting of active citizenship from a young age. 

Respondents also pointed to the need to reform and improve mechanisms for supporting and 

funding community development and projects. As one respondent remarked:  

άwǳǊŀƭ ǊŜƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ Ǌƻƭƭ-out from a national political level. Whilst rural 

rejuvenation and social inclusion are buzz words, in actually fact there is no genuine 
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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 projects - the brown 

ŜƴǾŜƭƻǇŜ ƛǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƎǳƛǎŜΦέ 

Peripheral and depopulated rural areas in Europe are affected by a whole series of structural 

deficits and challenges (employment, poverty, education, 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. 

Rural-proofing mechanisms could be part of the solution but need to be implemented at all levels 

of administration. Trust among actors between levels has to be built to successfully implement 

such an approach. In addition, politicians and intermediary organisations for local, rural and 

economic development must be part of this multi-level approach. A specific operationalisation 

of resilience in policy with strong links to implementation practice are a precondition for it to 

empower communities. If not, resilience runs 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 

ōȅ ƳŜŀƴǎ ƻŦ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭƛƴƎ άtransnational, inter-territorial networksέ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ 

and best practice exchange on the specific topic of building rural community resilience.  

¢Ƙƛǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜƴ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ άopening up more opportunities for financing projects of small 

ƭƻŎŀƭ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƻǊ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭέ. 

Social innovation and strengthening the LEADER-/[[5 ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ άneeds more attentionέΦ  CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ 

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 respondents ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŀ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ άopen-minded and flexible officials in public 

bodiesέΦ !ǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƎƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀŘŀǇǘ ƛǎ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ŦƻǊ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

development support.  

Respondents also pointed out awareness raising. A change of mind-set can only be achieved by 

continuous awareness raising and strategic communication. wŜƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƻŦ άǳƴŜƴƎŀƎŜŘ 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎέ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴǎΣ ŜΦƎΦ 

focusing on grassroots initiatives that are already practising more resilient ways of developing 

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

term visioning and planning). Development of education and training, such as REBOUND project, 
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also qualify as valid approaches to 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 partnership-building with key 

stakeholders/ funders etc.; 

V Awareness created through a more holistic understanding of sustainability. Only when 

you have a strategic overview can you actually make real and sustainable changes; 

V Setting up infrastructure, places where people can meet, spend time together, socialise, 

develop networks and community values;  

V Meitheal-type initiates that may unite community ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ local communities 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 

ƘŜŀǊǘκŎǊƻƝ ŦƻǊ ƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ and strive to ensure that everyone plays a part in the 

ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŎǊƻƝΤ 

V Sustaining of networks in terms of human capital is inextricably linked to the question of 

dominancy and change. Sustainability in terms of finance is also linked from a point 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 projects at 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 networking; 

V Policy makers 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 specificities need to be implemented. 

V Continuous fieldwork and animation.  

V Spotlighting the diversity of rural communities, rural areas and place-based approach.  

V Civic voices need to be heard and their initiatives and organisations require stronger 

support and ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΦ hƴŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ άprogrammes and approaches to 

involve localsέ ŀƴŘ ōǳƛƭŘ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜΦ 
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V The transformation of the economy to take account of planetary concerns and overcome 

the classic growth paradigm were also mentioned. 

These recommendations coalesce around the promotion of community-led local development, 

with community leaders embracing and pursuing best practices in terms of citizen engagement / 

empowerment, good governance and collaborative planning, and with policy makers and 

agencies being more visionary, supportive and inclusive. All sets of stakeholders need to place 

greater emphasis on integration and on all dimensions of sustainable development. 

 

4.6 Rural resilience addressed in policy-making 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 structures address rural community 

resilience, mainly through different community networking events, support of local products and 

services, infrastructure investments, and collaboration projects among different stakeholders in 

various fields/topics. Many respondents note that currently there is an abundance of challenges 

and crises in processes that rural communities are confronting. Several issues need to be solved 

in the short-term, which distracts local policy makers from pursuing an integrated and holistic 

approach. The weak focus on animation was also criticised. The 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 limited. A mismatch between local needs and 

support offered at higher levels occurs. A key aspect relies on capable and articulated local 

leadership, which creates awareness at different levels.  

The LEADER approach is recognised as a key instrument for building rural resilience at the local 

level. Through this approach, communities can find their own ways to implement their ideas and 

obtain funding for them. Moreover, some local municipalities implement inclusive budget 

practices where communities can participate with their ideas. The critics on rural resilience at 

local level are that there is too much focus on administration and much less on animation of 

territories.  

The successfulness of the rural resilience, at the local level, depends on local governance, 

leadership, people capacity and trust. Moreover, volunteers ŀǊŜ ŎǊǳŎƛŀƭΥ άVolunteers are 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 systemic approach to the promotion of resilience.έ 

 

At the regional level  

Rural resilience, at regional level, is being addressed to a limited extent. Respondents had a 

predominantly negative assessment of resilience-building in general at the regional level. One 

ǊŜƳŀǊƪŜŘΣ άit is more a result of obliging EU policiesέ ǘƘŀƴ ŀ ŘŜƭƛōŜǊŀǘŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ōȅ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ 

actors. Intrinsic motivation seems to be lacking.  

The LEADER/CLLD methodology and 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 a sub-regional level) and promoted by bodies 

such as Chambers of Agriculture and Rural Development and by Regional Development Agencies 

to some extent.  

At the regional level, the primary focus is on programmes and on urban spaces. Fields of action 

with a regional scope like climate adaptation or spatial planning play a role in regional 

development programmes and contribute to rural community resilience to some extent. 

However, some respondents highlighted that the regional decision-making level is based on and 

ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǳǊōŀƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ hƴŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ŀƴǎǿŜǊŜŘΥ ά¦rban-rural linkages are 

shaped by the outflow of the middle class from urban to rural areasέΦ [ŀǎǘƭȅΣ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ 

ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ōƻŘƛŜǎ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ άapply solutions that are designed without taking into 

account the local population and therefore not adapted to them and without involving the local 

population in their design and executionέΦ  

At the regional level, it is even more evident that other challenges are prevailing: άL Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ 

that the issue of the resilience of rural communities is in the foreground, more focus is at solving 

curreƴǘ ōǳǊƴƛƴƎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΦέ 

 

At national level  

At national level, rural resilience is being addressed weakly/poorly or without an integrated 

approach, with some exceptions. Several commentators (Forde et al 2016, Navarro et al 2016, 

hΩ5ƻƴƻƎƘǳŜ нлмпύ have argued that community-led 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 decade or more. 

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 for partnership companies and lack of ownership 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 planning and 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 non-existent. In some cases, it has a άŘŜŎƭŀǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜέ 

ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ άno integrated or synergetic interventions and cooperation among relevant managing 

authorities for the European Structural and Investment Funds ό9{LCύέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ άpublic 

administration, particularly on a middle management 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 results.έ CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƭǎƻ 

added that there is a distaƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ǇǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ ŀ άlack of 

sensitivityέ ŦƻǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ǇƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ŀŘŀǇǘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ άoften generating 

rejectionέ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦ  

In many countries, rural resilience is limited to agricultural economic resilience and locally 

produced food. Some policies support alternative energy production, addressing climate changes 

or smart solutions in rural areasΥ άAt the moment, the focus appears to be on energy and 

ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΦέ In addition, ongoing campaigns and 

events like the European Rural Parliament or advertising campaigns to promote moving to the 

countryside were mentioned as good practices promoting resilience.  

 

At the EU level 

The European Commission has put lots of emphasis on this topic in the last programme period, 

but there are still many challenges and different understandings at EU/national/local level. Along 

the same lines as for the national level of policymaking, a majority of the respondents consider 

that, at the EU level, the 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 development: The 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 fast.έ The LEADER programme was the most mentioned as a 

European initiative and policy-building agenda with practical implications for building rural 

community resilience. Among the mentioned examples of policy making at EU level are: LEADER-

CLLD, National Strategic Rural Frameworks, Regional and rural development programmes, 

Natural hazard prevention plans at a regional level, Rural pact and long-term vision for rural areas 
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and Smart villages. In Portugal, respondents also specifically mentioned the importance of 

European Social Fund. 

 

4.7 Future factors  

 

Respondents were also asked (in a multiple-choice question) to describe what factors would influence 

the resilience of rural communities in the future. The main results are shown in Figure 12 below.  

 

Figure 12: The most and least relevant factors in terms of promoting rural community resilience in future.  

 

According to respondents, the most relevant factor in terms of promoting rural community 

resilience in future is community well-being. Co-creation of rural place by activating rural 

participation is perceived to be important only to some extent. It is more important to ensure 

shared responsibilities and co-ownership of resilience-building process. Important factors for the 

future are also sustainable food production, 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 

conflicts in rural areas.  

An open-ended question identified 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 respondents. 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 self-organised would be 

relevant.  

 

4.8 Measuring rural resilience  

 

Rural resilience is difficult to quantify. Respondents 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: 1) immediate indicator (e.g. numbers), 2) 

medium indicator: increased accessibility and participation and 3) long-term indicators: effective 

changes, improvement, resilience. 

 

 Indicators 

Demographic  Net migration, young age structure (young people returning/staying in rural areas).  

Economic  Share of population at risk of poverty, number of created opportunities for quality 

ΨƧƻōǎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀŎƪȅŀǊŘΣ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ {a9ǎ ƛƴ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΣ ŎƻƳƳǳǘƛƴƎ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ Gini 

coefficient, number of short supply chains, number of activities to promote local 

products and services, share of cultivated agricultural land, share of internal and 

external financing of different projects, community activities, etc.  

Social  Number of associations, cooperatives, clubs, and 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 engagement 

in community, level of volunteering; level of 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 project 

funding, capacity to build consensus on strategic priorities, capacity to set strategic 

targets, share of different entities in implemented projects, level of good working 

relationships with stakeholders, number of innovative projects planned or on-going, 

number of community facilities, number and diversity of community events.  

Other  Happiness and satisfaction index of people in rural areas, number of awards/ 

recognitions.  



                                            
 

36 
 

4.9 Education and training  

 

Respondents overwhelmingly evaluated the role of education and training as being 

fundamental for the promotion of rural community resilience. Many have positively 

experienced how the capacity and knowledge of citizens and stakeholders 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, transformational practices, cooperatives and employment, climate 

change, heritage, feminism and female empowerment as well as social innovations. It is 

important to start with educational activities at early stages of school and continue during higher 

education. One ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘΥ άMy point of view is that resilience is closely linked to the 

ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŀŎǉǳƛǊŜΣ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜƭƻƴƎ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΦέ   

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

same communityΥ ά9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ƴŜǿ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΣ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ 

ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜΦέ Discussing, learning new and inspiring examples also empowers 

people and communities who are beneficiaries of such education and training frameworks.  

One respondent stressed the importance of educating people about ideals and value concepts 

ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŀƴ άorientation towards the common good and long-term development, democratic and 

environmental values as well as social participation (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 projects)έΦ  

Asked specifically about capacity building and community development, respondents also 

confirmed the relevance of these factors for building stronger and more resilient rural 

communitiesΦ hƴŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ǊŜƳŀǊƪŜŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎƭȅ άit is a precondition. Disintegrated and 

unaware communities cannot be resilientέΦ /ŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ōǳƛlding enables community members and 

organisations to implement projects effectively, conferring the necessary knowledge and abilities 

on themΦ Lǘ ŀƭǎƻ άinfluences the behaviour of people and empowers themέ ǊŜƛƴŦƻǊŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǇŜŎǘ 

ƻŦ άǎŜƭŦ-ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜέΦ Lǘ ŀƭǎƻ άhelps to build new networks and support development projectsέΦ 

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, 

capacity building and community development contribute to more self-determination and self-

ŜŦŦƛŎŀŎȅ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΣ ŀƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƛƴǎ άof their own future and resilienceέΦ 
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5 Qualitative approach towards analysing needs of rural communities to 

determine what is required to improve their resilience 

 

For deeper analysis of state-of the rural resilience and community well-being additional eighteen 

interviews (six in Ireland, six in Slovenia, three in Portugal and three in other EU member states) 

were conducted. The main topics discussed in the interviews were: 1) factors of rural resilience 

(What promotes rural resilience?); 2) challenges and barriers for rural resilience; 3) in-deep 

description of one good practise and 4) recommendations for REBOUND and for education and 

training providers.  

In promoting rural resilience, the main factors are: 

¶ acknowledging change and on-going capacity building (e.g. trainings for empowering 

rural communities on different topics); 

¶ animation activities and engaging with locals (e.g. events), with equity of access to 

services, working on collaboration potential, which is highly based on mutual trust and 

building common community values, synchronizing visions of rural community 

development; 

¶ local service provision with a community structure that is an umbrella body and which 

supports community development in a cluster of communities; 

¶ good governance (e.g. having a participative structure) along with local ownership. 

Rural resilience is mainly promoted by co-creation of Local Development Strategy and/or 

designing common strategy of development. In respect of defining a resilient rural community 

we can quote one of thŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜǎΥ άA flexible, cohesive community where the actors know 

ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΣ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊƻƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǾƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ǿŜƭƭ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎέ -  Professional working 

for a statutory / public service body, 2022. 

Challenges and barriers for rural resilience: 

¶ Ageing population and out-migration, resulting in a lack of innovations, under-supply of 

specific services, lack of agricultural rejuvenation;  

¶ Lack of employment, especially lack of well-paid employment for young people resulting 

in out-migration, poverty;  

¶ Lack of youth (involvement), some people being reluctant to let power go, resistance to 

changes, lack of access to professional supports, also strong centralistaion in some 

countries; 

¶ Climate changes, natural hazards and other different environmental pressures; 
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¶ Health issues (mental health, covid), especially in remote rural areas rural isolation / 

loneliness; 

¶ Administrative barriers and bureaucratisation (e.g. LEADER), and  

¶ Lack of financial means for supporting (investments) projects and initiatives in rural 

areas, huge reliance on short-term programmes (being programme driven), a high 

competition for funds (e. competing for scarce resources between powerful, usually 

public bodies, and weaker stakeholders ς individuals).  

Educations and training recommendations:  

¶ examples of good practices and practice-based learning, 

¶ communication, how to talk to community, 

¶ facilitation and animation skills, stakeholder mapping and engagement, 

¶ marketing and promotion for communities, promoting connected communities, 

¶ outreach programmes for those who are deprived of certain services and rights,  

¶ project management and business skills, 

¶ models of good governance. 

Figure 13: Key findings in interviews. 
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In order to promote discussion of previous results and a deeper analysis of state-of-the art of 

rural 4 focus groups (each in a single member state) were organised. There topics were discussed:  

1) Is rural community resilience increasing, decreasing or staying the same?; 

2) The role of public policy; 

3) The contribution of education and training. 

The awareness about the concept of rural community resilience is increasing, but in the 

implementation, there are peaks and troughs. In Ireland, increasing 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). Similar in other countries, there are considerable differences among 

communities Some communities have vision / plans, but others do not. Some stakeholders ς individuals 

are very pro-active, whilst others need lots of continuous support of enabling environment. 

Stakeholders generally believe that current policies are not conducive to rural community 

resilience enough and are lagging, quoting one participant άhŦǘŜƴ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ bh¢ 

ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴǘ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƻƴ ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƘŀǇǇŜƴƛƴƎΦέ. The disadvantage of policies is that they 

are not place-based, more tailor-made policy for rural communities is needed. On the other hand, 

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

and innovative. Policy mechanisms for distributing and multiplying good examples and successful 

approaches are missing. Widely recognised tool for rural resilience is LEADER approach.  

Figure 14: Example of focus group findings in Slovenia.  
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6 Analysis of strategic and operational documents on rural resilience at local, 

national and at a European level 

 

Table 1: Collected examples of instruments and documents on rural resilience at different levels ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊΩǎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ (IR: 

Ireland, SI: Slovenia, PT: Portugal).  

EU National  Local and regional  

LEADER/CLLD  National Planning Framework (IE) Local Development Companies 

and Local Development Initiatives 

with Local Development 

Strategies (IE) 

European Agricultural Fund 

for Rural Development  

Climate Action (IE) Local Development Strategy of 

Local Action Group  (PT, SI, IE) 

European Regional 

Development Fund 

Our Rural Future (IE) Local Contracts of Social 

Development (CLDS) (PT) 

European Social Fund  Portugal 2030 Strategy (PT) 

 

Business Creation Support 

Methodology - Creation of 

companies in rural areas (CRER) 

(PT) 

European Maritime, 

Fisheries and Aquaculture 

Fund 

CAP Strategic Plan 2023-2027 (PT, 

SI) 

 

PROVERE: Program for the 

Economic Enhancement of 

Endogenous Resources (PT) 

Smart Villages Rural Development Programme 

2020, 2023-2027 (PT, SI) 

 

Entrepreneurship in Rural Areas 

in the Northern Region (EMER-N) 

(PT) 

Long-term vision for EU rural 

areas: stronger, connected, 

resilient and prosperous  

Interior Enhancement Program 

(PT) 

+CO3SO (PT) 

Rural Pact Recovery and Resilience Plan (SI) Qualifica Program (PT) 

  Long-term Development 

Programme of Municipality (SI) 

  Regional Development 

Programmes (SI)  
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6.1 EU level  

 

¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜέ Ƙŀǎ ƻƴƭȅ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ƳŀŘŜ ƛǘǎ ǿŀȅ ƛƴǘƻ 9¦ ǊǳǊŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

άwǳǊŀƭ LƴǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴ !ǿŀǊŘǎέ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ bŜǘǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ wǳǊŀƭ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ǘƘŜ 

category of άwŜǎƛƭƛŜƴǘ CǳǘǳǊŜǎέ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǎƛƴŎŜ нлнм ς previously projects dealing with 

ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άwǳǊŀƭ wŜǾƛǘŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴέ όнлмфύ ƻǊ ά/ƭƛƳŀǘŜ 

!ŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴέ όнлнлύ1. In the Rural Development Regulation (RDR) adopted in 2013, the term 

άǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜέ ƻǊ άǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴǘέ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ƻƴƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ ƛƴ 

connection with forestry production. Even in the next generation of EU funding, the RDR adopted 

ƛƴ нлнм ǘŀƭƪǎ Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ ŀōƻǳǘ άǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴǘ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜέ ƻǊ άǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴǘ ŦŀǊƳǎέΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴ 

developed in 2021 to implement the Long Term Vision of EU Rural Areas, one of the four building 

ōƭƻŎƪǎ ƛǎ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άwŜǎƛƭƛŜƴǘ wǳǊŀƭ !ǊŜŀǎέ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ŎƻǾŜǊǎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƛƳƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ άmore 

resilient ǘƻ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΣ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŀȊŀǊŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŎǊƛǎŜǎέ2. 

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 community resilience in EU 

rural areas. Instruments and some initiatives will be discussed in the following sections. 

 

6.1.1 LEADER/CLLD 

 

LEADER/CLLD is recognised as the most important funding source for rural resilience. LEADER 

όŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ CǊŜƴŎƘ ά[ƛŀƛǎƻƴ ŜƴǘǊŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŘŜ ŘŞǾŜƭƻǇǇŜƳŜƴǘ ŘŜ ƭΩŞŎƻƴƻƳƛŜ ǊǳǊŀƭŜέΣ ƛΦŜΦ ά[ƛƴƪǎ 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎέύΣ introduced on a pilot basis as a 

ά/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ LƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜέ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜŘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƛƴ мффмΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƛƴŎŜ нллл ƛǘ 

was included in national or regional Rural Development Programmes financed by the European 

Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD). It was designed to address the lack of success 

ƻŦ αƳŀƛƴǎǘǊŜŀƳέ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ ǘƻ ŎƭƻǎŜ ǘƘŜ ƎŀǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇƻƻǊŜǊ ŀǊŜŀǎ 

and regions, very 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 area and how they 

would do it. The initial phase of LEADER as a Community Initiative (1991-1999) 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/news-events/events/rural-inspiration-awards/rural-inspiration-awards-2022-
the-future-is-youth_en 
2 https://rural-vision.europa.eu/action-plan_en 
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ŀǊŜŀǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ αǎŜǾŜƴ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎέ ƻǊ αǎŜǾŜƴ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎέ ƻŦ 

LEADER and include: 

¶ The bottom-up 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 implementation of projects; 

¶ The area-based 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; 

¶ The partnership approach: local actors (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); 

¶ Multi-sectoral integration: the activities supported by LEADER have to be interrelated and 

form a coherent whole, capitalising on linkages between sectors to achieve synergies and 

potential multiplier effects; 

¶ Innovation: local actors are encouraged to seek new solutions to the local challenges; this 

refers not only to the projects supported, but also to innovative methods of community 

involvement and animation; 

¶ Decentralisation of decision-making: this was considered one of the key success factors 

of LEADER, by moving away from decisions being taken at the level of national or regional 

Managing Authorities and giving the full power to the local level; 

¶ Networking and cooperation: it is important that local actors do not feel they are isolated 

with their problems but are 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 implementing joint 

projects (cooperation)3. 

 

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 economies4. From the year 2000 LEADER has been applied to all kinds of rural areas across 

the EU, and since 2007 it has become mandatory for all Rural Development Programmes. Thus, 

                                                           
3 In a number of recent publications, the last two features, networking and cooperation, are presented as two 
ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ αŘŜŎŜƴǘǊŀƭƛǎŜŘ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-ƳŀƪƛƴƎέ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ŘƛǎŀǇǇŜŀǊǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎΣ 
unfortunately, to some extent the reality of LEADER implementation across the EU, where with successive editions 
of the approach the autonomy of the local actors was often reduced due to administrative considerations. 
4 See for example the Ex-post evaluation of the Community Initiative LEADER II (2003) 

https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/common-agricultural-policy/cap-overview/cmef/rural-areas/ex-post-evaluation-community-initiative-leader-ii_en
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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 development budget to LEADER. There are member states where 

100% of rural areas are covered by LAGs (e.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 a budget (from EAFRD, ERDF or EMFF with national 

co-financing) and can 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 receive 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 

Fisheries Fund (now called the European 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 Just Transition Fund (JTF). In these Funds, the approach is no longer called LEADER 

όǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŀŎǊƻƴȅƳ ƛǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ άǊǳǊŀƭ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŜǎέύΣ ōǳǘ ά/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ-Led Local 

5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘέ ό/[[5ύΦ {ƛƴŎŜ нлмп ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ possible to finance one local strategy with several EU 

Funds. The application of CLLD in EAFRD is mandatory and managing authorities have to allocate 

at least 5% of total rural development budget to LEADER. In other funds CLLD is not mandatory 

and Managing Authorities can decide if they want to use this approach or not, and under which 

fund. In programming period 2014-2020, LEDER/CLLD in Portugal is funded by all four European 

structural and investment funds, in Slovenia by three funds: EAFRD, ERDF and EMFAF and in 

Portugal by two funds: EAFRD and EMFF.  

 

Table 2Υ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ŦǳƴŘǎ ƛƴ [9!59wκ/[[5 ōȅ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊΩǎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ in programming 

period 2014-2020.  

European structural and 

investment funds 
Slovenia Portugal Ireland 

EAFRD ṉ ṉ ṉ 

EMFF ṉ ṉ ṉ 

ESF  ṉ  

ERDF ṉ ṉ  
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In the 2014-2020 period, there were 2830 LAGs in rural areas of EU, of which 2206 were funded 

exclusively by the EAFRD and the remaining 624 were multifunded5. At the time of writing 

(December 2022), the selection of LAGs for rural development programmes for 2021-2027 has 

not started yet in most member states. 

 

6.1.2 Other instruments of the EU funds  

 

While LEADER/CLLD is generally recognised as the most important funding source for rural 

resilience, there are also other measures/priorities of EU funds which can be used to support 

rural communities in becoming more resilient. The European Agricultural Fund for Rural 

Development (EAFRD) envisages support for such activities as, for example: 1) investments in 

broadband and flood protection infrastructure, 2) ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛŦȅƛƴƎ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ ƛƴǘƻ ƴƻƴ-

agricultural activities, 3) support to producer organisations, producer groups and cooperation for 

innovative solutions along the food value chain, 4)  information, knowledge sharing and advisory 

services, especially targeting the protection of nature, environment and climate, including 

environmental education and awareness actions and the development of rural businesses and 

communities. 

Resources of the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), European Maritime and 

Fisheries Fund (EMFF) and the European Social Fund (ESF) can be used occasionally by 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 agricultural producers 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 sources that would be adapted to their needs. This is reflected in 

many responses of the stakeholder survey presented above. 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
5 Based on: https://ldnet.eu/implementing-cohesion-policy-funds-through-multi-fund-clld/  

https://ldnet.eu/implementing-cohesion-policy-funds-through-multi-fund-clld/
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6.1.3 Other frameworks, initiatives and strategies  

 

Smart Villages initiative 

Smart Villages in the EU started from high-level policy discussions. Following an initiative by some 

members of the European Parliament, three European Commissioners (for Agriculture, Regional 

tƻƭƛŎȅΣ ŀƴŘ aƻōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘύ ƭŀǳƴŎƘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ά9¦ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ {ƳŀǊǘ ±ƛƭƭŀƎŜǎέ in 2017. 

However, many rural communities have applied innovative solutions to specific challenges they 

ǿŜǊŜ ŦŀŎƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƭƻƴƎ ǘƛƳŜΣ ƭƻƴƎ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ά{ƳŀǊǘ ±ƛƭƭŀƎŜέ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊΦ 

According to a working definition developed in 2019,  

ά{ƳŀǊǘ ±ƛƭƭŀƎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǳǎŜ innovative solutions to 

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 particular by 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 existing initiatives 

ŀƴŘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎέ6. 

¢Ƙƛǎ ƭƻƴƎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ƛŦ ŀ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ά{ƳŀǊǘέ 

or not. The use of digital tools ς ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ άǎƳŀǊǘ ŎƛǘƛŜǎέ ς is not a 

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) environmental sustainability, 5) urban-rural linkages, 6) asset-based value 

chains (agricultural and/or non-agricultural).7 

In practice, Smart Villages are different from other rural policy tools mentioned in this report in 

that they ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ōǳŘƎŜǘ associated with them: it is 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 provide small grants (a little over EUR 1.000) to villages in their 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 selection process. 

 

 

                                                           
6 See: https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/smart-and-competitive-rural-areas/smart-villages/smart-villages-portal_en  
7 Source: https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/sites/default/files/tg_smart-villages_scoping-paper_draft.pdf  

https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/smart-and-competitive-rural-areas/smart-villages/smart-villages-portal_en
https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/sites/default/files/tg_smart-villages_scoping-paper_draft.pdf


                                            
 

46 
 

Long-term visƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ  

Following a public consultation launched in September 2020, in 2022, the European Commission 

presented an action plan for sustainable, cohesive and integrated rural development, where the 

term of resilience is clearly emphasises. It identifies four areas of action in EU, with the following 

objectives: 1) Stronger: empowering rural communities with access to services and social 

innovation; 2) Connected: improving connectivity in terms of transport and digital access; 3) 

Resilient: conservation of natural resources and ecological agriculture, against climate change; 4) 

Prosperous: diversifying economic activities and adding value to agriculture, agri-food activities 

and agritourism.  

Rural Pact  

The Rural Pact is a framework for cooperation. It promotes cooperation between European, 

national, regional and local governments, civil society organisations, businesses, academics and 

citizens to a rural vision. The objectives are: 1) amplifying rural voices and bring 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 vision. It contributes to 

achieving the shared goals of the Communication outlining the long-ǘŜǊƳ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ǊǳǊŀƭ 

areas. 

 

6.2 National level  

 

The use of the ǘŜǊƳ άǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜέ ƛƴ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ƛǎ modest and usually used in the context of 

climate resilience (e.g. Climate Action in Ireland) and farming resilience (often initiated by CAP). 

Recently, the term resilience has made way to most of national policies within national recovery 

and resilience plans after COVID-19 epidemic, initiated by European Commission and prepared 

by each country.  

In Ireland, it was developed the framework of Our Rural Future: Rural Development Policy 2021-

2025. ¢ǊŀƴǎŦŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜΩ ƛƴ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ŦŀǎǘŜǊ ƛƴ tƻǊǘǳƎŀƭ 

(comparing to Slovenia and Ireland), and it is used in strategic documents Portugal 2030 to 

άŜƴǎǳǊŜ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƘŜǎƛƻƴΣ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊƛŀƭ ƛƴ tƻǊǘǳƎŀƭέ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ the Rural 

Development Programme - ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳǊ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άƭƻŎŀƭ 

development and resilienceέΦ  

Despite the fact ǘƘŀǘ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜέ ƛƴ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ƛǎ ƳƻŘŜǎǘ and often initiated 

by frameworks at EU level, considerable range of operational documents and strategies at 
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national level can support activities and initiatives to build up rural community resilience. 

Addressed fields of rural resilience in strategic and operational documents on national level are:  

- promoting even regional development (e.g. National Planning Framework in Ireland; 

Regional Development Programmes in Slovenia, Interior Enhancement Programme in 

Portugal);  

- sustainability of agriculture and development of innovative farming practices (e.g. national 

CAP strategic plans);  

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

- business, employment and social inclusion (e.g. Portugal 2030 Strategy); and 

- rural development (Our Rural Future: Rural Development Policy 2021-2025 in Ireland, Rural 

Development Programme in Slovenia and Portugal). 

Specific documents per country are described in the following section.    

 

6.2.1 Ireland  

 

National Planning Framework  

LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ όbtCύ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ŀƴ ƻǾŜǊ-arching policy for planning and 

development over a twenty-year period (to 2040).  During this period, it is anticipated that 

LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛƭƭ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ōȅ ŀpproximately one million, and the NPF provides for 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 

importaƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŎƻǳƴǘŜǊōŀƭŀƴŎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ DǊŜŀǘŜǊ 5ǳōƭƛƴ !ǊŜŀΦ  LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ 

second-tier cities (Cork, Limerick, Galway and Waterford) are charged with absorbing at least half 

the anticipated population increase between 2020 and 2040. The NPF also places significant 

emphasis on cross-border cooperation with Northern Ireland, including investing in 

infrastructure in the Border Region ς which is predominantly a rural region.  The NPF is a very 

ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳent plan (NDP) has been aligned 

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. 

¢ƘŜ btCΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ promoting regional development and to arresting the exponential 

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

btCΩǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ bŀǘƛƻƴǎ {ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ 

Development Goals (UNSDGs), and they include compact growth (including consolidating rural 

towns and villages), enhancing regional accessibility and improving public transport.  The NPF 

ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘion 



                                            
 

48 
 

of environmental resources.  The NPF envisages investing in soft infrastructure and human 

capital, including life-long education, childcare and health services.  It contains a dedicated 

chapter and set of commitments in respect of rural economic and community development and 

ΨǊǳǊŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩ ƛǎ ŀ ƴŀƳŜŘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅΦ   

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 strategies (RSESs).  

¢ƘŜǎŜ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀǘŜŘ ōȅ LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǎǎŜƳōƭƛŜǎ ς the Eastern & Midlands 

Regional Assembly, the Southern Regional Assembly and Northern and Western Regional 

Assembly. The RSESs outline how the NPF will be delivered at regional level, 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.  Each RSES notes the assets and potential of their constituent local 

authority and sub-county areas, and they envisage several inter-county collaborations and 

transboundary initiatives. 

Since the coming on stream of the NPF (2018) and the RSES (2020), the Irish Government 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 Development ς with most projects being pre-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 centres, and it is supporting the rollout of ICT infrastructure in rural 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦ wǳǊŀƭ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ Ŏŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ŀǇǇƭȅ ŦƻǊ ŦǳƴŘǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ btCΩǎ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

disruptive technologies funds.   

Climate Action 

LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ /ƭƛƳŀǘŜ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜǎ ŦƛǾŜ ǎǘrands as follows: tackling climate breakdown; 

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, low-carbon, climate-resilient and environmentally sustainable economy by 2050.  

It includes significant carbon-reduction targets ς to 80% of 1990 levels, and it makes specific 

provisions in respect of the rural economy.  Consequently, there is considerable public debate 

about sustainable food production, including the possible culling of the national herd ς to reduce 

methane levels.  Rural communities are also being affected by the transition to a zero-carbon 

society, and they are currently adapting to restrictions 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 Development Policy 2021-2025 



                                            
 

49 
 

hǳǊ wǳǊŀƭ CǳǘǳǊŜ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ LǊƛǎƘ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ōƭǳŜǇǊƛƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŀ Ǉƻǎǘ-COVID-19 recovery and 

development of rural Ireland in the period 2021-2025.  

 

6.2.2 Portugal 

 

Portugal 2030 Strategy 

The Portugal 2030 Strategy is a programme-based on strategic axes, with a view to advancing the 

country's economic and social development over the next decade, embodying the vision of 

recovering the economy and protecting employment, while making the next decade a period of 

recovery and convergence of Portugal 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 Multi-Year Financial Framework (MFF) 2021-2027, in order to 

adequately respond to the global challenges ahead. This 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 demographic balance, 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 2023-2027 

An active management of the whole territory, based on an innovative and sustainable agricultural 

and forestry production, is the vision that summarizes the national strategy included in the 

Common Agricultural Policy Strategic Plan (PEPAC) for the period 2023-2027. 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 the financial 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 Policy and the Common Fisheries Policy, framed in 

Portugal 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) competitiveness 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 correcting territorial 

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 the settlement of people in the interior territories and 

the affirmation of cross-border territories. The four areas of intervention are: 1) Valuing the 

Endogenous Resources and Entrepreneurial Capacity of the Interior, 2) Promoting Cross-border 

Cooperation for 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 national level, in 2021, the government adopted the national Recovery and Resilience 

Plan (RRP) which serves as the basis for drawing on the funding available under the Recovery and 

wŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜ CǳƴŘ όwwCύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ wŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ ŀƴŘ 

Resilience Package Next Generation EU under which Slovenia is also eligible to funding under the 

React-EU 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 and social impacts of the COVID-19 epidemic and prepare the country for 

the challenges related to green and digital transition. {ƭƻǾŜƴƛŀΩǎ wwt ŜƴǾƛǎŀƎŜǎ ǳǘƛƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 9¦w 

мΦу ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƎǊŀƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ 9¦w ссс Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƭƻŀƴǎ όwŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ ŀƴŘ wŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜ tƭŀƴΧ, 2022). 

{ƭƻǾŜƴƛŀΩǎ wwt ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƎǊŜŜƴ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴ όǊŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅΣ 

sustainable renovation of buildings, clean and safe environment, sustainable mobility, circular 

economy), digital transformation (of the economy and public sector), 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 long-ǘŜǊƳ ŎŀǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ όwŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ ŀƴŘ wŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜ tƭŀƴΧΣ 

2022).  

 

6.3 Local/regional level  

 

At local and sub-regional level in Europe, the widely recognised tool for enhancing rural resilience 

is LEADER/CLLD. Local communities are organised as Local Action Groups, Local Development 

Companies or Local Development Initiatives. Other mentioned frameworks at local and regional 
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level are: Long-term Development Programme of Municipalities (Slovenia) and Regional 

Development Programmes (Slovenia). In Portugal, also European Social 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 are forty-nine local development companies (LDCs) currently operational in Ireland. They 

are tasked with building inclusive, vibrant communities and also with offering and providing 

better life chances for people in each county / sub-region of Ireland. 

The LDCs are tasked with assisting communities and disadvantaged persons or groups with 

personal development and well-being initiatives. They also tackle social exclusion in their areas 

of operation. They provide employment training and placement for unemployed people or 

people wishing to re-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 action to mitigate 

the effects of climate change. All of this work is conducted using the principles and 

methodologies associated with a community development approach. 

LDCs are not-for-profit, volunteer-led organisations. Their ethos is bottom-up, led by local needs 

and opportunities, taking a holistic view of the individuals they serve and the community. In 

general, their modes of working and services are integrated; this means that employment 

supports, enterprise grants, social inclusion, training, well-being and environmental supports are 

all available through an LDC. According to the ILDN (Irish Local Development Network), the LDCs 

operate 150 different programmes throughout Ireland. For example, the SICAP or Social Inclusion 

Community Activation Programme, delivered by the LDCs has a budget of ϵ40 million. It ran from 

2018 to the end of 2022.  

The LEADER Programme is one of the key interventions of Our Rural Future, the Irish 

DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ tƻƭƛŎȅ ŦƻǊ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ ¢Ƙe programme is delivered by twenty-nine local 

action groups (LAGs) across the country, which for the most part comprise the Local Community 

Development Committee (LCDC) as the LAG, with the local authority as financial partner and the 

local development company (LDC) as implementing partner. In previous LEADER programmes, 

the LDC was the LAG responsible for the delivery of the programme in their respective area. A 

transitional LEADER pǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŎŀƳŜ ƛƴǘƻ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ мǎǘ !ǇǊƛƭ нлнмΦ ! ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ ϵтл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ 

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 Strategies ς LAG ADRIMAG 

The strategic instrument undertaken by the LAG is the LEADER/CLLD approach. LAG ADRIMAG 

has great experience implementing the different LEADER programmes since the beginning: 

LEADER I, LEADER II, LEADER+, PRODER and currently CLLD. Community-Based Local 

Development (CLLD) is a territorial approach, through which local development strategies (LDS) 

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, diversification and 

competitiveness of the economy and the improvement of the living conditions of populations.  

Since 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 account the bottom-up 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 private actors.  

ADRIMAG has defined a set of priorities: 1) Research; innovation and technological development; 

2) Promotion of economic competitiveness; 3) Dynamization and profitability of the agricultural 

and forestry sectors; 4) Sustainable tourism development; 5) Conservation and enhancement of 

natural and cultural heritage; 6) Fostering human capital; 7) Promotion of social inclusion and 

employment and 8) Cooperation and animation of the territory. 

Local Contracts of Social Development (CLDS) 

The CLDS programme aims to promote the social inclusion of population cohorts that are most 

likely to experience social fragility or exclusion in a given territory. The programme mobilises 

integrated actions among various agents and locally available resources, constituting itself as an 

instrument to combat social exclusion strongly marked by a proximity intervention carried out in 

partnership, in order to realise the following: 1) increase the levels of social cohesion of the 

municipalities that are the object of intervention, promoting changes in their socio-territorial 

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 developed and the 

different existing planning instruments of a municipal dimension. 
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Business Creation Support Methodology - Creation 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 experimentation of business ideas. 

PROVERE: Program for the Economic Enhancement of Endogenous Resources 

PROVERE is a territorially-based economic enhancement strategy aimed specifically at low-

density spaces. It aims to foster their competitiveness through the promotion of innovative 

economic-based 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 aims to: bolster the initiatives of private 

agents; promote a model of self-governance and, furthermore, an intervention logic cantered on 

training agents and valuing resources. Important projects resulting from the implementation of 

this programme, managed by LAG ADRIMAG, are 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-N) 

The EMER-N project, constitutes an instrument/tool to leverage supports for micro and small 

businesses. The project has been adapted to the constraints and particularities of the rural 

environment, with the aim of creating a positive and conducive environment for the emergence 

and growth of companies and employment in the northern region of the country.  It is based on: 

1) methodologies aimed at problem-solving and monitoring; 2) mentoring / facilitator with 

relevant competence and experiences, with a good knowledge of the territory and institutional 

network, 3) recourse to competences installed in the territory, 4) access to specialist advices from 

researchers at higher education institutions, 5) Institutional network to support entrepreneurs. 

+CO3SO 

+CO3SO is a set of transversal and multisectoral programmes 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 territories, with the promotion of 

high-quality employment, innovation and technology transfer.  

Qualifica Program 

The Qualifica Program is aimed at adults with incomplete education.  It offers training courses 

and aims to improve the qualification levels of adults, contributing to the ǎƪƛƭƭǎΩ progression of 

the participants and the improvement of individuals' employability. 
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6.3.3 Slovenia 

  

Long-term Development Programmes of Municipalities 

The Constitution of the Republic of Slovenia protects the autonomy of local self-government and 

states that the Slovene people exercise such authority and functions through self-governing units 

(municipalities and regions). A municipality may comprise a single settlement or a number of 

settlements, the inhabitants of which are bound together by common needs and interests. 

{ƭƻǾŜƴƛŀΩǎ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƛǎ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ ƻŦ нмн ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǘǿŜƭǾŜ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

are urban municipalities.  

Municipalities prepare Long-term Municipal Development Programmes. The Long-term 

Development Programme ƻŦ ~ŜƴǘƧǳǊ aǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘȅ нлнм-2030 does not mention rural resilience, 

ōǳǘ ƛǘ ǘŀƭƪǎ ŀōƻǳǘ άǇƻƭȅŎŜƴǘǊƛŎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΣ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ǊǳǊŀƭ 

devŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜέΦ The main points of the 

programme include bringing about a sustainable and green municipality, with support for 

economic development and good connectivity on all levels. Resilience is most prominent in 

people-related goals, such as continued education, the inclusion of all target groups and the offer 

of άquality programmes, which result in active participation of citizens, strengthens the 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΣ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ƴŜǿ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŀƛǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅέ ό5ƻƭƎƻǊƻőƴƛ ǊŀȊǾƻƧƴƛ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ 

ƻōőƛƴŜ ~ŜƴǘƧǳǊΣ нлнмύΦ 

Local Development Strategies of Local Action Groups  

At thesub-regional level, the relevant strategic and operational instrument is LEADER/CLLD. The 

Slovenian experience of implementing the LEADER/CLLD approach and programme is the result 

of a long-term development process and policy, with the 15 years of experience (from the early 

1990s to the period before accession to the European Union) having provided a good basis for 

an effective transition to full implementation in the 2007ς2013 programming period. 

LEADER/CLLD covers the Slovenian territory in its entirety, which is the result of the systematic 

work of actors and stakeholders at local, regional and national levels. The LEADER/CLLD approach 

and programme are a prominent example of multi-level governance: the formation of 33 (2000ς

2013) and 37 (2014ς2020) Local Action Groups has created new development structures and new 

knowledge centres at sub-regional level. They bring together established and new actors, who 

actively approach and participate in the implementation of activities to promote local 

development. The key to this is the preparation of a local development strategy, which serves as 

ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ [9!59wκ/[[5 ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭ όtƻǘƻőƴƛƪ {ƭŀǾƛő 

et al, 2022).  
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An analysis of completed projects 2007-2020 shows that quality of life, marketing, 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 

Slovenia, there is a clear lack of projects dealing with environmental 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 the development 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 in problem border areas over the past fifteen years 

όtƻǘƻőƴƛƪ {ƭŀǾƛő Ŝǘ ŀƭΣ нлннύΦ  

An analysis of the {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƻŦ [ƻŎŀƭ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ [ƻŎŀƭ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ DǊƻǳǇ άCǊƻƳ tƻƘƻǊƧŜ ǘƻ 

.ƻƘƻǊέ нллт-2021 (the new Strategy is being prepared at this time), reveals that it does not talk 

about rural resilience directly, but talks about creating opportunities for all target groups to take 

advantage of opportunities available in the rural areas. The main measure in this respect is 

providing training and education for relevant skills and knowledge tailored to different target 

groups (SLR LAS Od Pohorja do Bohorja, 2021).  

 

Regional Development Programmes 

There are twelve development regions in Slovenia, each with a regional development agency - 

performing general development tasks in the region and drawing up, coordinating, monitoring 

and evaluating the regional development programmes.  

Similar to local and sub-regional level, term rural resilience is not mentioned, but, for example, 

the Regional development programme of Savinjska Region 2021-2027 ǘŀƭƪǎ ŀōƻǳǘ άōŜƛƴƎ 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛǾŜ ǘƻ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǘǊŜƴŘǎέ ŀƴŘ άǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜΣ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛŦƛŜŘ 

ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘέΦ Moreover, there is a lot of emphasis on stimulation of education and 

training with inclusion of all target groups, strengthening research and innovation capabilities, 

developing farms, stimulating local self-sufficiency and preservation of vital rural areas 

(Regionalni razvojni program Savinjske regije, 2022). 
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7 Case studies 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 viewer available on: https://uni-

lj.maps.arcgis.com/apps/dashboards/3462127a4745438a878bb3ebdcba4418 . The case study of rural 

communities resilience collector is a good teaching material and will be added at REBOUND webpage for 

further dissemination of good practices of rural community resilience. 

Figure 15: REBOUND case studies interactive online collector.  

 

  

 

https://uni-lj.maps.arcgis.com/apps/dashboards/3462127a4745438a878bb3ebdcba4418
https://uni-lj.maps.arcgis.com/apps/dashboards/3462127a4745438a878bb3ebdcba4418
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7.1 Portugal  

 

Case study 1: LAG ADRIMAG 

 

CONTEXT 

ADRIMAG ς Association for the Integrated Development of the Serras de Montemuro, Arada and 

Gralheira is a Local Action Group, formed on the 27th of August 1991. It covers seven 

ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΥ !ǊƻǳŎŀΣ /ŀǎǘŜƭƻ ŘŜ tŀƛǾŀΣ /ƛƴŦńŜǎΣ /ŀǎǘǊƻ 5ŀƛǊŜΣ {ŜǾŜǊ Řƻ ±ƻǳƎŀΣ {ńƻ tŜŘǊƻ Řƻ {ǳƭ 

e Vale de Cambra. The LAG territory is located in the interior, 60km from the City of Oporto. LAG 

ADRIMAG Is based on a formal public-private partnership, under the legal form of a non-profit 

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

representatives from the municipalities.  

INTERVENTION TERRITORY: 

- 7 municipalities 

- 2 regions ς North and Center 

- 2 districts ς Aveiro e Viseu 

- 80 parishes 

- 168.860 hectares 

- 115.666 Inhabitants (Census 2021) 

GEOGRAPHIC AREA: 

- Montemuro and Gralheira Mountains 

- Douro and Vouga River Bassins 

CLASSIFIED AREAS: 

- 2000 Natura Network Sites 

- Freita and Arada Mountains 

- Montemuro Mountains 

- Paiva River 

- Vouga River 

UNESCO GEOPARKS - Arouca Geopark 

ECST - EUROPEAN CHARTER FOR SUSTAINABLE 

TOURISM -  Magic Mountains Territory 

 

Figure 16:  Intervention territory of LAG 
ADRIMAG (source: ADRIMAG). 
 


































































