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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This deliverable looks at how rural innovation is developing throughout Europe and 
determines which Startup Villages would be best suited to act as models for the FoodCoP 

network.  Rural communities known as Startup Villages address issues like depopulation, 
unemployment, low economic diversity, and climate threats through innovation, 
entrepreneurship, and community involvement.  A mapping of 50 Startup Villages in 

Europe revealed that the majority are still in the "experimenting" stage of ecosystem 
development, with just a tiny percentage having proceeded to the "demonstrating" stage. 

A detailed analysis was conducted of the seven FoodCoP partner villages.  They face 
comparable demographic and geographical issues, including declining youth in urban 
areas, elderly populations, a lack of private investment, and difficulty with digitalisation 

and administrative adaptability.  By means of early-stage incubators, bioeconomy trials, 
or digital tools for tourism and agriculture, all seven are actively enhancing their potential 

for innovation.  Moving away from traditional primary production and towards value-
added bio-based and community-led innovation is their key goal. 
 

Four best practices were then chosen for comparison and peer learning based on this 
analysis: Angra do Heroísmo (Azores, Portugal), Alytus District Municipality 

(Lithuania), Idanha-a-Nova (Portugal), and Mancomunidad de Servicios Andía (Spain).  
These four regions are more developed and have already connected innovation to their 
local resources, stabilising or even reversing decline.  They demonstrate how integrating 

shared governance, circular economy principles, and small-scale incubator spaces may 
help rural areas generate new value. The ability of these four regions to coordinate 

governance among various stakeholders (cities, cooperatives, universities, and local 
communities) and establish modest yet efficient innovation infrastructures, like 
coworking spaces, project testbeds, or specialised accelerators, is what makes them 

successful.  They also show a significant use of national and EU financing (such as 
Horizon Europe, Interreg, and recovery funds), transforming them into long-term 

development tools rather than one-time initiatives. 
 
When local identity, bioeconomy potential, and participatory innovation are coupled, 

rural revitalisation is possible, as demonstrated by these best-practice examples.  Their 
experience is very applicable to the FoodCoP Startup Villages, which are developing 

along a similar trajectory but need more help to transition from early experimentation to 
mature demonstration.  The FoodCoP project will use the lessons learnt from the four 
best practices to inform ecosystem strengthening, policy transfer, and peer learning. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Background 

The climate crisis poses a profound challenge for agriculture and rural communities 
worldwide. Agriculture both suffers from and contributes to global climate change, as 

20–25% of greenhouse gas emissions come from agricultural operations [1]. 
Unpredictable weather, extreme weather, and changed rainfall patterns are all linked to 
this anthropogenic climate change. This poses a serious threat to food security and crop 

productivity, endangering the fundamentals of human society. At the same time, global 
food systems are impacted by a number of other significant issues, including expanding 

populations, changing dietary habits toward more meat consumption, and rising 
consumer and supply-chain food waste. Together, these pressures highlight the urgent 
need to address the intertwined relationship between agriculture, rural livelihoods, and 

the escalating climate crisis. Recent decades have shown increased human impacts on the 
global climate that have changed the planet's atmosphere. 

 
Traditional agricultural methods alone are no longer sustainable in addressing the rising 
demand for food production. Relying on these methods to enhance food production would 

necessitate the use of additional chemical pesticides and fertilizers, which would have 
detrimental effects on the environment, the climate, and human health [1]. At the same 

time, agriculture is the industry most at risk from climate change, due to its enormous 
scale and susceptibility to weather conditions, which will have a significant negative 
economic impact [2]. This disruptive reality calls for fresh ideas, approaches, and 

dedication. To break this cycle, rural innovation and entrepreneurship provide vital 
solutions. Farmers who adopt entrepreneurial thinking are able to identify and take 
advantage of new opportunities, many of which go beyond conventional farming 

operations. Specifically, by assessing farm-based resources in creative ways, they can 
diversify into new, sometimes non-agricultural markets, strengthening rural economies 

[3]. As entrepreneurial activity has expanded globally, researchers largely concur that 
entrepreneurship is a significant way to boost agricultural economic performance and 
encourage rural economic growth. Innovative agricultural entrepreneurs in rural areas can 

introduce new technologies and methods to boost farm production and efficiency, which 
will raise yields and profitability without exacerbating poor environmental and social 

outcomes [4]. 
 
Proposed by the Startup Village Forum (JRC) of the European Union, a new concept 

named Startup Village, has arisen. A Startup Village is “a place (or a network of small 
places) that embraces innovation and ambitious entrepreneurship as a way to unlock 

development potential and support well-being in rural areas” [5]. It aims to create 
favourable conditions for entrepreneurial and innovative ecosystems by integrating local 
context, community, and objectives with external knowledge, resources, and markets. 

The JRC Startup Village conceptualization identifies five key conceptual building blocks, 
namely, (a) Innovation, (b) Entrepreneurship, (c) Rural space, (d) Multiple scales, and (d) 

Ecosystems (see Figure 1). Rather than relying solely on traditional farming, a Startup 
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Village focuses on keeping or bringing back young people to rural areas through 

sustainable methods, digital innovation, and new types of entrepreneurship. 
 
 

 
Figure 1 - Startup Village conceptual building blocks. Source: [5] 

 

Startup Villages are in line with the systems innovation approach which underscores that 
sustainable, place-based innovation must be fundamentally anchored in local contexts 

and influenced by the intricate linkages among social, environmental, and economic 
systems. A study of the Water–Land–Food–Energy Nexus in Thessaly, Greece, illustrated 
how a comprehensive systems-innovation framework—merging scientific insight with 

varied stakeholder expertise—can facilitate efficient resource governance and planning 
[6]. That methodology supports the Startup Village concept by viewing rural areas as 

interconnected ecosystems, where infrastructure, institutions, and community identity 
jointly influence innovation potential. Integrating entrepreneurship into the distinctive 
hydrographic, ecological, and socio-economic characteristics of locations such as Vila 

Nova de Paiva (for instance, utilising its pristine Paiva River for tourism, agriculture, and 
ecosystem services) guarantees that the systemic, place-based strategy is contextually 

aware, resilient, and aligned with local advantages. In the absence of this degree of local 
embedding—connecting cross-sector collaboration and multi-actor governance—
innovation plans are likely to fail because of a discrepancy between generic planning and 

specific territorial dynamics. 
 

This report delineates prevalent success criteria and regional modifications, emphasising 
the role of strategic resource mobilisation, supportive infrastructure, and community-
driven leadership in fostering effective innovation ecosystems. Insights derived from each 

environment are synthesised to evaluate scaling possibilities and strategic ramifications 
for the European Startup Village Partners and analogous programs focused on promoting 

rural revitalisation via sustainable entrepreneurship. This analysis critically compares 50 
Startup Villages across Europe to provide a reproducible framework for identifying and 
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transferring excellent practices, thereby enhancing inclusive, place-based innovation 

policies. 

1.2 Objectives and Methodology 

This deliverable provides illustrative examples of Startup Villages, describing and 

analysing their context, enabling factors, ecosystem dynamics, stakeholders' engagement, 
and economic structure and alignment with circular bioeconomy. Seven cases studies, 

derived from the FoodCoP project, and four external case studies have been chosen and 
comprehensively analysed, with the intention of serving as best practice exemplars for 
the Startup Villages participating in FoodCoP. 

 
The research has been divided into four phases, each of which is founded on a 

triangulation of sources and techniques, employing both desk and field research (Figure 
2). Phase 1 involves preparation and planning, focusing on the employed framework and 
methodology. Phase 2 focuses on data collection and initial analysis. During this stage, 

the European Startup Village Forum, an initiative of the European Commission's long-
term vision for the EU's Rural Areas, which encompasses a specific flagship action on 

research and innovation for rural communities, was employed as the starting point of 
Startup Villages mapping in Europe [7]. A thorough mapping of the Startup Villages 
ecosystem in Europe was conducted and presented in section 3.1. In parallel, a survey 

was developed and disseminated to the FoodCop participating Startup Villages in order 
to identify their innovation, readiness level, economic sectors, key barriers and needs.  

 

 
Figure 2 – Best practices research phases 

 
Subsequently, a deep analysis (phase 3) was implemented, where the needs of FoodCoP 

participating Startup Villages were analysed, with the objective of identifying the most 
comparable and mature Startup Villages in Europe that would be examined in this 
deliverable. This process was conducted by considering the size, distance from the nearest  

major metropolis, economic sectors and circularity focus, innovation, and readiness 
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levels. A deep web search, combined with the survey results from the shortlisted Startup 

Villages, was used to verify and enrich the desk analysis that was conducted to produce 
this document (phase 4). This document concludes with a thorough analysis of the best 
practice exemplars, including transferable practices and contextual limitations.  
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2. FRAMEWORK FOR IDENTIFYING BEST 
PRACTICES  

We employed a case study methodology to discover and assess various startup settlements 

throughout Europe. The preliminary selection was founded on the criteria established by 
the European Startup Village Forum, a significant network for disseminating information 
and experiences related to fostering startup-driven innovation in rural regions [8]. To 

enhance the list, we conducted further online research to guarantee a wide geographical 
distribution and increased diversity in Startup Villages. The information collected for all 

the chosen Startup Villages is primarily based on criteria established by the European 
Startup Village Forum. The criteria necessary for recognising a Startup Village are 
categorised into two primary groups:  

a) Institutions, which encompass both formal and informal aspects, whereas formal 
aspects refer to the existence of administrative, legislative and regulatory 

frameworks and informal aspects include established local knowledge networks, 
opportunities to build extra-local networks and community of innovators; and 

b) Resources, which comprise physical and financial elements, leadership capability, 

human capital, expertise, market demand, and intermediary services. 
Consequently, the classification of the communities is directly based on these parameters 

to provide a uniform and thorough evaluation. 
 
Firstly, the Overview of the Best Practice serves as an introductory narrative, highlighting 

both formal and informal institutions. Table 1 outlines which resources are leveraged and 
describes the concrete actions and innovations undertaken by each village. This is 

followed by an assessment of Leadership, focusing on the capacity and willingness of 
local actors to encourage creativity and maintain momentum for startup-driven growth. 
Next, we examine the Key Players, a criterion which is closely linked to Human Capital 

and demonstrates how leadership structures and local talent are mobilised in practice. We 
also analyse the Key Barriers to Innovation and Entrepreneurship to reveal gaps or 

weaknesses in the enabling conditions — whether related to institutions (formal or 
informal) or obstacles that limit Demand for entrepreneurial activity. Furthermore, 
Innovation and Creativity are explored as outcomes that reflect access to Knowledge, the 

strength of Human Capital, and the presence of supportive informal institutions that 
nurture creative ideas, risk-taking, and knowledge exchange within the community. Next, 

we examined Resources and Support Infrastructure, directly linked to Physical and 
Financial Resources, as well as Intermediate Services that provide essential business 
support. Finally, Scalability is closely linked to Demand, as it assesses whether 

entrepreneurs in the village can access external markets to grow their businesses.  
 

In addition to the criteria derived from the European Startup Village Forum, we also 
included some geographical and spatial characteristics. These are the Country, the Size 
of the Village as well as the Distance from the nearest main city. Although these 

characteristics were not listed in the Forum’s enabling conditions, they were incorporated 
to provide a clearer understanding of the geographical diversity, settlement scale and 

connectivity of each case. By taking these elements into account, we can more effectively 
evaluate various contexts and comprehend how scale and location affect each Startup 
Village's readiness, connectedness, and development potential. To further highlight the 

concrete results and impacts of the enabling conditions — Institutions, Resources, and 
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Geospatial characteristics — we also incorporated indicators of development status. 

Specifically, we included Core Economic Sectors (up to three per village) to indicate the 
primary sources of local revenue and economic activity. We also captured key 
outcomes—both socio-economic and environmental — to demonstrate the tangible 

effects of innovation and entrepreneurship within each village.  
 

Finally, each village was categorised by its Readiness Level to reflect its stage of 
development within the innovation ecosystem [5]. This includes: 

A) Envisioning stage: These villages have an interest in exploring prospects for 

innovation. However, they may have inadequate resources, human capital, and/or 
infrastructure. Consequently, they will endeavour to identify the forms of local 

action and multi-level support required to enhance their capacities and improve 
their integration into an ecosystem. 

B) Experimenting stage: These villages will possess a sufficient baseline capacity, 

albeit in the process of developing some others. They will be undertaking actions 
to foster innovation and entrepreneurship within the existing ecosystem, likely 

having at least one startup in the incubation stage. 
C) Demonstrating stage: These villages will have comparatively well-established  

capacities, ecosystems, and supportive frameworks. They will have dynamic 

startups that have achieved evidence-based results so they can serve as inspiring 
examples to other villages at the prior stage. 

 
Table 1 - Overview of all the analysis criteria and their foci (the new criteria are indicated in * and are added to those 

employed by the European Startup Village Forum). 

Criterion Focus / Purpose 

Overview of Best Practice 
Describes institutional setting, key innovations, and 

resource use 
Geographical & Spatial 
Characteristics 

Describes location, size, and accessibility (distance 
from the nearest city) 

Leadership 
Evaluates local capacity to drive and sustain 

innovation 

Key Players 
Identifies actors and networks that enable 

entrepreneurship 

Key Barriers 
Reveals institutional, market, or social obstacles to 
innovation 

Innovation & Creativity 
Examines local innovation outputs and cultural 
capacity 

Resources & Support 
Infrastructure 

Assesses financial, physical, and intermediary 
support 

Scalability  Evaluates potential for growth and market access 

Core Economic Sectors* 
Indicates key sources of local income and 
employment 

Readiness Level* Categorises maturity of innovation ecosystem 
 

The data collection method was primarily executed via the EU Startup Village Forum 
platform, which offers comprehensive profiles of rural areas involved in Startup Village 
activities [8]. Supplementary material and Startup Villages were obtained by online desk 

research, encompassing municipal websites, regional development reports, and pertinent 
academic and policy documents. This integrated method facilitated the verification and 
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enhancement of profiles with current demographic, economic, and industry information. 

The analysis employed cross-case comparison, outcome mapping, and qualitative coding 
to identify commonalities and discrepancies across various Startup Village environments. 
These methodologies enabled a systematic analysis of demographic, economic, and 

governance attributes to identify shared issues and possibilities. 
 

A questionnaire was created and distributed to all startup villages that were involved in 
the study (see Annex). The objective was to gather information regarding the challenges 
they encounter, their innovation status, governance and community engagement, priority 

sectors, alignment with circular bioeconomy principles, and access to funding.  The 
results of these questionnaires are presented in the following sections, which also provide 

concrete requirements and focus areas that should be used to identify the best practices. 
To identify the best practices that would be presented in this document, the following 
parameters were considered: Geographical and demographic characteristics, economic 

sectors, governance and innovation ecosystems, readiness level, circularity components 
and access to EU and National funding.  
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3. DATA COLLECTION AND INITIAL 

ANALYSIS 

3.1. Mapping of Startup Villages in Europe  

Geographical distribution of the Startup Villages 

 

The comprehensive review of Startup Villages in Europe revealed 56 sites throughout 
Europe. Following the exclusion of ineligible entities according to the definitions 

established by JRC concerning scope and size [5, 8], 50 were considered to be relevant, 
including the FoodCoP Startup Villages (see below). In terms of geographic and 
demographic scope, Startup Villages can be villages, clusters of villages, and, in certain 

instances, small to medium towns that fulfil a rural service function — meaning towns 
that act as hubs providing essential services (e.g. education, healthcare, retail, mobility, 

administrative support, and business infrastructure) to surrounding rural areas. Thus, 
large towns with more than 50,000 inhabitants are excluded from this definition. The 
Startup Villages are distributed across various parts of Europe. The mapped villages are 

located in multiple European countries, covering a range of contexts—from remote 
mountainous regions to peri-urban rural areas. Specifically, the map illustrates the 

location of each village, highlighting their presence in the following countries: Portugal, 
Spain, France, Belgium, Netherlands, Luxembourg, Germany, Italy, Austria, 
Switzerland, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Poland, Hungary, Slovenia, Croatia, Romania, 

Bulgaria, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Finland, Sweden. (see Figure 3).  
 

 
Figure 3 - Distribution of Startup Villages across Europe. Source: [7] 

 

Figure 4 displays the distribution of Startup Villages based on their scale. Startup Villages 
are grouped in five geographic and demographic categories: (1) A village (up to 2,500 

inhabitants), (2) A group of villages (each of up to 2,500 inhabitants), (3) A small town 
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(less than 5,000 inhabitants), (4) A medium-sized town (below 50,000 inhabitants), and 

(5) A medium-sized town (below 50,000 inhabitants) and surrounding villages. As we 
see, the majority fall under the second and fourth categories indicating that Startup 
Village activities are mostly focused in rural networks of small villages and in medium-

sized towns serving as centres for innovation and service delivery in adjacent rural 
regions.  

 
 

 

Figure 4 - Distribution of Startup Villages (left side: categorized by scale, right side: categorized by proximity to the 

nearest major city) 

 

Sectorial distribution of the Startup Villages  

 
Figure 5 shows the distribution of Startup Villages across the most dominant economic 
sectors. As we see, “Crop and animal production”, “Accommodation & Tourism”, and 

“Forestry and Logging” are the most prominent sectors developed within the above-
mentioned ecosystems. This is valided by the JRC report that argues that the traditional 

rural sectors remain the backbone of Startup Village [8]. Specifically, the tourism and 
hospitality services that are substantially developed, frequently are associated with 
natural or cultural resources, while forestry, logging, and wood-based industries remain 

important in mountain and forested areas. 
 

 
Figure 5 – Number of Startup Villages per economic sector 
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Startup Villages’ Governance 

 
It is observed that towns or local authorities frequently serve as important facilitators of 
Startup Village efforts due to their oversight of local development strategies, access to 

EU rural development subsidies, and coordination of participatory processes, with 
universities and research centres tending to participate as external partners rather than 

local leaders [8]. However, there are some cases where leadership is distributed among 
the municipality and other key players in the area. For instance, Horst America 
(Netherlands) exemplifies a robust public-private partnership, wherein the municipality 

engages in close collaboration with horticultural technology firms, mirroring the village’s 
agribusiness-orientated economy. Likewise, Hilvarenbeek (Netherlands) is governed by 

the municipality but depends significantly on collaboration with local private firms in 
agriculture and recreation, which are essential for maintaining economic viability. In 
Central Istria (Croatia), governance adheres to the LEADER methodology, wherein 

public authorities orchestrate rural development efforts using participatory strategies 
including local stakeholders. In addition, Kitzbühel (Austria) shows how tourism 

enterprises can serve as significant economic catalysts, yet strategic planning and 
coordination are governed by municipal and regional tourism authorities. 
 

Startup Villages’ Readiness Level 

 
When it comes to the readiness level defined above, Table 2 maps the identified Startup 

Villages onto the three readiness levels (envisioning, experimenting, and demonstrating). 
It is noticeable that the majority (50%) are located in the middle stage, where they possess 
a baseline capacity and have at least one startup in the incubation stage. Then, there is a 

significant share (36%) located in the first stage, which shows that these Startup Villages 
are interested in investigating opportunities for innovation, but they may not have enough 

money, human capital, or infrastructure. As a result, they are in the phase of identifying 
the types of local action and multi-level support needed to strengthen their capacities and 
integrate into an ecosystem. Finally, there are a few (14%) who have established 

capacities, ecosystems, and support frameworks, as well as dynamic companies that have 
achieved evidence-based successes, so they can serve as role models for other 

communities at an earlier stage. 
 
Table 2 - Readiness Level of the Startup Villages in Europe 

 

Envisioning Experimenting Demonstrating 

Aguiar da Beira 
(Portugal) 

Alsómocsolád (Hungary) 
Angra of Heroísmo 
(Portugal) 

Cocorastii Mislii 
(Romania) 

Alytus district municipality (Lithuania) 
City of Zwoenitz 
(Germany) 

Figueira de Castelo 
Rodrigo´s Municipality   
(Portugal) 

Central Istria (Croatia) 
Horst America 
(Netherlands) 

Fornos de Algodres 
(Portugal) 

Hilvarenbeek (Netherlands) Kitzbühel (Austria) 

Grapice (Poland) 
The area around the town of 
Zalaszentgrót (Hungary) 

Municipality of 
Idanha-a-Nova  
(Portugal) 

Merindad de Cuesta 
Urria (Spain) 

Kerry County (Ireland) Piran (Slovenia) 
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Mourão (Portugal) Kočevje (Slovenia) 
Ponta do Sol, 
Madeira (Portugal) 

Municipality of Vila 
Nova de Paiva 
(Portugal) 

Mancomunidad de servicios Andia 
(Spain) 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

Municipio de Castelo de 
Vide  (Portugal) 

Monti Dauni (Italy) 

Navea Valley  (Spain) Municipality of Consuegra (Spain) 

Općina Sveti Đurđ 
(Croatia) 

Município de Arcos de Valdevez 
(Portugal) 

Petrestii de jos and 
Ciurila (Romania) 

Município de Arruda-dos-Vinhos 
(Portugal) 

Plaiuri (Romania) 
Município de Marco de Canaveses 
(Portugal) 

Stambolovo 
municipality  (Bulgaria) 

Município Ferreira do Zêzere (Portugal) 

Subequana Valley 
(Italy) 

Sabugal (Portugal) 

Vilares da Vilariça 
(Portugal) 

Sallent, Cabrianes i Cornet (Spain) 

 Municipality of 
Bragança (Portugal) 

Sierra de Béjar, Sierra de Francia y 
Entresierras (Spain) 

 Municipality of Câmara 
De Lobos (Portugal) 

Sierra de la Demanda (Spain) 

  
  
  
  

Sydänsuomessa (Finland) 

Tullnerfeld East (Austria) 

Zona Media de Navarra  (Spain) 

Zona Media de Navarra (Spain) 

Municipality of Penela (Portugal) 

Μeraki People Village (Greece) 

Câmara Municipal do Fundão (Porttugal) 

PI Kočevje (Slovenia) 

RDI Hub Killorglin (Ireland) 

 

Most common barriers 

 
Startup Villages around Europe encounter a series of interconnected demographic, 

economic, infrastructural, and social challenges that limit their developmental prospects. 
Numerous rural regions face depopulation, an ageing demographic, and the emigration 
of youthful talent, prompted by insufficient employment prospects, inadequate wages, 

elevated living expenses, and a deficiency of quality amenities like education, childcare, 
and cultural activities. The gap of skilled labour and the lack of higher education 

institutions further diminish local innovation potential, while economic diversification is 
constrained, with numerous regions heavily dependent on traditional industries or 
tourism, jeopardising their status as “open museums” devoid of dynamic and resilient  

communities. Inadequate transport and digital infrastructure, coupled with delays in 
digitalisation efforts and limited access to capital, impede entrepreneurship and 

connectivity. Furthermore, fragile community frameworks and restricted participatory 
governance hinder effective collaboration, while environmental challenges—such as land 
degradation from urban sprawl, elevated traffic levels, and the necessity to reconcile 
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agricultural conservation with increasing tourism—complicate the situation. Confronting 

these systemic problems is crucial for Startup Villages to realise their complete 
innovation and growth potential. 
 

Most prominent socio-economic and environmental outcomes 

 
Startup Villages are also accompanied by a number of socio-economic and environmental 

outcomes (see Figure 6). These outcomes are mapped via the official websites of the 
identified Startup Villages. In regard to the socio-economic aspect, the existence of a 
Startup Village in a rural area seems to promote community engagement, innovation, and 

collaboration across sectors, while also fostering economic growth through startup 
incubation and acceleration, local business development, and employment creation. The 

resilience and competitiveness of the local community seems also to be further fortified 
by initiatives to improve education and skill development, expand digital connectivity 
and infrastructure, and support population retention and attraction.  The environmental 

dimension, in conjunction with the promotion of semi-natural, nature-friendly economic 
activities and energy-saving initiatives, enhances the reduction of food waste, greenhouse 

gas emissions, and the expansion of afforestation and grassland areas.  Startup Villages 
also advance biodiversity conservation through active local participation, promote 
sustainable tourism, and reinforce wildlife conservation and education as essential 

components of a more inclusive, greener development model. 

 
 

Figure 6 - The most common socio-economic (on the left side) and environmental (on the right side) outcomes 

associated with Startup Villages 

 
 

Success Factors and Scalability  

Focusing on the Startup Villages that are in the demonstrating phases, we notice that they 

share several common traits of success despite differences in geography and economic 
specialisation (see Figure 7).  First, they are characterised by strong local leadership and 
governance that includes well-coordinated public-private partnerships. For example, 



  

All Rights Reserved. FoodCoP Project. Grant Agreement 101182001. 

 
FOODCOP| HEU | D3.3.  Best Practice Case Studies  | Page 21 

 

Kočevje established a circular bioeconomy hub through municipal cooperation, whereas 

Horst America combines municipal leadership with strong agritech industrial ties. In 
addition, each community creates competitive niches by leveraging its distinct local 
assets. For instance, Kočevje focused on wood processing and bioeconomy; Horst 

America on high-tech horticulture; Kitzbühel-Alpine on tourism and leisure innovation; 
Ponta do Sol created a hotspot for tech startups and digital nomads; and Idanha-a-Nova 

gave space to creative industries (Boom Festival) and sustainable farming. 

The existence of business incubators, co-working spaces, or cluster organisations that 
attract and support startups seems to be another success trait (e.g., Ponta do Sol and the 
Setubal region use digital infrastructure and international networks to attract external 

talent). Many of them also integrate green economic principles (bioeconomy, circular 
economy, renewable energy) with innovation, with Setubal region and Kočevje being 

excellent instances of blue economy and circular economy, respectively. Funding and 
networking with international stakeholders are additional parameters, as participation in 
EU programmes (e.g., Horizon Europe, Interreg) and the ability to secure external finance 

and investors provide incentives for new innovative solutions to uptake. For instance, 
Zwoenitz is recognised for digital innovation, thanks in part to EU-supported smart  

village initiatives. Finally, active community participation in development plans, as well 
as strong place-based branding, are used to attract visitors, talent, and investors, with 
Kitzbühel and Piran being excellent examples of how great branding improves economic 

resilience. 

 
 

Figure 7 - Success traits of Startup Villages in the demonstrating phase 
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3.1 Assessment of FoodCoP Startup Villages 
Territorial and Demographic Assessment of FoodCoP Startup Villages 

 
FoodCoP includes seven participating Startup Villages presented in Figure 8 and Table 3, 

three of which are the main FoodCoP case studies and partners to the project . The seven 
Startup Villages, which span a broad macro-European arc, demonstrate how rural 
innovation is born in the face of a variety of territorial and climatic conditions.  Fundão, 

Penela, Bragança, and Câmara de Lobos comprise a robust southern Atlantic/Iberian 
cluster in Portugal. Bragança is situated in the mountainous northeast interior, Fundão 

and Penela are situated in central mainland Portugal, and Câmara de Lobos is situated in 
an ultraperipheral island context in Madeira.  In the forested hinterland of Slovenia, south 
of Ljubljana, Kočevje is situated in Central Europe, where it is connected to the 

bioeconomic influences of the Danube, Balkans, and Alpines.  Killorglin, located on the 
pastoral western coast of Ireland, is the focal point of the Atlantic innovation corridor and 

is the beneficiary of robust EU periphery-innovation initiatives that are specifically 
designed to benefit coastal communities.  In contrast, Meraki People Village, located in 
Greece, is situated in a semi-mountainous Peloponnesian region that is characterised by 

agricultural abandonment and a fragile demographic resilience. The network 
encompasses the diversity of rural Europe, ranging from forest-based bioeconomies to 

island food systems, mountainous depopulating regions, and digital transition centres 
along revitalised peripheries, when considered collectively. It extends from the Atlantic 
fringe to the eastern Mediterranean. 

 

 
Figure 8 - Map of the FoodCoP participating case studies 

The data presented in Table 3, including population density, size, and population, is 
derived from the 2021 census [9]. Figure 9 displays a heatmap of the territorial and 
demographic characteristics of the seven FoodCoP participating startup villages. It 

emphasises the stark contrasts in scale and settlement pattern. Killorglin (pop. 2,163) and 
Meraki (pop. 728) are small villages that are situated at opposite density poles. Killorglin 

is extremely dense (1,658/km²) and is located less than 20 minutes from a major city, 
while Meraki is moderately dense (134/km²) and is located 20–40 minutes away.  Fundão 
(38.97/km²), Penela (40.36/km²), and Bragança (29.47/km²) are medium-sized  

municipalities that are low-density and located within 20–75 minutes of a major city. This 
suggests that the settlement structures are more dispersed.  The combination of a large 

territory (555.6 km²) and low density (28/km²) in Kočevje suggests extensive rurality, 
whereas Câmara de Lobos combines very high density (617.3/km²) with proximity (<20 
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minutes).  Combined, these patterns emphasise the significant variation in accessibility 

and population concentration that occurs across different sites, which in turn influences 
the potential diffusion of innovation, market reach, and service delivery. 
 

 

Table 3 - Basic Territorial and Demographic Characteristics of the FoodCoP Participating Startup Villages 

 

FoodCoP 
Startup 
Villages 

Câmara 
Municipal 
do Fundão 
(CMF) 

RDI Hub 
(Killorglin) 

PI Kočevje  
Μeraki 
People 
Village 

Municipalit
y of Penela 
(CMP) 

Municipalit
y of Câmara 
De Lobos 
(CMCL) 

Municipalit
y of 
Bragança 
(CMB) 

Country Portugal Ireland Slovenia Greece Portugal Portugal Portugal 

Website 

https://movet

ofundao2024
.pt/ 

https://rdihu

b.com  

https://www.

inkubator-
kocevje.si/  

https://www.

merakipeopl
e.gr  

https://www.
cm-

penela.pt/arti
gos-174  

https://www.
cm-

camaradelob
os.pt 

https://www.
cm-

braganca.pt/
pages/87  

Area  700.1 km² 1.304 km²  555.6 km² 5,430 km
2
             134.8 km

2
        52.10 km

2
 1,174 km² 

Size 
Medium-
sized town 

Village        
Medium-
sized town 

Village        
Medium-
sized town 

Medium-
sized town 

Medium-
sized town 

Population  27,285 2,163 15,555 728 5440 32,162 34,582 

Population 
Density  

38.97/km² 1,658/km² 28.00/km² 134/km
2
 40.36/ km

2  
 617.3/ km

2  
 29.47/ km

2  
 

Distance 

from 
Nearest 
Main City 

20 - 40 
minutes' 
drive 

Less than 20 
minutes' 
drive 

40-75 
minutes' 
drive 

20 - 40 
minutes' 
drive 

20 - 40 
minutes' 
drive 

< 20 
minutes' 
drive 

40-75 
minutes' 
drive 

 
 

 
Figure 9 - Territorial Matrix Heatmap 

A questionnaire was developed and distributed to all Startup Villages that participate in 

the project (see Annex).  The goal was to collect data on the obstacles they face, their 
innovation status, governance and community engagement, priority sectors, alignment 
with circular bioeconomy principles, and access to funding. A comparative analysis is 

presented in section 3.3. 
 

Case study 1: Câmara Municipal do Fundão (CMF) – FoodCoP partner 
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Fundão is a medium-sized inland municipality in Central Portugal with a strong 

agricultural base, particularly recognised for cherries, peaches, olive oil, and wine. Its 
territorial assets are reinforced by proximity to a regional urban centre (20–40 minutes 
away) and by active development planning focused on agri-food innovation and value-

added processing. The municipality hosts a growing startup ecosystem anchored by 
Incubadora A Praça, which is nationally accredited and supports more than 20 startups 

physically and around 35 digitally. This infrastructure is complemented by sector-focused 
facilities such as the Agrotech Center, which promotes precision agriculture and AI -
enabled farming solutions through initiatives like the AgroTech Challenge. 

 
Despite structural challenges related to demographic ageing, rural migration, climate 

vulnerability (fires and drought), and regulatory rigidity that slows public-sector 
innovation, Fundão has developed one of the most mature territorial innovation 
ecosystems among the Startup Villages. It benefits from a rich multi-actor governance 

model combining municipal leadership, applied research centres (IPCB, UBI, CATAA, 
SmartFarm Colab, CFER Labs), SME participation, and strong participation in European 

networks and innovation platforms. This collaborative structure underpins participatory 
innovation mechanisms such as open labs, living testbeds, and the municipal participatory 
budget, contributing to both technological adoption and community engagement. 

 
Fundão is also highly integrated into European and national funding pipelines, ranging 

from Horizon Europe, LIFE, and URBACT to Portugal’s PRR and Portugal 2030 
programmes. Flagship initiatives include FoodCoP, FARCLIMATE, PLENTY-LIFE, 
METACITY, Blockchain.PT, and the long-term Fundão Innovation Plan, which has 

supported more than 250 investments and created over 1,000 qualified jobs since 2012. 
This strong institutional embeddedness, combined with a shift from IT-based 
development toward agri-food and bioeconomy value chains, positions Fundão at the 

“experimenting to early demonstration” phase of Startup Village readiness — signalling 
both maturity and continued momentum toward a fully deployed circular and innovation-

driven rural economy. 
 

Case study 2: RDI Hub (Killorglin) – FoodCoP partner 

 
The Killorglin RDI Hub is situated in a small but economically active village in County 
Kerry, Ireland, less than 20 minutes from a major urban centre and embedded in a coastal-

Atlantic innovation corridor.  Killorglin is not primarily agriculturally based , as is the 
case with the majority of other Startup Villages. Rather, it is a rural economy that is driven 

by technology and entrepreneurship, serving as a conduit between local SMEs and 
national/international innovation ecosystems.  The RDI Hub is a €21 million public–
private partnership that functions as a hotspot for enterprise, tech innovation, and skills. 

It hosts accelerator programs, digital transformation support, and co-innovation activities 
with industry and academia. 

 
The local ecosystem is currently in the "experimenting" phase of startup village 
development, with a strong potential for growth but only partial integration of indigenous 

rural sectors, such as primary production.  The primary bottlenecks in Killorglin are the 
result of structural factors that are common to rural Ireland. These factors include a lack 

of political visibility in comparison to Dublin and Cork, demographic pressures 
associated with youth outmigration, skills deficits in rural SMEs, and reliance on seasonal 
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tourism.  Simultaneously, the Hub is experiencing cascading opportunities to facilitate 

the "rural tech transition" by serving as an enabler of greener and more data-driven 
models for agri-food and tourism SMEs, which are being influenced by national climate 
and digital policies. 

 
The RDI Hub, which is backed by Kerry County Council, Enterprise Ireland, Munster 

Technological University, Fexco, and the local Chamber Alliance, establishes Killorglin 
as a testbed for rural digitalisation, circular tourism, and emergent blue economy 
initiatives.  Further enhancing transnational knowledge exchange is its participation in 

EU funding streams such as Interreg Atlantic Area, Interreg Northwest Europe, and 
Horizon Europe.  The Hub plays a catalytic role in fostering entrepreneurship and 

upgrading the rural productive base by conducting hackathons, innovation mentoring 
networks, and AI adoption seminars. This signals a trajectory towards greater 
convergence between digital innovation and sustainable local development. 

 

Case study 3: PI Kočevje – FoodCoP partner 

 

Kočevje is a medium-sized municipality in southern Slovenia that is situated 
approximately 40–75 minutes from the capital, Ljubljana. The municipality is 
characterised by a sparsely inhabited, heavily forested landscape.  Traditional forestry, 

wood processing, and manufacturing have been the foundation of the country's economic 
structure. However, recent foreign investments in robotics, automation, and industrial 

transformation (particularly through companies such as Yaskawa and Intersocks) are 
facilitating a gradual transition to higher-value production.  The Podjetniški inkubator 
Kočevje (Kočevje Business Incubator), which was established in 2008 and is publicly 

owned by the municipality, serves as a central coordinating entity in the support of 
entrepreneurship, innovation, and the scaling of small and medium-sized enterprises 

(SMEs). This arrangement places the municipality in a "experimenting" phase of Startup 
Village readiness. 
 

Kočevje is confronted with structural demographic and infrastructural challenges, despite 
its expanding innovation base.  It is a peripheral and ageing territory that experiences 

significant youth outmigration to Ljubljana or abroad, as well as challenges in attracting 
highly qualified professionals.  The abundance of forest resources in the region is both a 
significant asset and a regulatory constraint, as they are subject to Natura 2000 and 

UNESCO-listed preservation areas that restrict the flexibility of land use.  The diffusion 
of deep tech and circular bioeconomy innovation is impeded by bureaucratic 

impediments, small local markets, and limited access to advanced R&D infrastructure.  
In spite of this, the ecosystem is fortified by robust municipal leadership, adult education 
services, participatory programs, and partnerships with secondary schools and regional 

development agencies. 
 

Kočevje's future development vision is closely aligned with the forest-based circular 
bioeconomy, which integrates sustainable agricultural systems, bioenergy, eco-tourism, 
and wood-based biomaterials.  The region is also beginning to employ digital tools (such 

as IoT, AI, and sensors) to improve resource efficacy and forest management. The 
municipality, the incubator, and Ljudska Univerza Kočevje have been able to facilitate 

capacity-building, skills development, and early-phase entrepreneurship as a result of EU 
and national funding.  Kočevje is a promising example of how rural territories can 
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reposition themselves by leveraging natural capital, community skills, and circular value 

chains, while still transitioning from traditional industry towards innovation-driven 
growth. 
 

Case study 4: Μeraki People Village – FoodCoP associate partner 
 
Meraki People Village is a small rural community in Arcadia, Greece, situated within a 

short drive of regional metropolitan centres. However, it is currently operating in a 
context of acute demographic decline and diminishing territorial vitality.  Municipal 
support, institutional financing access, and development capacity are severely constrained 

by the village's rural economy, which is primarily reliant on olive oil production and local 
tourism services, and a population of fewer than 800 residents.  Meraki, in contrast to 

other Startup Villages in the network, is guided by a civil-society-driven initiative that 
has organically developed around grassroots experimental learning, community 
resilience, and circular bioeconomy innovation, rather than the municipality. 

 
Meraki has successfully established itself as a micro-hub for bio-based innovation and 

regenerative agricultural practices, despite the scarcity of financial resources. This is 
particularly evident in the community bio fab lab initiative.  The village is conducting 
experiments with circular agrifood models, including the cultivation of mushrooms on 

olive-branch biomass (where waste from olive plantations is valued) and the development 
of small-scale bio-materials and food innovation projects.  Meraki is positioned as a 

capacity-building ecosystem, rather than a traditional incubator, by literacy and education 
programs that expose youth, women, and local farmers to bioeconomy skills. 
Consequently, its readiness level is classified as "experimenting," with innovation arising 

from the ground up rather than being institutionally driven. 
 

Meraki has capitalised on niche European innovation instruments, including the Horizon 
2020 INCluSilver voucher, and is affiliated with numerous research and social innovation 
networks (EKPA, Metsovio, Univ. of the Aegean, Evolutionary Futures Lab, UNISTART 

hubs), despite the fact that funding remains scarce and fragmented.  The institutional 
vacuum, rather than a lack of ideas or community engagement, is the most significant  

impediment to scaling. The local municipality does not offer operational or strategic 
support, and the broader Arcadian region is experiencing accelerated depopulation, with 
over 20 village abandoned.  Meraki is situated at the forefront of rural transition, serving 

as a living example of how micro-scale innovation ecosystems can emerge from civil 
society in the absence or inactivity of traditional public governance structures. 

 

Case study 5: Municipality of Penela (CMP) – FoodCoP associate partner 

 
Penela, a medium-sized rural municipality in central Portugal, has a diversified economic 

basis that encompasses agrofood, forestry, manufacturing, and construction.  The startup 
village model is founded on HIESE, a specialised incubator that supports over 28 locally 

incubated businesses and additional virtual ventures in strategic sectors like agri-food 
innovation and the bioeconomy.  The municipality is currently in the experimental stage 
of readiness, with a governance model that incorporates regional innovation structures, 

research and tech-transfer institutions (Pedro Nunes Institute), and municipal leadership 
(CM Penela).  In addition to the incubator, the territory is home to supplementary 
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infrastructures, including the Mini-habitat workspace, Fab Lab Penela, and smARTES 

(creative industries), which contribute to a more diverse entrepreneurial environment. 
 
Penela, like numerous rural Portuguese regions, is confronted with structural 

vulnerabilities that are associated with rural land abandonment, climate pressures, and 
wildfire risk, as well as demographic ageing and young outmigration to Coimbra and 

Lisbon.  The transition to smart rural models is further impeded by the limited  
technological infrastructure, which includes inconsistent connectivity and constrained 
investment in tooling for digital agriculture.  Penela overcomes these obstacles by 

adopting robust public policy alignment, maintaining a stable local administration, and 
actively participating in community-based innovation and co-development methods.  A 

participatory testbed for sustainable forestry, rural services, and digital inclusion, the 
Smart Rural Living Lab (SRLL) is recognised by ENoLL and actively engages citizens, 
researchers, businesses, and local volunteer networks. 

 
Penela also exhibits sophisticated integration into European and national funding 

frameworks, utilising the Smart Rural 21/27, CENTRO 2020, PDR 2020, FoodCoP, and 
InC2 programs to expand innovation capacity. Its ecosystem is bolstered by robust 
partnerships with the University of Coimbra, the Polytechnic Institute of Coimbra, the 

Pedro Nunes Institute, and local SMEs like Science 351 and EcoX, which serve as the 
foundation for circular economy practices. However, Penela is still constrained by 

peripheral infrastructure and depopulation pressures, but is steadily progressing towards 
a resilient circular startup economy. This is due to the combination of territorial 
governance, applied innovation, and community participation. 

 

Case study 6: Municipal De Câmara De Lobos (CMCL) – FoodCoP associate 

partner 

 
Câmara de Lobos is a medium-sized coastal municipality in the Autonomous Region of 
Madeira, situated less than 20 minutes from Funchal.  Its economy is a blend of 

agriculture (particularly grapes, bananas, and horticultural commodities), tourism, and an 
emerging smart-city/digital transformation agenda, despite its relatively high population 

density in a rural context.  Câmara de Lobos is establishing its Startup Village identity 
through governance innovation and territorial transformation projects, notably under the 
European Urban Initiative's Co.nTe program, rather than a classical startup-based rural 

innovation model.  The municipality is presently in the "envisioning → early 
experimenting" phase, where it is establishing the groundwork for future entrepreneurial 

activity rather than maintaining a structured incubator pipeline. 
 
The territory is confronted with a distinctive ruralization challenge: the depopulation of 

the inland parishes and the acceleration of demographic ageing have been caused by 
internal migration towards coastal urban cores. Additionally, infrastructure 

modernisation is restricted by steep topography, climate exposure, and high development 
costs. The absence of interoperable digital systems and inadequate data governance 
capabilities also impede technological transformation.  Nevertheless, the municipality 

ensures that innovation is ingrained in the public administration and community fabric 
through participatory governance councils, robust civic participation, and youth 

engagement (Banco de Ideias, Young Mayor program). 
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Rather than concentrating on startup acceleration, Câmara de Lobos has integrated itself 

into regional and European programs that establish the foundation for future enterprise 
creation. These programs include Horizon Europe (FoodCoP), URBACT (REMOTE-IT), 
the European Urban Initiative (Co.nTe), Interreg MAC, LIFE Natura@night, the PRR 

(Madeira Conectada), and InC2/RURBANlink.  This establishes the municipality as a 
demonstration site that is prepared for the future in the areas of circular food systems, 

climate adaptation, and rural-urban linkages in island territories.  The strategy prioritises 
the development of institutional capacity and community empowerment, in addition to 
economic diversification, thereby transforming governance into the primary innovation 

lever for long-term rural transition. 
 

Case study 7: Município de Bragança (CMB) – FoodCoP associate partner 

 
Bragança is a substantial inland municipality situated in the northeast of Portugal. Its 
economy has historically been based on small-scale agriculture, livestock, and rural 

tourism, and it has a low population density.  Unlike other Startup Villages in the 
FoodCoP network, Bragança is still in the early "envisioning" stage, as it lacks an 

established incubator structure that is dedicated to the development of the circular 
bioeconomy or agri-innovation.  Although the municipality is home to Brigantia Ecopark 
and numerous SMEs in the technology sector, these assets have not yet been utilised to 

develop a territorial startup strategy, particularly in the agricultural and rural innovation 
sectors.  The stated objective is to initiate the process of converting local natural 

resources—particularly chestnuts, olive oil, almonds, and cured meats—into higher-value 
food products. However, this is a future-oriented objective rather than an active program. 
 

Bragança is confronted with substantial demographic and territorial challenges, including 
a weak private investment sector, an ageing population, youth outmigration, and a dearth 

of national policy prioritisation for remote inland regions.  It is more diff icult to attract 
entrepreneurs or automate value chains due to its geographic isolation and infrastructural 
voids, which include patchy digital connectivity.  Local entrepreneurship is sluggish to 

scale in comparison to coastal or metropolitan regions due to legal and administrative 
burdens, while vulnerability is further exacerbated by climate pressures such as forest 

fires and land abandonment. 
 
Bragança has initiated the process of establishing incremental foundations through 

participatory governance and regional cooperation, notably through projects such as 
RURBANLink, URBACT "Find Your Greatness," and its local participatory budgeting 

process, despite these constraints.  A latent knowledge infrastructure that could be 
activated as part of a future circular bioeconomy strategy is provided by the Polytechnic 
Institute of Bragança (IPB), local FabLab, and CIMO research centre.  Presently, the 

municipality is situated in a pre-incubation policy horizon, with innovation intentions but 
no established startup pipeline. This implies that the municipality will require targeted 

governance, funding access, and ecosystem-building support in order to transition from 
"envisioning" to "experimenting”. 
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3.2. Socio-economic comparative analysis of participating 

startup villages 

A questionnaire was created and distributed to all startup villages that were involved in 

the study (see Annex). The objective was to gather information regarding the challenges 
they encounter, their innovation status, governance and community engagement, priority 
sectors, alignment with circular bioeconomy principles, and access to funding.  The 

results of these questionnaires are presented in the following sections, which also provide 
concrete requirements and focus areas that should be used to identify the best practices. 

 

Challenges and Drivers 

 
Table 4 summarises the common challenges and drivers of the seven participating startup 

villages. The challenges that all FoodCoP startup villages face are broadly similar in terms 
of PESTLE category. However, the underlying drivers are distinct, probably due to the 

very diverse territorial realities (mountain/forest, island, depopulated interior, tech-
corridor village, etc.). It seems that a shared political challenge is that rural municipalities 
are sensitive to changes in political leadership and possess restricted decision-making 

autonomy. October 2025 elections in Fundão, Penela, and Câmara de Lobos may alter 
the emphasis on innovation; however, existing innovation policies are expected to 

continue due to their demonstrated success and robust outcomes. In other cases, such as 
PI Kočevje, the local fiscal capacity may be impacted by the reliance on EU funding, 
which can result in frequent shifting of national or regional policy priorities. This can 

then delay or redirect support for startup-related initiatives. 
 

Another frequent social challenge seems to be the ageing population & outmigration of 
youth. This decline is driven by the continuous outmigration of younger residents to larger 
urban centres and the ageing of the population. The territorial capacity to sustain emergent  

innovation ecosystems is weakened, and the potential for local entrepreneurship is 
reduced as a result of the erosion of the active working-age population. In some cases, 

such as the Câmara de Lobos, the municipality maintains a high population density, but 
there is a significant internal migration from its rural hill parishes to the more 
economically dynamic coastal regions of Madeira.  Consequently, the rural areas of the 

municipality are ageing at a faster pace and are losing their productive basis, despite the 
fact that the coastal zone remains active. Conversely, the challenge in Killorglin (Ireland) 

is less about population loss and more about the difficulty of retaining or attracting skilled  
professionals to rural innovation centres, as a result of limited local opportunities in high-
value sectors. The village continues to be populated; however, the ecosystem's innovation 

ambitions are not aligned with the skills pipeline. Finally, the demographic challenge in 
the Meraki People Village (Greece) is more severe; the broader region is currently 

experiencing extreme depopulation and rural abandonment, with 23 villages already 
vacant.  This diminishes the labour force and the fundamental socio-economic framework 
that are essential for the development of any form of sustainable entrepreneurship or agri-

food transformation. 
 
Table 4 - Common challenges and drivers 

DIMENSION 
MAIN CHALLENGES  

(WHAT IS HAPPENING) 

UNDERLYING DRIVERS  

(WHY IT IS HAPPENING) 
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POLITICAL 

Leadership transitions, weak 

municipal autonomy, low visibility 

in national innovation agendas 

Elections alter priorities; rural 

municipalities lack bargaining power; 

dependence on national rules (esp. 

procurement & non-inclusion in 

Technological Free Zones) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

Climate risks (droughts, fires, 

biodiversity loss), protected areas 

restricting development 

Geographic exposure, Natura 2000 

restrictions, land abandonment, weak 

adaptive capacity, strict conservation 

constraints 

SOCIAL 

Demographic ageing, youth 

outmigration, shrinking rural labour 

pool 

Rural-to-urban migration for 

jobs/education, low attractiveness for 

skilled workforce, depopulation 

inertia  

TECHNOLOGICAL 
Weak digital infrastructure & low 

adoption of smart/agri-tech 

Limited telecom investment in rural 

areas, fragmented innovation 

ecosystems, no testbeds/regulatory 

sandboxes 

LEGAL 

Rigid procurement, slow 

permitting, complex regulations for 

SMEs 

National frameworks not adapted to 

rural scale; no regulatory flexibility; 

weak legal expertise locally 

ECONOMIC 
Reliance on public funding, low 

diversification, small local markets 

Limited VC/private capital in rural 

areas; tourism & agriculture 

seasonality; peripherality & distance 

from investment hubs 

 

Procurement and administrative rigidity are also significant challenges that block 
experimentation. In Portugal, municipalities are uniformly restricted by the Public 
Procurement Code, which may result in pilot delays. Slovenia is confronted with a 

multilayered bureaucracy that renders public financing unattainable for municipalities 
and startups that lack legal expertise in intellectual property rights and data protection. 

This has a detrimental effect on the rate of innovation. Conversely, municipalities are not 
as affected by Ireland's administrative challenges as entrepreneurs are. Other challenges 
are related to weak digital readiness or lack of advanced infrastructure. Killorglin is 

genuinely robust in this area; its obstacle is the adoption of its technology by small and 
medium-sized enterprises, rather than its availability. Fundão and Penela face data 

interoperability, while the municipal digital capacity of Câmara de Lobos is insufficient. 
Kočevje's limitations are due to his peripheral location, rather than his mindset. Meraki 
currently lacks infrastructure and is primarily focused on pilot-level grassroots initiatives.  

 
Growth or land use are restricted by climate duress, natural hazards, or protected 

ecosystems. Overprotection (Natura 2000 forests) is Kočevje's constraint. Câmara de 
Lobos is confronted with geographic fragility due to its steep elevations. Bragança and 
Fundão are at peril of fire, while desertification is a challenge that Greece is currently 

facing. Lastly, the over-reliance on the public or traditional sectors was identified as an 
economic challenge during the questionnaire completion process.  Private capital 
ecosystems are absent in Kočevje, Bragança, and Penela.  Although Fundão is currently 

in the process of diversifying from informatics to the agri-food and forest sectors, it is 
still in the early stages of this process.  Killorglin is contingent upon the seasonality of 

tourism.  The geography of the island has resulted in Câmara de Lobos' dependence on 
top-down funding.  A collapse-level depopulation and a lack of entrepreneurial 
infrastructure are the challenges that Meraki's region is currently facing. 
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Sector prioritisation 

 
Figure 10 and Figure 11 illustrate the priority sectors for each startup village today and 
in the future. At the top of the figures, the sectors with the highest number of votes are 

displayed, while those with the lowest number of votes are located at the bottom. Most 
startup villages see entrepreneurship as the structural enabler of transformation and a 

long-term anchor priority. In two instances (Meraki people and Câmara de Lobos), it is 
anticipated to become even more significant in the coming decade. Bragança is the only 
case where its relative importance falls, partly because agrifood/tourism gains dominance 

there. In nearly all startup villages, tourism is either improving or consolidating as a top 
2–3 priority, particularly in Meraki Village, Câmara de Lobos, and Bragança. This 

suggests a prospective transition to rural economies that are experience-based (eco-, agro-
, and culture-based tourism).  
 

 

Figure 10 - Priority sectors today for each FoodCoP participating startup village 

 

 
Figure 11 - Priority sectors in the next 10 years for each FoodCoP participating startup village 

 
Agriculture alone seems to not be a priority unless it is associated with innovation and 
value-add. Although it remains significant in Fundão, Meraki, and Bragança due to its 

synergy with processing, it experiences a decline in the RDI Hub as it transitions to a 
digital/tech economy, while in Kočevje remains stagnant without the benefit of 

transformation leverage. These findings show that regions are transitioning from primary 
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production to circular bioeconomy and "food as innovation”. This applies also to the 

forestry sector that appears to survive as a priority only when embedded in wider 
bioeconomy. Most FoodCoP startup villages have no territorial maritime advantage and 
thus fishing and aquaculture remain not a priority in all regions, except for Câmara de 

Lobos, where there is some expectation of growth. Value-added food transformation is 
seen as a key future growth engine, not just raw agriculture, with PI Kočevje bringing it 

as a top priority in the next decade, Bragança from 7th to 4th and Fundão & Killorglin keep 
it as a mid-high area. Finally, the significance of construction diminishes, which indicates 
that the development pivot is towards economic diversification, rather than public works.  

 

Innovation Readiness & Maturity  

 

Table 5 shows the active incubators and an indicative list of incubated startups in each 
Startup Village. The FoodCoP Startup Villages exhibit substantial disparities in both 
innovation intensity and maturity when it comes to active incubation capacity.  Fundão is 

the most advanced rural innovation centre, with a diverse portfolio of over 50 startups, 
including high-potential agrifood and circular bioeconomy ventures, and the presence of 

multiple incubators (A Praça, Music Incubator, and I3Social).  Killorglin, Ireland, 
functions under a distinct model that emphasises accelerator-based programs over 
physical incubators. The RDI Hub network provides advanced support for digital and 

fintech startups.   
 
Table 5 - Active incubators and Incubated startups per Startup Village / country 

Startup Village 
Active Incubators / 

Innovation Spaces 
Incubated Startups / Examples 

Readiness 

Level 

Câmara 

Municipal do 

Fundão (CMF), 

Portugal 

• Incubadora “A Praça”   

• Music Incubator   

• Incubator for Social 

Innovation “I3Social” 

• Upinc   

• Starmountain   

• Danyalgil Company   

• Xixa    

• Buenastar Aquaponics   

• Veratech   

Experimenting 

→ 

Demonstrating 

RDI Hub 

(Killorglin), 

Ireland 

• RDI Hub Accelerator & 

Founders Circle   

• AI & Fintech 

Accelerator   

• Rural innovation 

supports (EU projects) 

• Fintech & AI ventures (backed 

by Fexco / Enterprise Ireland)   

• Early-stage rural SMEs in 

accelerator programmes 

Experimenting 

PI Kočevje, 

Slovenia 

• Kočevje Business 

Incubator (Podjetniški 

inkubator Kočevje) 

• iSmart   

• Kočevski les   

• Avtomobilnost 2.0   

• DuaViz   

• Good4Dogs   

• Gobnjak 

Experimenting 

Meraki People 

Village, Greece 

• Thyrea Community Bio 

Fab Lab (in development / 

not fully funded) 

• Kyklos Gis (social enterprise, 

early-stage) 
Experimenting 

Municipality of 

Penela (CMP), 

Portugal 

• HIESE Incubator   

• smARTES Creative 

Industries Incubator   

• Fab Lab Penela    

• Mini-habitat Workspace 

• Associação de Bioenergia 

Avançada  

• About Aqua Food, Lda  

• Agrofuturo (Ondas Gentis) 

• BARAD (Protégé) 

• BIO4EST 

• Comudel Unipessoal, Lda  

Experimenting 
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Municipality of 

Câmara de 

Lobos (CMCL), 

Portugal 

• Espaço Cowork — 

Incubadora de 

Empreendedorismo Jovem 

de Câmara de Lobos 

•n/a  

Envisioning → 

(early) 

Experimenting 

Municipality of 

Bragança 

(CMB), Portugal 

• Brigantia Ecopark 

• ITSector   

• BBotix   

• Tree Flowers Solutions   

• Hydraved   

• Megatic   

• E-Coordina    

• Modellame 

Envisioning 

 
Kočevje, Slovenia, is home to a municipal incubator that is well-established and has a 

sector-focused portfolio that is associated with forestry, manufacturing, and robotics. This 
portfolio is indicative of the city's robust industrial foundation.  Penela also exhibits a 
maturing incubation process through the collaboration of several complementary 

infrastructures (HIESE, Fab Lab, smARTES, and Mini-Habitat), which collectively 
cultivate a consistent pipeline of early-stage rural innovators.  In contrast, Bragança and 

Câmara de Lobos are still in the process of establishing an innovation ecosystem. 
Bragança has a single structured location, the Brigantia Ecopark, but there are fewer 
visible agrifood-related startups. Câmara de Lobos currently incubates primarily youth-

driven or NGO-based projects.  The Meraki People Village in Greece is the least  
developed in terms of incubation infrastructure. The local bio-fab facility is still under 

construction and is currently home to only one early-stage social enterprise.  In general, 
the table illustrates a distinct gradient from fully functional rural innovation ecosystems 
(Fundão, Penela) to emerging/pre-incubation contexts (Meraki, Câmara de Lobos), 

emphasising the diverse starting points and the significant potential for collaborative 
learning throughout the network. 

 
The technological and thematic divide between Startup Villages that are developing bio-
based and circular agrifood innovation and those that specialise in digital, data-driven 

entrepreneurship is evident in the portfolio of startups arising across the Food CoP 
villages.  The bioeconomy-linked models are the most prevalent in Fundão, Penela, and 

Kočevje, as evidenced by their strong territorial resource base, which includes firms in 
aquaponics, value-added food products, forestry-based manufacturing, mushrooms, and 
nature-derived materials.  Conversely, Killorglin and Bragança are primarily home to 

digital and deep-tech ventures, such as AI, fintech, robotics, software, and innovation 
services. These ventures are propelled by accelerator-style infrastructures and their 

proximity to national innovation ecosystems.  Incubation activities are still concentrated 
on social entrepreneurship, community innovation, or preparatory bioeconomy 
infrastructure, rather than fully incubated tech ventures, and a smaller group, Câmara de 

Lobos and the Meraki People Village, are still in the early phases of ecosystem formation.  
Together, this reveals a complementary landscape: certain startup villages function as 

bio-based innovation niches, others as digital enablement centres, and a third group is still 
in the process of transitioning from vision to infrastructure, providing opportunities for 
future knowledge transfer across the network. 

 

Alignment with Circular Bioeconomy Principles 

 

FoodCoP Startup Villages were asked to specify the products or areas on which they 
intend to concentrate using the graph in Figure 12. The biocircular heatmap, presented in 
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Figure 13, aims to emphasise the significant diversity in which the seven Startup Villages 

mobilise their natural resource base for circular economy and innovation activities.  
Agriculture (crops) and forestry remain structurally embedded in the local economies of 
most participating Startup Villages, particularly Fundão, Penela, Kočevje, Câmara de 

Lobos, and Bragança, where land-based biomass such as trees, wild plants, and crops 
forms the backbone of circular bioeconomy activity. These territories build primarily on 

forest resources, agricultural production, renewable energy, and the valorisation of 
organic waste, reflecting a predominantly land-based bioeconomic model. Kočevje stands 
out for its strong forest–bioenergy nexus, while Penela and Bragança display broad but 

still emerging diversification across multiple biological resources. 
 

In contrast, Killorglin does not rely on direct biomass extraction but concentrates on food -
system innovation, digitalisation of rural SMEs, and waste reduction, with 
microorganisms and human biowaste playing a supporting role rather than primary 

production inputs. Meraki People Village represents a distinct niche pathway, centred on 
community-based biofabrication, with early experimentation in fungi, microorganisms, 

and biomaterials, rather than large-scale agricultural or forestry value chains. Marine 
resources are only activated in Câmara de Lobos, reflecting its coastal and island context, 
while fungi, insects, and microorganisms appear selectively and unevenly across the 

sample, indicating pilot-scale or experimental activity rather than consolidated value 
chains. Overall, the heatmap confirms that Europe’s rural bioeconomy is strongly 

territorially differentiated: some Startup Villages remain predominantly resource-driven 
(forest- and land-based), others are innovation-driven through digital, circular, or bio-
design approaches, and a limited number are beginning to explore hybrid transition 

pathways that combine material resource use with experimentation, digitalisation, and 
community-led innovation. 
 

 
Figure 12 - Different materials that would be considered part of a circular bioeconomy (green background) and that 

would not be considered part of a circular bioeconomy (white background). Source: FoodCoP Deliverable 3.1. 
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Figure 13 – Focus on Circular Bioeconomy materials  per Startup Village, where in yellow colour are the resources 

that are actively used or strategically targeted in local economic activities or innovation projects, and in purple 

colour those that are not currently utilised. 
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Governance & Community Engagement  

 
A governance matrix is illustrated in Table 6, which displays three distinct models.  Ecosystems led by municipalities (Fundão, Penela, Câmara de 

Lobos, Bragança) serve as policy anchors, convene stakeholders, and operate or facilitate incubator spaces. The municipality of Fundão is the most 
advanced, as it manages a dense network of laboratories, co-creation tools (open labs, a rural testbed, participatory budgeting), and broad 
partnerships with academia (IPCB, UBI, CoLABs) and NGOs/SMEs. These partnerships collectively propel the municipality from "experimenting" 

to "demonstrating."  The Smart Rural Living Lab and a portfolio of incubators (HIESE, Fab Lab, smARTES) are being followed by Penela, which 
is gradually strengthening its experimental phase.  Although Câmara de Lobos was established earlier, it is distinguished by its robust civic 

engagement (Ideas Bank, Young Mayor, councils) and the Co.nTe initiative, which is designed to foster agri-innovation. Bragança, on the other 
hand, is dependent on the Brigantia Ecopark and participatory budgeting, but it is still in the conceptualisation phase. 
 
Table 6 - FoodCoP Startup VIllages Governance matrix 

Startup 

Village 

Lead / 

Governance 

Policy Contributors Academic Contributors SME / Industry 

Contributors 

NGO / Civil Society Participatory & Co-

creation Mechanisms 

Câmara 

Municipal do 

Fundão 

(CMF), 

Portugal 

Municipality 

of Fundão 

CM Fundão; CIM Beiras 

e Serra da Estrela 

(CIMBSE) 

IPCB; UBI; CATAA; 

Food4Sustainability 

CoLAB; SFCOLAB; 

CFER Labs 

Buenastar Aquaponics; 

Mushmore Coop; Star 

Mountain; LandraTech; 

Wise2Go; UPinC; 

Humiverso; Spawnfoam; 

Amará; BeeSage; 

ZêzereTech; MonBee; 

AlmondBloom 

Bioeco; ADACB; 

InovCluster; Aldeias do 

Xisto; Cova da Beira 

Converge; AJAP; 

national networks 

(Startup Portugal; 

Portugal Ventures; BGI; 

351; RuralMove) 

Open Labs; Smart Rural 

Testbed; EU co-

creation/citizen-science; 

Participatory Budget; co-

design & consultations; 

digital skills programmes 

RDI Hub 

(Killorglin), 

Ireland 

RDI Hub 

CLG 

Kerry County Council Munster Technological 

University 

FEXCO; (accelerated 

fintech/AI ventures; rural 

SMEs) 

Killorglin Chamber Hackathons; challenge-

based innovation; 

Founders Circle & 

mentoring; masterclasses 

in AI adoption 

PI Kočevje, 

Slovenia  

Municipality 

of Kočevje 

(owns public 

incubator 

“Javni 

zavod”) 

Municipality of Kočevje 

(policy & financing) 

Adult Education Centre 

(LU Kočevje); 

Gimnazija & SŠ 

Kočevje; Development 

Centre Kočevje–Ribnica 

(RCKR) 

Yaskawa; Intersocks; 

Melamin; Kočevski les; 

Rotis; Putzmeister; Koles 

Incubator community 

programmes; outreach 

incl. vulnerable groups 

Entrepreneur 

workshops/competitions 

(e.g., Zlata Šapa); school 

robotics; peer mentoring; 

intergenerational 

activities 
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Meraki 

People 

Village, 

Greece 

Meraki 

People 

(Municipality not 

involved) 

Multitude; EKPA; 

NTUA (Metsovio); Univ. 

of the Aegean; 

Democritus Univ. of 

Thrace; Univ. of Patras; 

ELGO-Dimitra; Nat’l 

Univ. of Agricultural 

Science 

Multitude – Evolutionary 

Futures Lab; Tegaia; 

ARK Coworking 

Tripolis network; 

Ekofungi (Serbia); 

Fereikos Helix 

Academy of 

Entrepreneurship; Nea 

Georgia Nea Genia; 

KOINSEP Speira Gis; 

World Human Forum; 

HIGGS; Promo 

Kynouria KOINSEP 

Links with Evolutionary 

Futures Lab; SDG House 

(Orange Grove); ARK; 

UniStart Hubs 

Municipality 

of Penela 

(CMP), 

Portugal 

Municipality 

of Penela & 

Pedro Nunes 

Institute 

CM Penela; CIM Região 

de Coimbra 

Univ. of Coimbra; 

Polytechnic of Coimbra; 

Instituto Pedro Nunes 

(IPN) 

EcoX; Science351 NEP – Penela  Business 

Association; Aldeias do 

Xisto; Startup Portugal; 

Portugal Ventures; 

RuralMove 

Smart Rural Living 

Lab (SRLL) – co-

creation, real-life 

experimentation, multi-

actor collaboration, 

knowledge sharing 

Municipality 

of Câmara 

de Lobos 

(CMCL), 

Portugal 

Municipality 

of Câmara de 

Lobos 

CM Câmara de Lobos Univ. of Madeira; 

Universidade Aberta; 

ARDITI; Ciência Viva  

Startup Madeira; 

BioReboot 

CDISA; multiple 

municipal participatory 

bodies (Ideas Bank; 

Young Mayor; 

Youth/Education/Econo

mic & Social Councils); 

Social Diagnosis; 

RURBANLink; 

REMOTE-IR; ICC Local 

Green Deals; Co.nTe 

(EUI) 

Broad youth & civic 

participation 

mechanisms; climate 

action co-creation; inter-

municipal circular 

economy 

Municipality 

of Bragança 

(CMB), 

Portugal 

Municipality 

of Bragança  

Município de Bragança  Instituto Politécnico de 

Bragança; FabLab; 

CIMO 

ITSector; BBotix; Tree 

Flowers Solutions; 

Hydraved; Megatic; E-

Coordina; Modellame 

via Brigantia) 

Participatory Budget; 

RURBANLink; 

URBACT “Find Your 

Greatness”; tourism 

training actions 

Participatory budgeting 

& training networks; 

inter-municipal circular 

links 
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The other two models are defined as accelerator-led and incubator-as-public-entity. The 

RDI Hub in Killorglin, Ireland, is a €21 million accelerator-centric platform that is 
governed by the RDI Hub CLG with county support. It is firmly in the experimenting tier 
and is concentrated on digital incubation rather than municipal incubation. The platform 

promotes hackathons, mentoring, and AI/fintech programs.  The municipally owned 
public incubator ("Javni zavod") in Kočevje (Slovenia) is closely connected to local 

industry (Yaskawa, Intersocks, Melamin, Kočevski les) and education providers. It is also 
at the experimental level, but it is constrained by the peripheral context.  Finally, Meraki 
People Village (Greece) is a civil-society-led case with a bio-fab lab in development and 

extensive academic connections. This case demonstrates an early -
experimenting/visioning approach, with minimal municipal involvement.  Generally, 

municipalities that establish multi-actor coalitions and participatory mechanisms exhibit  
more robust governance. Conversely, accelerator- or civil-society-led models are more 
successful in specialised capacities but rely more heavily on external networks to expand. 

 

Access to Funding  

 

The seven Startup Villages exhibit a significant asymmetry in the capacity to absorb EU 
and national funding, as illustrated by the graph (Figure 14).  Fundão is the most 
institutionally-connected territory, participating in over fifteen European and national 

programs, including Horizon Europe, LIFE, URBACT, Interreg, and Creative Europe, as 
well as Portugal's PRR initiatives (Table 7). Penela and Câmara de Lobos exhibit  

intermediate institutional maturity, with multiple financing pipelines. However, Penela 
emphasises rural innovation and living labs, while Câmara de Lobos emphasises 
programs associated with territorial cohesion and digital transition in island regions.  

Despite having access to EU funding, Killorglin and Kočevje are typically mediated 
through incubators or regional development actors, rather than structured municipal 

strategies. They occupy a mid-lower stratum.  In contrast, Meraki People Village is in the 
early stages of experimentation, with project-based small-scale financing but no stable 
pipeline. Bragança has not yet capitalised on EU innovation funding, indicating a 

substantial institutional and capacity gap. 
 

 
Figure 14 - Number of identified funding/innovation programmes per startup village 
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Table 7 - Participation in National / EU Funding & Innovation Programmes 

Startup 

Village 
Country Types of Funding / Programmes Examples 

Fundão 
(CMF) 

Portugal 

Horizon Europe, LIFE, URBACT, 
Interreg Europe, Creative Europe, 
PRR (Portugal), Portugal 
2020/2030, Innovation Ecosystem 
Investments 

FoodCoP, FARCLIMATE, 
MIP4Adapt, PLENTY-
LIFE, METACITY, InC2, 
Blockchain.PT, Fundão 
Innovation Plan 

RDI Hub 

(Killorglin) 
Ireland 

National Funding (Enterprise 
Ireland), EU Interreg, Horizon 
Europe (project-level, not 
municipal) 

Interreg Atlantic Area, 
Interreg NWE, Enterprise 
Ireland growth supports 

Kočevje (PI 

Kočevje) 
Slovenia 

National municipal funding + EU 
capacity building via incubator and 
adult education institutions 

Erasmus+, Horizon Europe 
(skills & entrepreneurship), 
local innovation funding 

Meraki 

People 
Village 

Greece 
EU small-scale innovation vouchers 
/ pilots 

INCluSilver, Mush-link / 
bio-based prototyping 

Penela 

(CMP) 
Portugal 

Horizon-adjacent smart village 
initiatives, ERDF (Centro 2020), 
Rural Dev. Programme (PDR / 
LEADER), Smart Rural 21/27, 
InC2 

HIESE, Smart Rural Living 
Lab, LEADER projects, 
FoodCoP 

Câmara de 

Lobos 

(CMCL) 

Portugal 
(Madeira) 

Horizon Europe (FoodCoP), 
URBACT, European Urban 
Initiative, Interreg MAC, LIFE, 
PRR (Madeira) 

Co.nTe, LIFE 
Natura@Night, Remote-it, 
Mercamarkt (completed), 
Madeira Conectada 

Bragança 

(CMB) 
Portugal — — 

 

Summary  

 
The assessment above shows that the most resilient ecosystems in the sample were those 
in which municipalities (or inter-municipal structures) convene business, academic, and 

civil society, and implement participatory mechanisms (living labs, challenge calls, youth 
councils).  The comparative analysis demonstrated that these four territories operate with 

distinct public leadership and embedded partner networks, which is a distinguishing 
factor behind higher innovation readiness and continuity despite electoral cycles or 
administrative constraints. These Startup Villages exemplify that model.  This level of 

governance is precisely what is lacking in numerous villages in the study, rendering it 
both instructive and transferable. 

 
The analysis also emphasised a significant disparity in the capacity to assimilate 
EU/national programs (Horizon, Interreg, LIFE, ERDF/CF, LEADER).  The selected four 

are distinguished by their ability to transform diversified funding channels into tangible 
assets (incubation/acceleration, pilot sites, rural testbeds, and smart/vibrant public 

spaces).  This is in stark contrast to cases that are still in the "envisioning" or early 
"experimenting" stages, where funding is sporadic or project-by-project and has not yet 
compounded into ecosystem infrastructure. 
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Our sector diagrams demonstrate that the most successful performers utilise 
entrepreneurship support as a structural enabler and integrate agriculture/forestry with 
processing, brief supply chains, digital tools, and nature-based solutions.  Rather than 

relying merely on raw primary sectors, the four selected territories explicitly prioritise 
value-added food, bio-based materials, eco- and culture-based tourism, and data-enabled 

services.  This reflects the forward trajectory observed in the most mature villages and 
provides concrete guidelines for others to follow. 
 

Lastly, the diversity of the participating Startup Villages offers a complementarity of 
contexts—interior/rural, inter-municipal, district-level, and island/Atlantic—that are 

well-suited to the diverse challenges identified in the questionnaires (peripherality, 
demographic ageing, conservation constraints, seasonality).  By selecting these four 
practices, it is guaranteed that the practices being highlighted are not single-context  

deviations, but rather portable playbooks: circular, place-based value chains, multi-source 
funding, living-lab experimentation, and robust governance.  The comparative analysis 

precisely identified those constituents as the distinguishing factors between emerging 
ecosystems and those that are advancing towards "demonstration" maturity. 
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4. BEST PRACTICES IDENTIFICATION 

Following the analysis above, four Startup Villages have been selected , namely, 
Mancomunidad de servicios Andia (Spain), Alytus District Municipality (Lithuania), 
Municipality of Idanha-a-Nova (Portugal) and Angra of Heroísmo (Portugal). They are 

comparable to the seven FoodCoP startup villages on the same four analytical levels we 
used in the socio-economic comparison: (a) territorial & demographic conditions; (b) 

economic structure & sectoral priorities; (c) innovation governance & ecosystem 
maturity; and (d) alignment with circular bioeconomy & funding capacity. In order to 
address the deficiencies identified during the online search, surveys were disseminated to 

shortlisted Startup Villages aiming to validate the web findings and obtain more 
information on the case studies (refer to Annex). 

4.1. Overview of the Best Practices 

Best Practice 1: Mancomunidad de servicios Andia (Spain) 

 
The Mancomunidad de Servicios Andía, which is situated in the Navarra region, is 
comprised of approximately 36 settlements and five minor municipalities, with a total 

population of approximately 2,800.  It is intentionally operating as a multi-village rural 
cooperation model, with the objective of providing shared infrastructure, services, and 

innovation support across very small settlements, rather than relying on a single dominant 
municipality.  In order to revitalise its territory through circular economy practices and 
capitalise on its low-density, peripheral location, the region is integrating community-led  

testbeds, including agrarian experimentation spaces and creative seminars, within this 
framework. Andía is establishing an innovation identity that is based on its local 

resources, inter-municipal governance, and bottom-up entrepreneurship, despite its 
demographic vulnerability and small size. 
 

Best Practice 2: Alytus District Municipality (Lithuania) 

 
The Alytus District, located in southern Lithuania, is a rural-district territory that 

encompasses a significant area and is composed of a combination of minor towns and 
village clusters. It is distinguished by a strategic focus on biomass valorisation, nature-
based tourism, and abundant natural landscapes, as well as a reduced population density. 

The region is increasingly aligning itself with the "Smart Villages" agenda in Lithuania, 
bridging the gap between traditional rural livelihoods and digital/enabling platforms, 

despite the fact that detailed public summaries of its innovation infrastructure are sparser 
in English. The primary objective is to enhance connectivity, entrepreneurial capacity, 
and inter-municipal service delivery by mobilising local resources. 

 

Best Practice 3: Municipality of Idanha-a-Nova (Portugal) 

 

Idanha-a-Nova, a municipality in eastern Portugal, is characterised by its large size and 
sparse population. It has transitioned from low-value conventional agriculture to a unique 
"bio-economy" regeneration model. It is home to the Green Valley FoodLab, organic 

agricultural clusters, and a robust network of producers, academics, and innovation actors 
who are engaged in the fields of organic value chains, agro-processing, and circular 
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economy modalities. In order to attract new residents, regenerative projects, and place-

based innovation, the municipality capitalises on its extensive territory, natural capital, 
and heritage. The outcome is a rural region that is redefining itself through sustainable 
tourism, experimental food systems, and value-added agriculture, transitioning from a 

status of marginality to a demonstration role in rural innovation. 
 

Best Practice 4: Angra of Heroísmo (Portugal) 

 
Angra do Heroísmo, located on the island of Terceira in the Azores archipelago, is 
confronted with the challenges of remoteness and the opportunities of island -scale 

innovation. It is home to StartUp Angra, a municipal incubator and coworking facility 
that is expanding its services to local entrepreneurs, freelancers, and digital nomads. The 

municipality is also able to implement blue-bioeconomy, marine resources, circular 
tourism, and territorial resilience strategies within the framework of European Union 
cohesion and outermost region policy, due to the island context. Although demographic 

pressures continue to be severe, Angra is capitalising on its geographic location and 
global connectivity to establish a rural ecosystem that is innovation-driven and rooted in 

the circular economy. 

4.2. Territorial & demographic conditions 

Table 8 presents a territorial snapshot of the four best-practice Startup Villages, 
demonstrating their diversity in size, demographics, and preparedness level, while still 
sharing structural similarities with the FoodCoP pilot regions. Mancomunidad de 
Servicios Andía (Spain) and Alytus District Municipality (Lithuania) are multi-village 

rural territories that are presently in the experimental phase of ecosystem development. 
These territories are located in close proximity to larger cities and have low-density 

populations.  Angra do Heroísmo (Azores, Portugal) and Idanha-a-Nova (Portugal) are 
more established municipal-level ecosystems that are currently functioning at a 
demonstrating level. These ecosystems have established stronger institutional structures 

and have already implemented innovation models.  Although the four territories differ in 
scale, from dispersed small settlements to medium-sized municipalities, they all share the 

typical characteristics of peripheral rural Europe: reliance on primary production, 
vulnerability to geographic remoteness, and ageing or sparse populations.  Nevertheless, 
their maturation of innovation governance—and, in two instances, their demonstrated 

implementation capacity—justifies their status as best practices for peer learning 
throughout the FoodCoP network. 
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Table 8 - Basic Territorial and Demographic Characteristics of the Best-Practice Startup Villages 

Startup 

Village 

Mancomunidad 

de servicios Andia 

Alytus District 

Municipality 

Municipality of 

Idanha-a-Nova  

Angra of 

Heroísmo 

Country Spain Lithuania  Portugal Portugal 

Website 
https://andiamank.c

om/  

https://alytus.lt/en/  

https://www.idanha

.pt/  

https://angradohero

ismo.pt/  

Area n/a 1,403 km²  1,416 km² 239.0 km² 

Size A group of villages A group of villages 
Medium-sized 

town 

Medium-sized 

town 

Population 2,873 25,464 8,541 33,701 

Population 

Density  
n/a 18.15/km² 6.03/km² 141.0/km² 

Distance from 

Nearest Main 

City 

20 - 40 minutes' 

drive 
< 20 minutes' drive 

20 - 40 minutes' 

drive 

More than 75 

minutes' drive 

away 

Readiness 

Level 
Experimenting Experimenting Demonstrating Demonstrating 

In addition, the four best-practice cases are confronted with the same structural 
demographic pressures as Fundão, Penela, Kočevje, and Bragança, including an ageing 

population, persistent youth outmigration, and a diminishing rural labour pool.  
Nevertheless, these territories have been able to stabilise or partially reverse population 

decline by implementing innovation-led place-based strategies that are in accordance 
with the EU smart specialisation, Smart Villages, and LEADER/CLLD methodologies, 
in contrast to the more vulnerable cases in the sample.  This is accomplished by Andía 

and Alytus through inter-municipal governance and shared rural services, which enhance 
the viability of multiple small villages rather than relying on a single locality.  Idanha-a-

Nova has implemented a bioeconomy regeneration model that integrates cultural heritage, 
brief food supply chains, and nature-based entrepreneurship to attract eco-innovators and 
new residents [10].  Angra do Heroísmo, which operates in an outermost island context, 

illustrates how circular economy and territorial resilience initiatives, which are funded 
under EU cohesion instruments, can function as population retention strategies in addition 
to sustainability tools [11].  Institutional embedding, EU programme absorption capacity, 

and long-term rural innovation planning are the factors that transform vulnerable rurality 
into a platform for renewal, rather than decline, in all four cases. Demographic 

stabilisation is not an accident. 

4.3. Economic structure & sectoral priorities 

Similar to Fundão, Penela, and Kočevje, the four best-practice cases have strategically 
reoriented from primary production (agriculture/forestry/tourism) to value-added 
transformation models, which include brief agri-food supply chains, circular processing, 

and eco-tourism. This reflects the structural transformation that is currently taking place 
in the FoodCoP villages, which is moving from the production of raw commodities to the 

development of location-based innovation in the fields of food, bioeconomy, and 
experiential tourism.  
 

Rural development in Mancomunidad de Servicios Andía (Spain) has been explicitly 
transitioned from traditional extensive agriculture to community-based territorial value 



  

All Rights Reserved. FoodCoP Project. Grant Agreement 101182001. 

 
FOODCOP| HEU | D3.3.  Best Practice Case Studies  | Page 44 

 

chains, cooperative processing, and circular rural services.  This transition is documented 

in Spanish LEADER evaluations and recent OECD rural reviews, which emphasise 
Navarra as a pioneering region in "rural inter-municipal cooperation and short supply 
chain valorisation" [12]. 

 
Similar to Lithuania's Smart Villages program and CAP-funded local food strategies, 

Alytus District Municipality (Lithuania) prioritises on-farm processing, circular biomass 
valorisation, and eco-tourism over commodity-based agriculture.  Alytus is recognised as 
a pioneer in "community-led short food chains and nature-based tourism" by the 

European Network for Rural Development [13].  
 

One of the most notable Portuguese examples of this transition is Idanha-a-Nova 
(Portugal). Previously known for its low-value agriculture and demographic decline, it is 
now recognised by the OECD as a European "bioeconomy demonstration territory." In 

this region, high-value transformation (such as medicinal plants, seed sovereignty, and 
organic food processing) has become a focal point of rural development [14], [15]. Value-

added agri-food innovation is explicitly conceptualised by the municipality as a 
population retention strategy. 
 

Territorial branding, circular tourism, and heritage-based value creation are becoming 
more closely associated with primary production (dairy, small-scale farming) in Angra 

do Heroísmo (Azores, Portugal). [11] posits that EU cohesion policy in the Azores now 
focusses on bio-based diversification and circular tourism as economic stabilisation 
instruments, in addition to sustainability objectives, to combat youth outmigration and 

rural abandonment. 

4.4. Innovation governance & ecosystem maturity 

An Overview of Best Practices Startup Villages is presented in Table 9 and demonstrates 
that, despite their vastly diverse territorial profiles, each of the four cases has established 
some form of incubation or entrepreneurship support network. Mancomunidad Andia's 

rural innovation ecosystem includes three thematic coworking spaces: AndiaLan for 
digital entrepreneurship and idea incubation, ArteLan for cultural and creative 

production, and the Zunbeltz Agrarian Test Space for early-stage agricultural 
experimentation.  Technical professionals and inter-sectoral forums help local residents 
convert ideas into businesses at these centres.  With European (EAFRD) and national 

funds, the approach uses community-driven innovation and practical support 
infrastructure to retain young, diversify the local economy, and revitalise rural life.  The 

inter-municipal and community-led Andia model shows how cooperative government can 
sustain innovation across numerous villages rather than a single hub, despite being  
smaller than Bragança. 

 
Located in Lithuania's Alytus District Municipality, the StartupLAB Alytus centre is 

connected to the Sunrise Valley and Startup Lithuania ecosystems, thereby enhancing the 
district's capacity for early-stage innovation. i-Danha FoodLab, the most specialised and 
mature agrifood-oriented incubator in Portugal, is located in Idanha-a-Nova. It has 

already assisted over 100 businesses and has fostered the development of new companies 
that are founded on sustainable and regenerative agriculture.  An island -based incubator, 

StartUp Angra, is operated by Angra do Heroísmo (Azores, Portugal). It is a resilience 
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mechanism for talent retention in an outermost region, integrating digital, tourism, and 

bioeconomy initiatives.  Together, these cases illustrate that successful rural innovation 
ecosystems do not necessarily require urban foundations. Incubators can be established 
at the inter-municipal (Andía), district (Alytus), specialised sectoral (Idanha), or 

outermost territorial (Angra) levels, while still facilitating entrepreneurship, circular 
bioeconomy activities, and place-based development. 

 
Table 9 - Active incubators per Best Practice Startup Village / country 

Best Practice 
Startup Village 

Country Incubator / Innovation Space 

Mancomunidad 

de servicios Andia 
Spain 

• AndiaLan (shared workspace / coworking & 
entrepreneurial support) in Mancomunidad Andía,  

• ArteLan (shared workshop for arts and crafts for 
entrepeneurs, freelance and others) and  

• Espacio Test Agrario Zunbeltz (experimental 
agricultural space) 

Alytus District 

Municipality 
Lithuania 

• StartupLAB Alytus, part of Sunrise Tech Park 
business ecosystem (hub/incubator for entrepreneurs)   

Municipality of 
Idanha-a-Nova  

Portugal • i-Danha FoodLab (agri-food accelerator)   

Angra of 

Heroísmo 
Portugal • StartUp Angra (business incubator and cowork space)   

 

4.5. Alignment with circular bioeconomy 

The heatmap in Figure 15 displays the biocircular resources that are being utilised in the 
four best practice cases (Alytus – LT, Idanha-a-Nova – PT, Mancomunidad de Andía – 
ES, and Angra do Heroísmo – PT).  Purple represents startup villages that are actively 

utilising this biological resource in economic activities or circular innovation, such as 
wood/forestry in Idanha and marine biomass in Angra. This can be a strong or mature 

focal area. Green stands for emerging and developing focus areas, where there is some 
activity or early experimentation, but it is not yet a structured or scaled value chain (e.g., 
andía fungi, Alytus organic waste). Yellow stands for products that are either not used  or 

not relevant, i.e., the resource is either absent in the territory or not currently part of 
innovation activities.  

 
Crops, farmed animals/manure, wild plants, forestry, and renewable energy are all fully 
activated focal areas, and all four exhibit a strong reliance on land-based biomass.  These 

are the traditional pillars of the rural economy and serve as the foundation for their 
circular transformation strategies. The best practices represent the next stage in the 

maturity ladder, being so a great example for the FoodCoP Startup Villages. They 
transition from raw biomass extraction to territorial bioeconomy orchestration integrating 
resource stewardship with community innovation and cross-sector value creation. The 

heatmap shows that Idanha-a-Nova is the village that has made the most progress in the 
integration of microorganisms and fungi into new product value chains (composting, bio-



  

All Rights Reserved. FoodCoP Project. Grant Agreement 101182001. 

 
FOODCOP| HEU | D3.3.  Best Practice Case Studies  | Page 46 

 

based materials, mushrooms). The blue bioeconomy is exclusively integrated in Angra 

do Heroísmo due to its island topography. In traditional land-based biomass, Alytus and 
Andía are dominant; however, their innovation has been more structural (cooperation 
models, community test-spaces, inter-municipal governance) than product diversification 

thus far. 
 

 
Figure 15 - Focus on Circular Bioeconomy materials per Best Practice Startup Village, where: Purple = Strong / 

mature use, Green = Emerging / pilot use, Yellow = Not used or not relevant. 

4.6. Funding capacity 

Similarly to Table 7, this table presents a list of EU and National funding mechanisms, in 

which the best practices have participated. The funding landscape of the four best-practice 
territories demonstrates that they are not merely "better performing" rural municipalities; 

rather, they are locations that have effectively adapted to utilising EU cohesion and cross-
border instruments as mechanisms for rural transformation.  Mancomunidad de Andía 
achieves this by utilising regional recovery funding from Spain and Navarra to fort ify 

grassroots entrepreneurship and local service ecosystems (coworking and agrifood 
testbeds).  The Alytus District is more dependent on cross-border cooperation (Interreg 

LT-PL), utilising tourism and cultural heritage as entry points for broader territorial 
development.  Idanha-a-Nova is a prime example of a Portuguese smart-rural 
development model that integrates Centro 2020/ERDF with POCTEP (Spain–Portugal) 

to expand bioeconomy and rural regeneration initiatives.  Angra do Heroísmo, which 
operates in an outermost island context, obtains Horizon-style innovation funding by 

participating in regional energy-transition trials like IANOS. These pilots employ 
circularity and sustainability as a population-retention strategy in addition to 
decarbonisation.  These four territories collectively demonstrate a mature capacity to 

direct EU and national instruments towards long-term rural revitalisation, a capability 
that numerous FoodCoP villages are still developing. 
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Table 10 - Participation in National / EU Funding & Innovation Programmes 

Startup Village Types of Funding / Programmes Example programmes & projects 

Mancomunidad 
de servicios 

Andía (Spain) 

• National recovery funds (Spain’s 
Plan de 
Recuperación/NextGenerationEU) 
• Regional Government of 
Navarra co-funding for rural 
innovation/coworking  
• Regional thematic networks 

• Proyecto de apoyo al comercio rural 
co-financed by the Spanish Ministry of 
Industry/Plan de Recuperación (lists 12 
actions for the comarca)   
• AndiaLan coworking rural (space and 
services supported by Gobierno de 
Navarra)   
• Youth/entrepreneurship & coworking 
initiatives advertised via the Navarra 
youth portal (supporting rural innovation 
spaces)   
• Espacio Test Agrario Zunbeltz 
(territorial test-farm initiative in the 
Andía area) 

Alytus District 

Municipality 

(Lithuania) 

• Interreg V-A Lithuania–Poland 
(ERDF) cross-border cooperation 

• H.E.R.I.T.A.G.E. – tourism/heritage 
route project under Interreg PL–LT 
(Alytus District Municipality listed 
among partners)   

Municipality of 

Idanha-a-Nova 
(Portugal) 

• Interreg POCTEP (Spain–
Portugal)  
• EU Cohesion Policy funds via 
Portugal 2020/Centro 2020 
(ERDF/ESF)  
• Local & regional co-financing 

• TAEJO INTERNACIONAL – cross-
border territorial cooperation network 
(municipal project page details EU & 
national funding lines, incl. POCTEP and 
Centro 2020) 

Angra do 
Heroísmo 

(Portugal – 

Azores) 

• Regional participation in EU 
research/energy transition projects 
• (Context) Azores regional 
programmes & EU cohesion 
instruments operating in the 
outermost regions 

• H2020 IANOS – Azores (Terceira) is 
one of the pilot islands in this smart-
energy transition project (regional 
partners listed; Terceira is Angra’s 
island) 
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4.7. Transferable practices and contextual limitations  

The four best-practice Startup Villages illustrate a number of highly transferable practices 
for rural innovation ecosystems.  Initially, shared or inter-municipal governance (as 
exemplified by Andía and Alytus) enables small villages to consolidate their 

administrative and technical capabilities, thereby establishing a viable critical mass for 
innovation, even when the individual settlements are exceedingly diminutive.  Second, 

micro-incubation infrastructures that have been optimised for rural scale, including 
agrarian testbeds (Andía), district-linked innovation labs (Alytus), specialised food 
accelerators (Idanha), and outermost-island incubators (Angra), demonstrate that rural 

entrepreneurship does not necessitate urban "innovation districts." Rather, it can be 
generated through sectoral specialisation and proximity to natural resource bases.  Third, 

all four cases demonstrate a replicable pathway away from primary production 
dependence by reorienting development towards value-added circular bioeconomy 
activities (brief food chains, nature-based entrepreneurship, or circular tourism).  Lastly, 

their capacity to incorporate EU instruments (Interreg, cohesion funds, Horizon pilots) 
demonstrates that the strategic utilisation of multi-level financing is not an accident, but 

rather a deliberate instrument for territorial transformation. 
 
However, these models are not capable of being replicated in their entirety due to 

contextual constraints.  The governance models of Andía and Alytus are contingent upon 
the presence of strong inter-municipal cooperation and high community cohesion, which 

may not be present in more administratively fragmented territories.  Angra's success is 
partially facilitated by its status as the outermost region, which grants it privileged access 
to EU island-specific funds that are unavailable to inland regions.  Idanha's bioeconomy 

demonstration model is the outcome of over a decade of strategic investment in 
specialised incubators, branding, and networks, which are not readily replicated in early -

stage ecosystems.  Additionally, the administrative capacity of all four territories exceeds 
that of the majority of small rural municipalities. Consequently, their success is 
contingent upon the institutional capacity to design, apply for, and administer multi-

source EU funding, in addition to their innovative ideas.  Consequently, the governance 
tools and incubation approaches are highly adaptable, but the facilitating institutional 

environment and funding conditions are subject to variation and must be customised to 
the specific local context. 
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5. SYNERGIES WITH OTHER WORK PACKAGES 

The final step of this work is to investigate the synergies with other activities within the 
FoodCoP project. Figure 16 provides an overview of these connections. This report is 
based on the inputs from Deliverables D3.1, D3.2, and D5.2, which include preliminary 

data on the participating Startup Villages, a working definition of circular bioeconomy, 
and key emergent needs identified through stakeholder engagement. The analytical 

approach was further validated by the insights obtained from the first sensemaking 
workshop (Task 5.1, April 2025), during which seven Startup Villages shared innovation 
projects, including the reprocessing of used cooking oil and the supply chains for 

fermented garlic and herbs. The significance of influencing policy and nurturing 
collaborative entrepreneurship was also emphasised by the participants, who collectively 

emphasised the need for improved communication tools, community engagement , 
capacity development, and increased funding. Not only do these shared reflections 
reinforce the findings of Task 3.3 analysis, but they also offer a dynamic, real-world  

perspective for evaluating transferability, support requirements, and system gaps.  
  

 

 
Figure 16 - Synergies with Other Work Packages Diagram 

 
In addition, the results of this task will be directly incorporated into Deliverables D6.1, 

D6.4, D7.1, D7.2, D7.3, and D9.1. The Startup Villages and Best Practices identified in 
this work will be invited to co-organise and actively participate in local actions and 
hackathons (D6.1), exchange insights and lessons learnt in training and capacity building 

sessions (D7.1, D7.2) and apply to become FoodCoP Ambassadors (D7.3). The needs 
assessment of the Startup Villages will be used to set actionable insights fostering 

innovation in rural areas (D6.4), and communicated to the wider innovation ecosystem in 
Europe through the exploitation, dissemination and communication activities (D9.1).  
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6. CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS LEARNT 

This deliverable illustrates that Startup Villages constitute a viable strategy for tackling 
the interconnected issues of rural depopulation, economic stagnation, and climate-related 
concerns. Startup Villages facilitate the diversification of the economic foundation in 

rural areas, bolster resilience, and retain or recruit youthful talent by incorporating 
entrepreneurial ideas into local surroundings. The comparative examination of  50 Startup 

Villages throughout Europe reveals that the majority are still in the experimental phase 
(48.9%), suggesting developing yet maturing ecosystems, while a minority of villages in 
the showcasing phase (17.8%) exemplify successful rural innovation. Multiple prevalent  

success criteria were recognised throughout the communities in the exhibiting stage. 
Strong local leadership and governance, often combining municipal coordination with 

public-private partnerships, is crucial for mobilising resources and sustaining innovation 
momentumUtilising distinctive territorial resources to build competitive rural niches is a 
defining feature of the four best-practice cases: in Mancomunidad de Servicios Andía, 

innovation is rooted in community-led agroecology and test-farm experimentation; 
Alytus District Municipality leverages landscape-based tourism and circular biomass use; 

Idanha-a-Nova positions itself as a bioeconomy and regenerative food innovation hub; 
and Angra do Heroísmo capitalises on its island geography to integrate marine 
bioresources, culture-based tourism, and circular economy infrastructure. Moreover, 

supportive infrastructures such as incubators, co-working spaces, and territorial 
innovation hubs play a decisive role in stimulating entrepreneurship and attracting 

external talent, as demonstrated by Andía’s network of thematic coworking/test spaces, 
Alytus’ StartupLAB linked to the national startup ecosystem, Idanha-a-Nova’s 
specialised i-Danha FoodLab, and Angra do Heroísmo’s island -based StartUp Angra 

incubator. The incorporation of green and blue economy ideas, encompassing circular 
bioeconomy and renewable energy, is a hallmark of successful instances.  Engagement in 

EU projects (Horizon Europe, Interreg, Leader) and international networking offers 
supplementary financial and intellectual resources that facilitate the acceleration of 
innovation adoption. 
 
The analysis underscores enduring structural obstacles. Numerous Startup Villages 

persist in facing challenges such as depopulation, ageing demographics, low-skilled  
workforce, and insufficient diversity, while inadequate transportation, digital 
infrastructure, and access to financing are prevalent impediments. Confronting these 

issues necessitates a comprehensive, place-based strategy, consistent with the Startup 
Village Forum’s conceptual framework, wherein local context, community identity, and 

cross-sector engagement are pivotal to ecosystem development. Transferring successful 
methods from demonstrating-stage villages to those in the envisioning or experimenting 
stages will need context-specific knowledge transmission, strategic resource 

mobilisation, and participatory governance. Startup Villages present a viable framework 
for sustainable rural development, illustrating how entrepreneurship and innovation, 

when effectively integrated into local ecosystems, can enhance economic diversification, 
climate resilience, and overall quality of life in rural regions. The results provide 
actionable insights for policymakers and Startup Village Partners, indicating that 

investments in leadership development, supportive infrastructures, and community-
driven innovation networks are essential for attaining sustainable rural revitalisation. 
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The four best-practice Startup Villages—Mancomunidad de Servicios Andía (Spain), 

Alytus District Municipality (Lithuania), Idanha-a-Nova (Portugal), and Angra do 
Heroísmo (Portugal)—were chosen due to their close resemblance to the seven FoodCoP 
pilot villages in the four analytical levels used in the socio-economic comparison: (1) 

territorial and demographic conditions, (2) economic structure and sectoral transition, (3) 
governance and innovation maturity, and (4) circular bioeconomy alignment and funding 

capacity.  These territories, like Fundão, Penela, Kočevje, and Bragança, are confronted 
with demographic challenges, including the ageing of their populations and the exodus 
of young people. However, in contrast to the more fragile cases, they have partially 

stabilised or reversed decline through innovation-led, place-based strategies. 
 

Andía and Alytus have utilised inter-municipal governance and shared services to 
maintain small villages, whereas Idanha-a-Nova and Angra do Heroísmo have advanced 
further along the maturity path, showcasing fully institutionalised rural innovation 

models.  The trajectory of the FoodCoP regions is comparable to that of all four, which 
have transitioned from primary production to value-added transformation. This includes 

circular processing, eco-/cultural tourism, and brief agri-food chains.  Lastly, each of 
them demonstrates a greater capacity to leverage EU cohesion or cross-border financing 
as a development lever (e.g., Interreg, recovery funds, Horizon-linked pilots), rendering 

them credible and instructive peers for knowledge transfer and capacity-building within 
the FoodCoP network. 
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ANNEX – QUESTIONNAIRE TEMPLATE 

 

Template for FoodCoP participating startup villages 
Name of startup village: 

Date: 
 

Activity 1) Challenges mapping 

 

CHALLENGES 

(1) Please write at least one key challenge or 
barrier per PESTLE category that applies 

to your village. 

DRIVERS 

(2) What is driving these 
challenges? Why are they in 
place? 

Political   

Environmental   

Societal   

Technological   

Legal   

Economic   

 
(3) Are there any active incubators in your startup village? Please list them below, 

including links.  
 

(4) Are there any incubated startups in your startup village? Please list them below, 
including links.  
 

(5) Who is leading your startup village (municipality, company, research centre, etc.)?  
 

(6) Please list the key contributors and supporters of your startup village, including links.  
 

Municipality/Local Government  

Academic Universities/Schools and 
Research Centers 

 

SMEs  
NGOs and Citizens  

 
(7) Are there any participatory innovation mechanisms and/or volunteer networks 

available in your startup village? 

 
 

Activity 2) Sector prioritisation 
 

 
(8) Please rank the following sectors based on their importance for your startup village 

today, from the most to the least important.  

• Crop and animal production 

• Accommodation & Tourism 

• Forestry and Logging 

• Manufacture of food products 

• Other Manufacturing 

• Fishing and Aquaculture 
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• Construction of buildings 

• Entrepreneurship/SME Support 
 

(9) Please rank the following sectors based on their importance for your startup village in 

the next 10 years, from the most to the least important.  
• Crop and animal production 

• Accommodation & Tourism 

• Forestry and Logging 

• Manufacture of food products 

• Other Manufacturing 

• Fishing and Aquaculture 

• Construction of buildings 

• Entrepreneurship/SME Support 
 

(10)  Is it possible for you to specify the products or areas on which you intend to 
concentrate using the following graph? 

 
Different materials that would be considered part of a circular bioeconomy (green background) and that would not be 

considered part of a circular bioeconomy (white background). Source: FoodCoP Deliverable 3.1. 

(11)  Has your startup village attracted any national or EU funding? If yes, can you 
please specify? 

 


