
 

0 
 

 

 

  

Grant Agreement number: 101081177 

WILDCARD — HORIZON-CL5-2022-D1-02 / HORIZON-CL5-2022-D1-02-05 

Project Acronym: WILDCARD 

Effects of rewilding in forests and agricultural lands on carbon sequestration and diversity  

Duration of the project: January 1st, 2024 – December 31st, 2027 

Milestone 10: Social innovation showcase  

Planned delivery date (as in DoA): 31/12/2025 

Due date of deliverable: 31/12/2025 

Work Package: WP4 

 

Work Package leader: USV 

Milestone leader: USV 

Version: 1.0 

Dissemination level: CO(nfidential) 
 



WILDCARD – Milestone 10 

1 
 

 

VERSION HISTORY 

Version Date Author /Reviewers Partner Description 

0.1 12.09.2024 Mauro Masiero UNIPD 
Early draft Conceptual 
and methodological 
framework 

0.2 18.09.2024 Carmen Rodriguez EFI Review of draft  

0.2 30.10.2024 Trishna Dutta EFI Review of draft  

0.3 03.12.2024 
Mauro Masiero 
Luisa Eusse 
Fabio Azzolin 

UNIPD 
Revised draft Conceptual 
and methodological 
framework 

0.4 27.05.2025 Carmen Rodriguez EFI Review of draft  

0.5 22.07.2025 
Mauro Masiero 
Luisa Eusse 
Fabio Azzolin 

UNIPD Final draft 

0.6 18.12.2025 
Mauro Masiero 
Luisa Eusse 
Fabio Azzolin 

UNIPD Final review 

0.7 19.12.2025 Giorgio Alberti UNIUD Review 

0.8 20.12.2025 
Mauro Masiero 
Luisa Eusse 
Fabio Azzolin 

UNIPD Final version for approval 

1.0 23.12.2025 PSB All Final approval 

 

CITATION: 

Masiero, M., Eusse Villa, L., Azzolin, F., Rodriguez, C., Dutta, T. (2025). M10 - Social innovation showcase. 

Horizon Europe Project No. 101081177, European Commission, 33 pp. 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

 

 

 

DISCLAIMER  
 

Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the 

author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the 

European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them  

  



WILDCARD – Milestone 10 

2 
 

 

Table of Contents 

Executive Summary .............................................................................................................. 3 

Keywords .............................................................................................................................. 4 

List of acronyms .................................................................................................................... 4 

1. Introduction and conceptual background ........................................................................... 5 

2. The methodological framework ......................................................................................... 6 

2.1 Scope ..................................................................................................................... 6 

2.1.1. Definition of good practice .................................................................................... 6 

2.1.2. Spatial focus ........................................................................................................ 7 

2.1. Research aims .................................................................................................... 8 

2.2. Case study search and sources .......................................................................... 9 

2.3.1. Literature-based identification .............................................................................. 9 

2.3.1.1. Eligible Scientific literature................................................................................. 9 

2.3.1.2. Grey literature ................................................................................................. 12 

2.3. Case study selection Criteria ................................................................................ 13 

2.4. Final selection process ......................................................................................... 14 

2.5. Case study assessment ........................................................................................ 15 

2.6. Schedule of activities ............................................................................................ 16 

3. Case study identification results ...................................................................................... 18 

References ......................................................................................................................... 21 

Appendix 1 - Task 4.3 text as per the project proposal document (part B) ........................... 24 

Appendix 2 – Social Innovation (SI) Database .................................................................... 25 

Annex 3 – Social Innovation Assessment ............................................................................ 29 

Social innovation in rewilding contexts [Survey] ............................................................... 29 

INITIATIVE OVERVIEW .................................................................................................. 29 

SOCIAL INNOVATION CHARACTERISTICS .................................................................. 30 

OUTCOMES AND IMPACTS .......................................................................................... 31 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



WILDCARD – Milestone 10 

3 
 

Executive Summary 

Background: Rewilding is increasingly promoted across Europe as a strategy to tackle 

climate change, biodiversity loss, and land abandonment. Despite its ecological potential, 

rewilding initiatives frequently encounter social resistance, particularly due to concerns over 

the loss of cultural heritage landscapes, rising human–wildlife conflicts, and increased wildfire 

risks. These challenges underscore the importance of approaches that balance ecological 

objectives with social acceptance and meaningful community engagement. Social innovation 

offers a valuable framework for addressing such tensions by reshaping social practices and 

governance arrangements to generate both societal and environmental benefits. 

Objectives: Task 4.3 of the WILDCARD project aims to identify and analyse community-

based mechanisms of social innovation that enhance social acceptability in rewilding and 

rewilded areas. The task focuses on understanding how social innovation emerges, develops, 

and operates in rewilding contexts, with specific attention to: 

• Address the loss of cultural heritage landscapes, 

• Reduce human costs and conflicts related to wildlife–crop and wildlife-livestock 

interactions, 

• Manage and mitigate wildfire risk. 

The overarching objective is to identify transferable good practices that can inform 

policymaking, on-the-ground practice, and future rewilding strategies across Europe. 

This document describes the methodological approach adopted for the research and presents 

preliminary results. The full study will be reported within Deliverable 4.4 - Social innovation, 

conflicts and opportunities on rewilding (Month 30). 

Methods: The study develops and applies a conceptual and methodological framework based 

on the SIMRA (Social Innovation in Marginalised Rural Areas) evaluation approach, 

specifically adapted to rewilding contexts. The methods include: 

• A systematic review of scientific and grey literature to identify relevant rewilding and 

social innovation case studies across Europe. 

• The use of targeted search strings applied to major scientific databases (Scopus, Web 

of Science, Google Scholar) and specialized social innovation and project databases. 

• Snowball sampling techniques to capture innovative practices and initiatives that are 

underrepresented in academic literature. 

• A multi-stage case study selection process based on predefined criteria, including 

social innovation relevance, civil society engagement, thematic focus, and rewilding 

intensity. 

• Structured stakeholder interviews, guided by an adapted SIMRA analytical framework, 

to assess selected case studies and enable cross-case comparison. 

Summary of results: The literature review highlights a rapidly expanding body of rewilding 

research in Europe, particularly since 2020, with strong geographical representation in Atlantic 

and Mediterranean regions. Nevertheless, the explicit integration of social innovation 

perspective within rewilding studies remains limited, with only a small proportion of studies 

addressing this dimension directly. The initial screening process identified a constrained yet 

diverse set of potential case studies that engage with the three focal issues of cultural heritage 

landscapes, human–wildlife interactions, and wildfire risk. These findings confirm both the 
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relevance of social innovation for improving rewilding outcomes and the existence of a 

significant knowledge gap that Task 4.3 is designed to address. 

 

Key messages: 

• Social innovation plays a crucial role in enhancing social acceptability and improving 

conflict prevention and management in rewilding initiatives. 

• Active community engagement and strong civil society participation emerge as key 

enabling factors for successful and socially embedded and rewilding processes. 

• Cultural heritage landscapes, human-wildlife conflicts, and wildfire risk constitute 

critical leverage points for socially innovative solutions in rewilding contexts. 

• A flexible and integrative methodological framework is essential to capture the diversity 

and contextual specificity of rewilding and social innovation practices across Europe. 

• The findings provide a robust foundation for the identification of transferable good 

practices and for informing future policy design, governance arrangements, and 

implementation strategies within the WILDCARD project. 

 

Keywords 

Rewilding, Climatic research, climate change, afforestation, proforestation, carbon capture, 

biodiversity, social innovation, landscape, cultural heritage, wildfire, wildlife 

 

List of acronyms 

EFI: European Forest Institute 

FAO: Food and Agriculture Organization 

GA: Grant Agreement 

GS: Google Scholar 

IPBES: Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services  

SI: Social Innovation  

UNIPD: University of Padova 

USV: University of Suceava 

WoS: Web of Science 

WP: Work Package 
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1. Introduction and conceptual background  

This document presents the conceptual and methodological framework developed for Task 

4.3 of the WILDCARD Horizon Europe project, which aims to "identify community-based 

mechanisms of social innovation and social acceptability in rewilding and rewilded areas" (see 

Appendix 1 for details). 

Task 4.3 builds upon the definition of social innovation proposed by Polman et al. (2017): “the 

reconfiguring of social practices, in response to societal challenges, which seeks to enhance 

outcomes on societal well-being and necessarily includes the engagement of civil society 

actors.” This definition was adopted due to its alignment with the Social Innovation in 

Marginalized Rural Areas (SIMRA) Horizon 2020 project, whose evaluation framework (Secco 

et al., 2019) is explicitly required by the WILDCARD project. Its relevance to rewilding contexts 

in the WILDCARD countries is further supported by its empirical grounding in European rural 

areas, with particular focus on agriculture, forestry, and other rural development activities.  

Over the past decade, social innovation has gained increasing prominence in both policy and 

academic debates as a response to complex socio-environmental challenges. Such 

challenges are often characterized by competing interests, values and power relations, 

particularly in contexts where traditional land management practices intersect with emerging 

conservation approaches, including market-based and nature-based solutions (Moulaert, 

2013; Mulgan et al., 2007; Nicholls & Ziegler, 2017). Rewilding initiatives, in particular, 

frequently unfold in settings where diverse stakeholder groups hold divergent perspectives on 

land use, conservation priorities, and development needs, thereby increasing the complexity 

of ecosystem governance and management (Perino et al., 2019; Pettorelli et al., 2018). 

Addressing these dynamics require innovative, collaborative and inclusive approaches 

capable of fostering reconciliation and compromise between socio-economic factors, 

traditional land use, and ecological restoration objectives (Butler et al., 2019, 2021; Coz & 

Young, 2020; Drouilly & O’Riain, 2021; Durant et al., 2019). 

Social innovation differs from classical innovation approaches by prioritizing collective societal 

impacts over individual or purely economic gains (Baker & Mehmood, 2015; Biggs et al., 2010; 

Bosworth et al., 2016; Neumeier, 2017) and by placing societal needs and well-being at the 

centre of the innovation process (Moulaert et al., 2013; Moulaert & MacCallum, 2019). It 

involves collective action and a transformation in social relations, institutions and governance 

arrangements (Avelino et al., 2015; Vercher et al., 2023), driven not by profit maximization but 

by the objective of maximizing positive impacts at a broader scale (Mulgan, 2006). Through 

its focus on “innovation in social relations”, social innovation ultimately seeks to deliver 

improved social and ecological outcomes by addressing unmet societal needs (Neumeier, 

2017; Polman et al., 2017). 

The intersecting crises of climate change, biodiversity loss, and socio-economic vulnerability 

increasingly demand socially innovative responses capable to support socio-ecological 

transformations and accelerate responses to these global crises (Leach et al., 2012; Olsson 

et al., 2017; Ziegler et al., 2022). This need has been strongly emphasized by the 

Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES), 

which calls for enhanced support for sustainability transformations. Effective responses 

require innovations that operate at the intersection of socio and ecological systems (Haxeltine 

et al., 2017; Kluvankova et al., 2021; Olsson et al., 2017). In this context, innovation can be 

understood as a key leverage point of sustainability transformation, aimed at “ensuring 

environmentally friendly technological and social innovation” (Díaz et al., 2019, p. 17). This 

perspective is particularly relevant for addressing critical challenges in rewilding contexts, 
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including cultural heritage preservation (Sanz-Hernández et al., 2022), human-wildlife conflicts 

(Grinko et al., 2021; Redpath et al., 2013), and wildfire risk mitigation (Rodríguez Fernández-

Blanco et al., 2022). 

 

2. The methodological framework  

This section presents the methodological framework developed and applied in the study, 

outlining the scope, objectives and analytical approaches. 

 

2.1 Scope 

The methodological framework focuses on identifying and analysing good practices related 

to social innovation and social acceptability within two main rewilding schemes: the natural 

rewilding of abandoned agricultural land and proforestation. The selected good practices and 

case studies specifically address three key rewilding issues: a) the loss of cultural landscape 

heritage, b) the reduction of human costs associated with rewilding, including the assessment 

and management of conflicts related to wildlife-crop and wildlife-livestock interactions, and c) 

wildfire risk management and mitigation (Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1: Rewilding schemes and selected issues framing the scope of the study (own elaboration). 

 

2.1.1. Definition of good practice 

In this study, the identification of good practices builds on established definitions provided by 

two major institutions:  

● The United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) defines a good practice 

as “a successful experience that has been tested and replicated in different contexts 

and can therefore be recommended as a model. It deserves to be shared so that a 

great number of people can adapt and adopt it” (FAO, 2024).  
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● The European Commission (EC) emphasizes that good practices are strategies, 

approaches, and/or activities demonstrated through research and evaluation to be 

effective, efficient, sustainable, and/or transferable and reliably lead to a desired result 

(European Commission, 2024).  

Within the methodological framework, potential good practice case studies constitute a 

specific subset used for sociological surveys and for the selection of WILDCARD case studies 

within the framework of Work Package (WP) 4 and WP5. These social innovation case studies 

are referred to as Type 3 case studies to differentiate them from Type 1, i.e. case studies to 

be addressed for local level surveys aimed to assess rewilding perception and acceptability 

(Task 4.2.4), and Type 2, i.e., case studies aimed to explore perspectives, views and trade-

offs to pre-empt rewilding-related conflicts (Task 5.2). Type 3 case studies are to be identified 

through both scientific and grey literature and the experiential knowledge of project partners, 

and they build upon insights generated from Type 2 case studies (Figure 2). 

 

 

Figure 2: Framework used for sociological surveys and wildcard case-studies selection. Source: 
Bouriaud et al. (2024). 

 

Although the activities under Task 4.3 will be carried out in cooperation with multiple project 

partners, overall consistency and scientific integrity is ensured by assigning responsibility for 

each thematic issue to a designated WILDCARD partner:  

a. University of Padova (UNIPD) for cultural landscape heritage, 

b. University of Suceava (USV) for wildlife-crop and wildlife-livestock interactions, and 

c. European Forest Institute (EFI) for wildfire risk management. 

  

2.1.2. Spatial focus 

From a spatial perspective, case studies will be selected based on the ecoregion delineation 

outlined in the map of Biogeographic Regions in Europe (European Environmental Agency, 

EEA 2002, 2016). This approach aligns with insights from WILDCARD Milestone 1, which 

identified relevant ecoregions and ecological gradients (Figure 3). The WILDCARD project 
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has chosen six key ecoregions that cover a significant portion of the European territory of 

interest. Task 4.3 aims to analyze cases across these six key European ecoregions, with an 

optimal target of all three rewilding issues being represented in each ecoregion. While the goal 

is to reach coverage of all issues across all ecoregions, the final selection will ultimately 

depend on the availability and quality of eligible cases within each region. 

 

Figure 3: Map of selected ecoregions based on the ‘Biogeographic regions in Europe’. Source: Seebach 
et al. (2024). 

 

2.1. Research aims 

Specifically, this research seeks to address the following research question: “How do 

community-based social innovations emerge, develop, and operate to address 

conflicts and enhance social acceptability in rewilding contexts, particularly regarding 

the loss of cultural heritage landscapes, wildlife-crop conflicts, and wildfire risk 

management?” 
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2.2. Case study search and sources 

The identification of possible case studies begins with the development of a database 

documenting rewilding initiatives across Europe based on two complementary approaches: 

● Literature-based identification. Case studies meeting the predefined selection criteria 

will be primarily identified through a systematic literature review using: 

o Scientific databases, including Scopus, Clarivate Web of Science (WoS), 

Google Scholar (GS) 

o Grey literature, including: 

▪ Social innovation databases 

▪ Technical reports, e.g., project reports and other documents. 

● Snowball sampling approach. Recognizing that innovative social practices are often 

underrepresented in academic literature, a snowball sampling strategy will be applied 

where literature sources prove insufficient. This will involve: 

o Consulting project partners and established networks for recommendations of 

relevant initiatives; 

o Reaching out to identified rewilding practitioners with a structured inquiry about 

social innovation practices. 

 

2.3.1. Literature-based identification 

2.3.1.1. Eligible Scientific literature 

Search strings were developed based on the Grant Agreement (GA) to identify relevant 

keywords and concepts, their combinations, and, where appropriate, additional terms or 

synonyms. Search were conducted via primarily in scientific databases, namely Scopus and 

WoS with GS used as supplementary tool for cross-checking. Multiple search strings were 

tested to ensure effectiveness and comprehensive coverage of the literature. The strings were 

designed in a modular format, consisting of a common root string complemented by specific 

sub-strings tailored to each of the selected rewilding issues (Table 1). Searches were 

executed using the title, abstract, and keyword fields within each database.   

 

Table 1: Draft proposed structure for the search strings, including examples for sub-strings 

# Theme/aspect String part 

1 Geographical scope “Europe” OR “European” 

2 Focus 1 
“social innovation” OR “social acceptability” OR 
“technical innovation” 

3 Focus 2 “rewilding” OR “rewilded” OR “wilderness” 

4 Rewilding processes 

“proforestation” OR “spontaneous forest development” 
OR “spontaneous forest growth” OR “abandoned 
agricultural land*” OR “abandon*” OR “abandoned 
land” OR “marginal land*” OR “marginal area*” 
“colonization” OR “spontaneous regrowth” 

5 Issue 1 - Landscape 

Forest AND “landscape” AND “cultural heritage” AND 
“maintenance” AND “collective actions” AND “low 
intensity” AND “farm” OR “farming” OR “forestry” OR 
“forest management” OR “forest intervention*” OR 
“forest operation*” OR “harvesting” AND “carbon” OR 
“carbon stocking” OR “conservation” OR “habitat” OR 
“biodiversity” 
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# Theme/aspect String part 

6 Issue 2 - Wildlife 

“human costs” OR “conflicts” AND “wildlife” OR “apex 
predator*” OR “predator*” OR “bear*” OR “wolf” OR 
“wolves” OR “ungulate*” OR “wild boar*” OR “deer*” 

AND “crop*” OR “livestock” AND “damage*” OR 

“resistance*” OR tolerance OR acceptable 

7 Issue 3 - Wildfire 

“fire*” OR “*fire” OR “wildfire*” OR “forest fire*” OR 
“land* fire*” “wildfire risk*” AND “fuel*” OR “vegetation” 
OR “biomass” OR “cover” OR “cover dynamic*” AND 
“risk reduction” OR “landscape risk assessment” OR 
“fuel management” OR “buffer zone*” OR “minimum 
impact suppression” OR “minimum impact*” OR 
“suppression tactic*” OR “protected area*” 

 

Preliminary results from search tests using the proposed search strings are presented in Table 

2. 

 

Table 2: Examples of search strings preliminarily tested 

# String Database 
Number of 

papers 

Date 

(dd.mm.yyy) 

1 
“social innovation” AND 
“rewilding” 

Scopus 0 12.09.2024 

WoS 0 12.09.2024 

GS 378 12.09.2024 

2 

“Europe” OR “European” 
AND “social innovation” OR 
“social acceptability” AND 
“rewilding” OR “rewilded” OR 
“wilderness” OR 
“proforestation” OR 
“spontaneous forest 
development” OR 
“abandoned agricultural land” 
OR “abandonment” OR 
“colonization” OR 
“spontaneous regrowth” 

Scopus 11 12.09.2024 

WoS 14,503 12.09.2024 

GS 2,290 12.09.2024 

3 

“Europe” OR “European” 
AND “social innovation” OR 
“social acceptability” OR 
“technical innovation” AND 
“rewilding” OR “rewilded” OR 
“wilderness” AND 
“proforestation” OR 
“spontaneous forest 
development” OR 
“spontaneous forest growth” 
OR “abandoned agricultural 
land*” OR “abandon*” OR 
“abandoned land” OR 
“marginal land*” OR 
“marginal area*” OR 
“colonization” OR 
“spontaneous regrowth” 

Scopus 

No search possible as 
one or more keywords 

were spelled 
incorrectly 

(Scopus suggests 
rewinding instead of 

rewilding and 
reforestation instead of 

proforestation…) 

12.09.2024 

WoS 15,775 12.09.2024 

GS 2,190 12.09.2024 

4 

“Europe” OR “European” 
AND “social innovation” OR 
“social acceptability” OR 
“technical innovation” AND 
“rewilding” OR “rewilded” OR 
“wilderness” AND 
“proforestation” OR 

Scopus 

No search possible as 
one or more keywords 

were spelled 
incorrectly 

(Scopus suggests 
rewinding instead of 

rewilding and 
reforestation instead of 

proforestation…) 

12.09.2024 

WoS 82,925 12.09.2024 
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# String Database 
Number of 

papers 

Date 

(dd.mm.yyy) 

“spontaneous forest 
development” OR 
“spontaneous forest growth” 
OR “abandoned agricultural 
land*” OR “abandon*” OR 
“abandoned land” OR 
“marginal land*” OR 
“marginal area*” OR 
“colonization” OR 
“spontaneous regrowth” AND 
“landscape” or “open 
landscape” AND “cultural 
heritage” AND “maintenance” 
AND “collective actions” AND 
“low intensity” AND “farm” 
OR “farming” OR “forestry” 
OR “forest management” OR 
“forest intervention*” OR 
“forest operation*” OR 
“harvesting” AND “carbon” 
OR “carbon stocking” OR 
“conservation” OR “habitat” 
OR “biodiversity” 

GS 1,560 12.09.2024 

5 

“Europe” OR “European” 
AND “social innovation” OR 
“social acceptability” OR 
“technical innovation” AND 
“rewilding” OR “rewilded” OR 
“wilderness” AND 
“proforestation” OR 
“spontaneous forest 
development” OR 
“spontaneous forest growth” 
OR “abandoned agricultural 
land*” OR “abandon*” OR 
“abandoned land” OR 
“marginal land*” OR 
“marginal area*” OR 
“colonization” OR 
“spontaneous regrowth” AND 
“human costs” OR “conflicts” 
AND “wildlife” OR “apex 
predator*” OR “predator*” OR 
“bear*” OR “wolf” OR 
“wolves” OR “ungulate*” OR 
“wild boar*” OR “deer*” AND 
“crop*” OR “livestock” AND 
“damage*” OR “resistance*” 

Scopus 

No search possible as 
one or more keywords 

were spelled 
incorrectly 

(Scopus suggests 
rewinding instead of 

rewilding and 
reforestation instead of 

proforestation…) 

12.09.2024 

WoS 65,862 12.09.2024 

GS 2,140 12.09.2024 

6 

“Europe” OR “European” 
AND “social innovation” OR 
“social acceptability” OR 
“technical innovation” AND 
“rewilding” OR “rewilded” OR 
“wilderness” AND 
“proforestation” OR 
“spontaneous forest 
development” OR 
“spontaneous forest growth” 
OR “abandoned agricultural 
land*” OR “abandon*” OR 
“abandoned land” OR 
“marginal land*” OR 
“marginal area*” OR 
“colonization” OR 

Scopus 

No search possible as 
one or more keywords 

were spelled 
incorrectly 

(Scopus suggests 
rewinding instead of 

rewilding and 
reforestation instead of 

proforestation…) 

12.09.2024 

WoS 93,062 12.09.2024 

GS 1,450 12.09.2024 
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# String Database 
Number of 

papers 

Date 

(dd.mm.yyy) 

“spontaneous regrowth” AND 
“fire*” OR “wildfire*” OR 
“wildfire risk*” AND “fuel*” OR 
“vegetation” OR “biomass” 
OR “cover” OR “cover 
dynamic*” AND “risk 
reduction” OR “landscape 
risk assessment” OR “fuel 
management” OR “buffer 
zone*” OR “minimum impact 
suppression” OR “minimum 
impact*” OR “suppression 
tactic*” OR “protected area*” 

  

2.3.1.2. Grey literature 

Grey literature searches primarily drew on social innovation databases and technical reports. 

Several databases compile social innovation case studies, projects, initiatives, and examples 

across several sectors and topics. For instance, the SIMRA database1 focuses on 

marginalized rural areas, though many other resources exist. A comprehensive list of social 

innovation databases and data sources is available in Gök and Antai (2021). This list 

underpins the European Social Innovation Database (ESID2), a comprehensive resource 

cataloguing social innovation projects and actors in Europe and beyond. Originally developed 

as part of the EU-funded KNOWMAK Project, the ESID is currently being expanded under the 

EU-funded Research Infrastructure for Science and Innovation Policy Studies (RISIS) 

Project3. Managed by the University of Strathclyde (Scotland, United Kingdom), the database 

currently contains about 9,600 projects and case studies. Additionally, the iDEAL project4, 

funded by UnaEuropa, provides a forthcoming overview of social innovation databases in 

Europe (Marini Govigli et al., forthcoming).  

European and national projects also provide technical reports and other documents that can 

be considered during the review phase. For example, factsheets published through the 

ResAlliance5 project cover numerous innovative wildfire management solutions. One of the 

SIMRA case studies also focuses on wildfire risks, as Rodríguez Fernández-Blanco et al. 

(2019 and 2022) reported. Regarding wildlife management, the Life Projects Public database6 

is valuable resource for identifying projects that may have developed best practices and 

initiatives. This database allows searches by specific species, which helps focus on key 

species, such as Apex predators identifies as priorities in the WILDCARD GA. Similarly, 

several Horizon projects address innovation in wildfire management, including Innovative 

 
1 http://www.simra-h2020.eu/index.php/simradatabase/  
2 https://docs.risis.io/datasets/metadata/esid  
3 https://www.risis2.eu/  
4 https://www.una-europa.eu/seed-funding/p2 
5 https://www.resalliance.eu/factsheets/  
6 https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/life/publicWebsite/search/advanced  

http://www.simra-h2020.eu/index.php/simradatabase/
https://docs.risis.io/datasets/metadata/esid
https://www.risis2.eu/
https://www.una-europa.eu/seed-funding/p2
https://www.resalliance.eu/factsheets/
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/life/publicWebsite/search/advanced
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technologies and socio-ecological-economic solutions for fire-resilient territories in Europe, 

such as Silvanus7, TREEADS8, FIRE-RES9, FirEuRisk10.  

Several initiatives directly focused on rewilding provide documents or databases, collecting 

case studies, success stories, etc. For example, the Global Rewilding Alliance11 offers a list of 

successful rewilding cases, while the European Rewilding Network12 maintains a database of 

rewilding projects covering a range of topics, primarily centred on wildlife initiatives. Detailed 

information is provided for each case.  

All case studies identified during the literature review process are described in detail in the 

Annex 1: “Literature Review”. 

 

2.3. Case study selection Criteria 

Case studies included in this research should demonstrate the following characteristics: 

● Alignment with the SIMRA definition of social innovation: evidence of novel social 

practices or the potential for reconfigured social arrangements that address conflicts 

derived or related to rewilding strategies, even if not explicitly framed as "social 

innovation" or initially designed with rewilding purposes. 

Recognizing that social innovation can manifest differently depending on the context, 

we adopted a flexible approach to capture diverse forms, including: 

o Community-led initiatives that address rewilding conflicts 

o New forms of collaboration between diverse stakeholders 

o Alternative governance arrangements for managing rewilded areas 

o Novel approaches to reconciling rewilding conflicts 

o Innovative communication or engagement strategies around rewilding conflicts.  

To clearly guide the identification of these forms, we based our selection on the 

following key criteria: 

o the presence of conflicts or locally perceived needs that act as triggers for 

individual or collective social action 

o evidence of an actual or potential reconfiguration of social practices – such as 

the formation of new governance arrangements, networks, or social attitudes 

o an orientation toward generating socio-economic or socio-cultural impacts 

within the local community. 

● Civil society engagement: demonstrated involvement of local communities, non-

governmental organizations (NGO), or citizen groups in the initiative. 

● Direct engagement with one of our three focal issues: 

o Loss of cultural landscape heritage  

o Wildlife-crop and wildlife-livestock conflicts 

o Wildfire risk increase 

● Situated within rewilding contexts: this includes natural rewilding of abandoned 

agricultural land and proforestation initiatives, as well as rewilding approaches 

involving minimal human intervention (e.g., pasture restoration, traditional terracing 

maintenance, and prescribed fire management), provided these practices 

 
7 https://silvanus-project.eu/ 
8 https://treeads-project.eu/ 
9 https://fire-res.eu/  
10 https://fireurisk.eu/  
11 https://globalrewilding.earth/successful-rewilding-stories/  
12 https://rewildingeurope.com/european-rewilding-network/  

https://silvanus-project.eu/
https://treeads-project.eu/
https://fire-res.eu/
https://fireurisk.eu/
https://globalrewilding.earth/successful-rewilding-stories/
https://rewildingeurope.com/european-rewilding-network/
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demonstrably preserve wildness, enhance biodiversity, and maintain cultural heritage 

values. 

2.4. Final selection process 

Based on the results of the literature review presented in the following chapters and 

considering the limited representation of social innovation within the rewilding contexts, 

relatively few case studies are expected to fully meet all selection criteria. Consequently, the 

final selection process will follow a multi-stage approach to ensure a robust and representative 

set of case studies: 

Stage 1: Initial identification and preliminary assessment 

Given our more flexible methodological approach, case studies will be assessed across a 

spectrum of both social innovation and rewilding intensity. This can be conceptualized as a 

two-dimensional framework where the x-axis represents the degree of social innovation (0-1 

scale) and the y-axis represents the degree of rewilding (0-1 scale), as shown in Figure 4. 

Ideally, the focus would be on cases in the top-right quadrant (high social innovation, high 

rewilding intensity). However, the literature review demonstrated that such cases are scarce. 

Therefore, the analysis will also include cases in the two adjacent quadrants: those with either 

high social innovation and moderate rewilding, or moderate social innovation and high 

rewilding, while excluding cases with minimal presence of both elements (low social 

innovation, low rewilding intensity). 

This flexible framework enables the capture of a broad spectrum of relevant cases while 

maintaining a focus on the research objectives. It acknowledges that innovation and rewilding 

manifest differently across contexts and that valuable insights can emerge from cases that 

excel in one dimension even if they are moderate in the other. 

 

 

Figure 4: Case study selection framework based on social innovation and rewilding dimensions. Note: 
Target cases (dark green, i.e., top-right quadrant) represent the ideal combination of high social 
innovation and high rewilding intensity. Hybrid cases (light green, i.e., top-left quadrant, and light blue, 
i.e., bottom-right) demonstrate strength in one dimension while being moderate in the other, providing 
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valuable complementary insights. Excluded cases (grey, i.e., bottom-left) show insufficient development 
in both dimensions to meet research objectives. 

All potential case studies identified through the literature review and initial snowball sampling 

will be compiled in the database (Annex 2: "Social Innovation (SI) database"). Each case 

will be classified within the two-dimensional framework as "Target Cases", "Hybrid Cases" 

or "Excluded Cases" based on their positioning along the social innovation and rewilding 

dimensions. The focus of the SI assessment will then focus exclusively on cases classified as 

“Target” or “Hybrid”.  

Stage 2: Collaborative selection meeting 

A meeting involving the WP4 members will be convened to evaluate the case information 

compiled in the Social Innovation (SI) database. Rather than aiming for a predetermined 

number of cases, the selection will focus on ensuring coverage of different types of social 

innovation approaches, representation across the three rewilding issues and geographic 

diversity across the spatial focus (see Figure 3). Using the flexible two-dimensional framework, 

we anticipate identifying approximately 18 case studies per rewilding issue (totalling around 

54 cases), while striving to include as many geographic regions as possible across the Target 

and Hybrid case categories. The final number of cases will be confirmed once the case 

retrieval process is completed. 

If more than 18 potential cases per issue are identified, the selection will follow the ranking 

criteria below: 

- Case type priority: Target cases will be prioritized over Hybrid cases based on their 

positioning in the two-dimensional framework. 

- Thematic relevance: Cases must directly address one of the three focal rewilding 

issues: a) loss of cultural landscape heritage, b) reduction of human costs of rewilding 

and management of wildlife-crop/livestock conflicts, and c) wildfire risk management. 

- Geographic diversity: Cases from underrepresented regions will be prioritized to 

maximize spatial coverage and avoid regional clustering. 

- Data accessibility: Cases with confirmed stakeholder availability and sufficient 

information for primary data collection through interviews will be prioritized. 

 

2.5. Case study assessment 

The final selected case studies will undergo a rapid assessment through a structured interview 

with main stakeholders, using an adapted version of the SIMRA Framework. This 

methodology, developed initially to examine social innovation in marginalized rural areas 

(Secco et al., 2019), provides a structured way to evaluate rewilding initiatives through a social 

innovation lens.  

Following the case study selection process outlined in Section 2.5, the research team will 

contact the main stakeholder(s) or project leader from each selected case study to arrange an 

interview. The interview, which is further detailed in Annex 3 (“Social Innovation (SI) 

Assessment”) can be conducted in one of two formats according to respondent preference: 

a Zoom video call (approximately 20-30 minutes) or though structured written responses via 

email. 

The assessment is based on a 9-question structured interview, designed to gather essential 

information across key domains adapted from the SIMRA Framework for rewilding contexts. 

The interview covers: 
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• Initiative overview: Name, location, and type of rewilding approach (natural rewilding 

of abandoned agricultural land or proforestation) 

• Primary rewilding challenge: Which focal issue(s) the initiative addresses (cultural 

heritage, wildlife-crop conflicts, wildfire risk) 

• Initiative timeline: When the initiative started and its current status 

• Triggering factors: What problem or concern led to the initiative's emergence and the 

initial catalysts involved 

• Collaborative arrangements: How the initiative created new ways for people to 

collaborate, make decisions, or organize themselves 

• Key actors and networks: Main organizations and stakeholders involved and their 

level of involvement 

• Outcomes and impacts: Main results and benefits achieved by the initiative 

• Novelty and innovativeness: How novel or different the approach is compared to 

existing practices in the local context 

The results of each interview will support cross-case analysis, enabling the identification of 

patterns, lessons learned, and transferable good practices in social innovation for rewilding 

contexts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.6. Schedule of activities  

Table 3 provides a schedule for activities within Task 4.3. 

 

Table 3: Schedule for activities of Task 4.3 

Activities 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 

Definition 
Methodology 

                        

Literature 
review 

                        

Case study 
collection 

                        

Case study 
selection 

                        

Case study 
assessment 

                        

Report writing                         

Deliverable 
finalized 

                        

Month 7 = July 2024, Month 30= June 2026 
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3. Case study identification results 

This section presents the results from the case study identification process, beginning with 

literature-based identification explicitly related to issue a) cultural landscapes. These 

findings provide a foundation for the subsequent review of the other issues (i.e., reducing 

human costs/wildlife conflicts, and wildfire risk management). 

The literature search employed the following search strings: (Europe AND "social innovation" 

AND rewilding AND "cultural landscape") and ((social AND acceptability) AND rewilding AND 

Europe). These search strings were applied across multiple scientific databases (including 

WoS, Scopus, and GS) and grey literature sources (including organizational reports, policy 

documents, and project websites). 

The review process followed these steps: 

● Initial identification: A total of 196 articles were identified through database searching 

with screening based on title, abstract and keywords. 

● Eligibility assessment: Articles were further filtered by: 

● Removal of duplicates (11) 

● Exclusion of articles not accessible in full text (3) 

● Elimination of irrelevant articles (i.e., not connected with rewilding nor social 

innovation) 

● Final inclusion: After screening, 96 papers were retained for comprehensive analysis. 

The distribution of publication years (Figure 5) reveals a clear upward trend in research related 

to rewilding in Europe, with a strong increase in output in the most recent years. Most studies 

were published between 2021 and 2025, reflecting growing academic and policy interest. 

Contributions prior to 2015 are sparse, highlighting the relatively recent emergence of 

rewilding as a mainstream research topic. 

 

Figure 5: Distribution of papers by publication year 
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Regarding the spatial focus of the reviewed studies, after removing global or unspecified 

entries (i.e., cases where the specific country were not specified), the data reveals a well-

distributed yet clustered pattern, as shown in Figure 6.  

The Atlantic region stands out with 25 studies (i.e., about 32%), reflecting recurring research 

interest in countries such as the United Kingdom (UK), the Netherlands, and Denmark. The 

Mediterranean region follows with 17 studies (21%), with strong coverage in Spain, Italy, and 

Portugal, where land abandonment dynamics are particularly pronounced (Ustaoglu et al., 

2018). A substantial portion of studies, 30 in total (38%), adopt a cross-biogeographic or pan-

European perspective, covering multiple European regions and indicating an effort to 

generalize or compare rewilding experiences across different ecological zones. Less 

represented are the Boreal (3 studies, 4%), Alpine (3 studies, 4%), and Continental (1 study, 

1%) regions, with references to Sweden, Romania, and Germany. Notably, the Pannonian 

region is not represented, highlighting a geographic gap in the literature.  

Overall, this distribution illustrates that while rewilding research has a broad European 

coverage, certain regions (i.e., Atlantic and Mediterranean) receive more scholarly attention. 

 

 

Figure 6: Frequency of papers per biogeographic region 

 

Despite the substantial body of literature on rewilding, a critical finding is the limited explicit 
mobilization of the social innovation concept within this context. Only 24 papers (approximately 
12% of the total literature reviewed) explicitly mention social innovation studies or provided 
case study examples that could be considered social innovation initiatives (Figure 7). These 
cases are detailed in Annex 1: “Literature Review” and further documented in Annex 2: 
“Social Innovation (SI) database”, which compiles rewilding initiatives across Europe.  
This limited representation of social innovation within the broader rewilding literature highlights 
a significant research gap and underscores the importance of the present study in examining 
how rewilding approaches can address unmet social needs, as conceptualized by social 
innovation theory.  
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Figure 7: Spatial distribution of 12 initiatives addressing rewilding based on social innovation across 

selected European ecoregions. 
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Appendix 1 - Task 4.3 text as per the project proposal 

document (part B) 

Task 4.3 – Identify community-based mechanisms of social innovation and social acceptability 

in rewilding and rewilded areas  

(M7-M24; Lead: UNIPD; Partners: EFI, VUA, USV).  

The systematic review of perceptions and the synthesis of the literature will identify existing 

influencing factors and barriers (e.g., ecological, financial, cultural) and potential synergies 

and drawbacks in rewilding and rewilded areas. This task shall deal with identifying and 

describing innovations that can address negative perceptions and perceived risks of rewilding 

and proforestation, such as loss of rurality/rural development, human wildlife conflicts, 

perceptions of wildfire risk or loss of cultural heritage landscapes/tourism/aesthetics. For 

social innovation, we will use the SIMRA evaluation framework (EU’s Horizon 2020 - 677622 

project) by adapting it to this field of implementation, allowing to detect and identify key 

elements of, and promote social and technical innovation in rewilding and rewilded areas.  

While in task 4.2 the local level survey focusses on rewilding hotspot not yet investigated, the 

social innovation case-studies will be selected to cover examples of good practices in 

managing the forest vegetation on abandoned/marginal lands to cope with several issues: 

a) preventing the loss of cultural heritage of landscape. Low intensity farming/forestry 

interventions at the community level that favor both conservation and C stocking 

or collective actions dealing with land abandonment and maintenance of open 

landscape will be studied to identify how negative perceptions on rewilding could 

be changed (partners: UNIPD, USV); 

b) reducing human costs of rewilding and an assessment of conflicts related to 

wildlife-crop/livestock interactions that are closely related to rewilding processes. 

Historical experience with wildlife, land-use practices, and local traditions (e.g., 

hunting) towards rewilding of different species, such as Apex predators or large 

ungulates will be mapped to define potential technical innovation in reducing 

anthropogenic resistance to species movements and wildlife damages to 

crop/livestock (partners: EFI); 

c) managing wildfire risk. There are many examples with innovation on preventing or 

reducing wildfire risks (landscape risk assessments, strategic fuel management, 

buffer zones around protected areas, minimum impact suppression tactics for 

protected areas) which may counteract negative perceptions on rewilding. We will 

analyze which innovation could work best in different typical contexts (Southern 

Europe, Central Europe, Alpine region), of land abandonment and associated 

fuel/vegetation cover dynamics and wildfire risk (partners: EFI, USV), adopting 

innovative solution defined by current major Horizon projects on fire risk mitigation 

(i.e. FIRE-RES, FirEuRisk). 

Deliverable: 

D4.4: Social innovation, conflicts and opportunities on rewilding. The results of the case-

studies on social innovation, anthropogenic resistance and experience with managing wildfire 

risks will be presented to allow for cross-practice fertilization and insights about mechanism 

back to social acceptance that can be further used in WP5 work (Lead beneficiary: EFI, with 

contribution from USV. Delivery month: 36; type: R; access level: PU). 
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Appendix 2 – Social Innovation (SI) Database 

 
 

Basic Information Contact Information Geographic Information Rewilding focus Where 
did this 

case 
came 
from? 

Ref N. Name of Initiative Year 
Founde

d 

Website Brief Description Main Contact 
Person 

Role/Position Email Phone Number or 
other reference 

Country City/Region Geographic 
Scope (local, 

regional, 
national, 

international) 

Biogeographic 
region 

Has a 
focus on 
Afforesta

tion or 
Proforest

ation? 

Has a 
focus on 
Issue 1: 
Cultural 

landscape
s? 

Has a 
focus on 
Issue 2: 
Wildlife 
conflicts

? 

Has a 
focus 

on 
Issue 

3: 
Wildfir
e risk? 

1 Collettivo Rewild 
Sicily 

 
https://collettivorewildsi

cily.com/ 

Make Sicily a greener, wilder, and a more 
conscious place. 

Enrico Guzzo Co-founder & 
Ecologist 

ciao@collettivorewi
ldsicily.com  

linkedin.com/in/enrico
guzzo/ 

Italy Palermo Regional Mediterranean 
 

Y Y 
 

Snowba
ll 

samplin
g 

Luisa Sausa Co-founder & 
Ecologist 

  

2 Rewilding 
Apennines 

 
https://rewilding-

apennines.com/it/appen
nino-centrale/ 

Brown bears, wolves, large ungulates 
and large birds of prey are the main 

attractions. Connectivity and 
Composition: Wildlife corridors created 
between protected areas; Infrastructure 

permeability measures (e.g. wildlife 
passages); Removal of linear 

infrastructure. Trophic Complexity: 
Reintroduction of herbivore and 

threatened species. Socio-economic: 
Outreach and education; Human–wildlife 

coexistence measures (e.g. 
compensation programs); Ecotourism 

established. 

Mario 
Cipollone + 

Caterina 
Palombo 

Team Leader + 
Team member 

 
caterina.palombo

@gmail.com  

linkedin.com/in/mario
-cipollone-511ba260/ 

Italy Central 
Apennines 

Local Alpine 
 

Y Y 
 

Literatur
e review 

3 Pastando con los 
lobos 

2018 http://www.pastandoco
nlobos.com/ 

Promote the coexistence between 
livestock and wolfs; we follow "traditional 

shepherd" respecting the wolf. 

Alberto 
Fernández 

and his family 

Co-founder info@pastandoconl
obos.com  

(+34) 620 544 205 Spain Sta. 
Colomba de 

Sanabria 
(Zamora) 

Local Mediterranean 
  

Y 
 

Literatur
e review 

4 The Cornwall 
Beaver Project 

2014 https://www.cornwallwil
dlifetrust.org.uk/what-

we-do/our-
conservation-work/on-
land/beavers/cornwall-

beaver-project 

A 5 acres/2 hectares area of plantation 
woodland along Nankilly water, has been 
fenced to create a beaver enclosure. The 

project determines how beavers might 
affect streamflow and reduce the risk of 

flooding in the village of Ladock (UK) 
located 2 km downstream. 

Mike Jones Initiator michael.jones@slu
.se   

 
UK Ladock Local Atlantic 

  
Y 

 
Literatur
e review   

info@cornwallwildli
fetrust.org.uk  

 

5 Cooperativa 
agricola di 

comunità La Volpe 
e il Mirtillo 

2018 https://www.lavolpeeilm
irtillo.it/ 

Take care of the land, rediscover the 
richness of local products, bring young 

people back to the mountains 

Paola 
Colombo 

President volpemirtillo@gmai
l.com 

349 063 5225 Italy Ormea Local Continental 
    

Snowba
ll 

samplin
g 

6 Avalon Marshes 
Landscape 
Partnership 

2012 https://avalonmarshes.o
rg/conservation/landsca

pe-partnership/ 

Conserve the distinctive character of the 
Avalon Marshes, with its rich heritage 

and wildlife, and to engage people in its 
conservation, enjoyment and 

understanding 

  
info@avalonmarsh

es.org  

 
UK Avalon 

Marshes 
Local Atlantic 

 
Y 

  
Literatur
e review 

7 Alpages 
Sentinelles 

2000 https://www.alpages-
sentinelles.fr/ 

Aims to better understand and anticipate 
the consequences of climate change in 

mountain pastures 

  
federation@alpage

s38.org  

 
France Alps Local Alpine 

    
Literatur
e review 

8 Montes de Socios 2010 https://montesdesocios.
org/ 

The innovation has been creating a 
model partnership to recover ownership, 

sense of place, and management 
capacity. Once the ownership board is 

created, the forest can start management 
and conservation activities to increase its 

natural capital value. 

  
info@montesdesoc

ios.org  

 
Spain 

  
Mediterranean 

    
SIMRA 
databas

e 

9 Adotta un 
terrazzamento 

2008 https://www.adottaunter
razzamento.org/ 

The project started after a few 
experiences of 'terrace adoption' had 

occurred spontaneously in Valstagna: the 
objective of the project has thus been to 

regulate and expand the activities, 
allowing any interested person the 
opportunity to adopt a terrace and 

provide direct or long-term support to the 
mountains of the Brenta River Valley. 

  
adottaunterrazzam
ento@gmail.com  

379 101 5056 Italy Valbrenta 
(VI), Brenta 
Valley, Alps 

Region 

Local Alpine 
 

Y 
  

SIMRA 
databas

e 

https://collettivorewildsicily.com/
https://collettivorewildsicily.com/
mailto:ciao@collettivorewildsicily.com
mailto:ciao@collettivorewildsicily.com
https://www.linkedin.com/in/enricoguzzo/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/enricoguzzo/
https://rewilding-apennines.com/it/appennino-centrale/
https://rewilding-apennines.com/it/appennino-centrale/
https://rewilding-apennines.com/it/appennino-centrale/
mailto:caterina.palombo@gmail.com
mailto:caterina.palombo@gmail.com
https://www.linkedin.com/in/mario-cipollone-511ba260/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/mario-cipollone-511ba260/
http://www.pastandoconlobos.com/
http://www.pastandoconlobos.com/
mailto:info@pastandoconlobos.com
mailto:info@pastandoconlobos.com
https://www.cornwallwildlifetrust.org.uk/what-we-do/our-conservation-work/on-land/beavers/cornwall-beaver-project
https://www.cornwallwildlifetrust.org.uk/what-we-do/our-conservation-work/on-land/beavers/cornwall-beaver-project
https://www.cornwallwildlifetrust.org.uk/what-we-do/our-conservation-work/on-land/beavers/cornwall-beaver-project
https://www.cornwallwildlifetrust.org.uk/what-we-do/our-conservation-work/on-land/beavers/cornwall-beaver-project
https://www.cornwallwildlifetrust.org.uk/what-we-do/our-conservation-work/on-land/beavers/cornwall-beaver-project
https://www.cornwallwildlifetrust.org.uk/what-we-do/our-conservation-work/on-land/beavers/cornwall-beaver-project
mailto:michael.jones@slu.se
mailto:michael.jones@slu.se
mailto:info@cornwallwildlifetrust.org.uk
mailto:info@cornwallwildlifetrust.org.uk
https://www.lavolpeeilmirtillo.it/
https://www.lavolpeeilmirtillo.it/
mailto:volpemirtillo@gmail.com
mailto:volpemirtillo@gmail.com
https://avalonmarshes.org/conservation/landscape-partnership/
https://avalonmarshes.org/conservation/landscape-partnership/
https://avalonmarshes.org/conservation/landscape-partnership/
mailto:info@avalonmarshes.org
mailto:info@avalonmarshes.org
https://www.alpages-sentinelles.fr/
https://www.alpages-sentinelles.fr/
mailto:federation@alpages38.org
mailto:federation@alpages38.org
https://montesdesocios.org/
https://montesdesocios.org/
mailto:info@montesdesocios.org
mailto:info@montesdesocios.org
https://www.adottaunterrazzamento.org/
https://www.adottaunterrazzamento.org/
mailto:adottaunterrazzamento@gmail.com
mailto:adottaunterrazzamento@gmail.com


WILDCARD – Milestone 10 

26 
 

10 MOSAICO. Fire 
smart territories 

2015 https://mosaico-
land.com/ 

Emerged after a large wildfire in the 
Sierra de Gata. This fire was a turning 

point for the local community, sparking a 
social movement promoting the recovery 

of traditional land uses to achieve a 
mosaic landscape more resilient to 

increasingly frequent fires. It materialized 
by signing an agreement between the 

University of Extremadura and the 
regional administration, with the primary 

goal of reducing fire risk through 
sustainable rural development. 

Prof. Dr. 
Fernando 

Pulido 

Team Representative info@mosaico-
land.com  

 
Spain Extremadura Regional Mediterranean 

   
Y SIMRA 

databas
e 

11 "SOCIAL – CAST” 
Agricoltura Sociale 

2013 https://www.quadrifoglio
onlus.it/progetti/social-

cast/ 

Promote innovative ways of including 
lower-contracting individuals living in the 

area through chestnut farms 

  
ilquadrifoglio@qua

drifoglioonlus.it 

(+39) 0564 97 90 94 Italy Monte 
Amiata 

Local Mediterranean 
    

Snowba
ll 

samplin
g 

12 Greater Côa 
Valley 

2012 https://rewildingeurope.
com/landscapes/greate

r-coa-valley/ 

Connectivity and composition: Wildlife 
corridors created; Native seed planting. 

Trophic complexity: Herbivore 
reintroductions (semi-wild horses, wild 

cattle, roe deer); No-take hunting zones 
created; Vulture feeding stations 

established; Stochastic disturbances: 
Removal of sheep grazing; Grazing for 
fire regime regulation; Socio-economic: 

Ecotourism established. 

Pedro Prata Team Leader of 
Greater Coa Valley 

pedro.prata@rewil
ding-portugal.com   

 
Portugal northern 

Portugal, 
close to the 

Spanish 
border 

between the 
Douro River 
and Malcata 

mountain 
ranges. 

Regional Mediterranean 
  

Y Y Literatur
e review 

13 Danube Delta  2011 https://rewildingeurope.
com/landscapes/danub

e-delta/ 

Connectivity and composition: Dam 
removals- Restoration of water channels- 

Lateral river connectivity improved- 
Protected area establishment- Halt of 

invasive species stocking in water 
bodies. Trophic complexity: 

Reintroduction of herbivore and 
threatened species (water buffalo, semi-
wild horses, red and fallow deer, eagle 

owl, steppe marmot, kulan)- 
Supplementary feeding of recently 

reintroduced, threatened populations. 
Stochastic disturbances: Rewetting and 

flooding of lakes and polders Socio-
economic: Ecotourism established. 

Mykhailo 
Nesterenko, 

Ioana-
Cătălina 
Petrencu 

Team Leader of 
Rewilding Ukraine 

and Romania 

info@rewilding-
ukraine.com   

ioana.petrencu@re
wilding-

romania.com  

 
Romania, 
Moldova, 
Ukraine 

Where the 
mighty 

Danube 
River meets 

the Black 
Sea 

Regional Continental 
 

Y Y 
 

Literatur
e review 

14 Velebit Mountains 2012 https://rewildingeurope.
com/landscapes/velebit

-mountains/ 

Connectivity and composition: Water 
body restoration. Trophic complexity: No-

take hunting zones established- 
Reintroduction of herbivore species 

(semi-wild horses, wild cattle, red deer). 
Socio-economic: Stakeholder 

engagement- Ecotourism established. 

Marija Krnjajić 
and Nino 

Salkić 

Team Leader marija.krnjajic@re
wilding-velebit.com 
nino.salkic@rewildi

ng-velebit.com  

 
Croatia mountain 

chain, right 
on the 

Adriatic 
coast 

Regional Mediterranean 
  

Y 
 

Literatur
e review 

15 Oder Delta 2014 https://rewildingeurope.
com/landscapes/oder-

delta/   https://rewilding-
oder-delta.com/en/  

Connectivity and composition: Lateral 
river connectivity improved- Halt of 
invasive species stocking in water 

bodies. Trophic complexity: No-take 
fishing zones established- Spawning 

sites restored.  Stochastic disturbances: 
Rewetting of polder and grassland areas- 

Ecological alluvial forest management 
introduced. Socio-economic: Land 

purchases- Ecotourism established. 

Ulrich 
Stöcker, 

Peter Torkler 

Team Leaders 
Germany and Poland 

ulrich.stoecker@re
wilding-oder-

delta.com  

 
Germany, 

Poland 
Not far from 
Berlin and 
the Baltic 

coast resorts 

Regional Continental 
 

Y Y 
 

Literatur
e review 

16 Southern 
Carpathians 

2012 https://rewildingeurope.
com/landscapes/southe

rn-carpathians/ 

Connectivity and composition: Hunting 
pressures reduced. Trophic complexity: 

Herbivore species reintroductions 
(bison). Socio-economic: Ecotourism 
established- Education and outreach; 
Wildlife–human coexistence measure. 

Marina Drugă Team Leader of 
Southern 

Carpathians 

marina.druga@rew
ilding-romania.com  

 
Romania southern end 

of the 
Carpathian 
Mountains i 

Regional Alpine 
  

Y 
 

Literatur
e review 

https://mosaico-land.com/
https://mosaico-land.com/
mailto:info@mosaico-land.com
mailto:info@mosaico-land.com
https://www.quadrifoglioonlus.it/progetti/social-cast/
https://www.quadrifoglioonlus.it/progetti/social-cast/
https://www.quadrifoglioonlus.it/progetti/social-cast/
mailto:ilquadrifoglio@quadrifoglioonlus.it
mailto:ilquadrifoglio@quadrifoglioonlus.it
https://rewildingeurope.com/landscapes/greater-coa-valley/
https://rewildingeurope.com/landscapes/greater-coa-valley/
https://rewildingeurope.com/landscapes/greater-coa-valley/
mailto:pedro.prata@rewilding-portugal.com
mailto:pedro.prata@rewilding-portugal.com
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/ecog.05836
https://rewildingeurope.com/landscapes/danube-delta/
https://rewildingeurope.com/landscapes/danube-delta/
https://rewildingeurope.com/landscapes/danube-delta/
mailto:info@rewilding-ukraine.com
mailto:info@rewilding-ukraine.com
mailto:ioana.petrencu@rewilding-romania.com
mailto:ioana.petrencu@rewilding-romania.com
mailto:ioana.petrencu@rewilding-romania.com
https://rewildingeurope.com/landscapes/velebit-mountains/
https://rewildingeurope.com/landscapes/velebit-mountains/
https://rewildingeurope.com/landscapes/velebit-mountains/
mailto:marija.krnjajic@rewilding-velebit.com
mailto:marija.krnjajic@rewilding-velebit.com
mailto:nino.salkic@rewilding-velebit.com
mailto:nino.salkic@rewilding-velebit.com
https://rewildingeurope.com/landscapes/oder-delta/
https://rewildingeurope.com/landscapes/oder-delta/
https://rewildingeurope.com/landscapes/oder-delta/
https://rewilding-oder-delta.com/en/
https://rewilding-oder-delta.com/en/
mailto:ulrich.stoecker@rewilding-oder-delta.com
mailto:ulrich.stoecker@rewilding-oder-delta.com
mailto:ulrich.stoecker@rewilding-oder-delta.com
https://rewildingeurope.com/landscapes/southern-carpathians/
https://rewildingeurope.com/landscapes/southern-carpathians/
https://rewildingeurope.com/landscapes/southern-carpathians/
mailto:marina.druga@rewilding-romania.com
mailto:marina.druga@rewilding-romania.com
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17 Sámi River 
Vainosjoki 

2011 https://www.landscaper
ewilding.org/sites/4f574
4e9-ade3-4c89-9e22-

41077bb4469f   
https://www.snowchang
e.org/2020/06/indigeno

us-led-rewilding-
realises-sami-land-
rights-in-naatamo-

area/; 
https://rewildingeurope.

com/rew-
project/naatamo-basin/ 

Since 2011 the Skolt Sámi and Snow 
change have implemented the very first 
collaborative management of the whole 
river catchment area.  In summary the 

decade of co-management has included 
a full restoration plan for the damaged 

river parts, Sámi Land use and 
occupancy mapping, full ecological 

restoration of Kirakkakoski and 
Vainosjoki rivers, totaling over 6 

kilometers of rivers, management 
reforms to Atlantic salmon, pike and trout 

fisheries and community-based 
monitoring of climate change using 

indigenous knowledge and science. 2018 
- Kirakkakoski river restored in full. OGF 
forests added to Landscape Rewilding 

Programme. 

Pauliina 
Feodoroff 

Skolt Sámi Cultural 
Leader: The director 

of the co-
management actions 

contact@snowcha
nge.org  

 
Finland Naatamo 

Basin 
Regional Boreal 

 
Y 

  
Literatur
e review 

18 Salojenneva 
former erämaa 

peatland 

2018 https://www.nature.com
/articles/s41599-022-

01424-w 

In 2018, a large-scale rewilding process 
installed three large wetland units in the 
former industrial location. A local lake 
organization and community members 

supported the rewilding actions 
(Mustonen, 2021). 

Pauliina 
Feodoroff 

Skolt Sámi Cultural 
Leader: The director 

of the co-
management actions 

contact@snowcha
nge.org  

 
Finland Karvia, 

Western 
Finland 

Local Boreal 
 

Y 
  

Literatur
e review 

19 Rewilding Lapland 2016 https://rewildingeurope.
com/rew-

project/lapland-
rewilding-area/ 

Rewilding Lapland aims at offering grants 
to individuals and organizations working 

for a sustainable development of the 
natural landscape through stimulating 

natural processes, with benefits to 
society at large. 

To recreate ecological system in big 
scale, side by side with local people and 
local business operations to secure the 

future for both nature and people in 
Swedish Lapland. 

Henrik 
Persson 

Director and Team 
Leader 

info@rewilding-
sweden.com 

henrik.persson@re
wilding-

sweden.com  

 
Sweden 

 
Regional 

  
Y Y 

 
Literatur
e review 

20 Gelderse Poort 
 

https://www.staatsbosb
eheer.nl/uit-in-de-

natuur/locaties/gelderse
-poort 

Extensive restoration of natural river 
dynamics, large-scale rewilding (5000 
ha), reintroduction of large herbivores. 

Strategic stakeholder engagement 
including farmers, innovative funding 

through WWF donor meeting 

  
geldersepoort@sta

atsbosbeheer.nl 

 
Netherland

s 

 
Regional Atlantic 

    
Literatur
e review 

21 The Wild 
Ennerdale 

 
https://www.rewildingbri

tain.org.uk/rewilding-
projects/wild-ennerdale 

The Wild Ennerdale project aims to let 
natural processes shape the landscape 

and ecology and will always take 
decisions which favor this, ultimately 

leading towards a wilder, more diverse 
and resilient place over time. A minimalist 
approach has been applied for almost 2 

decades, working with a range of 
partners and stakeholders at local, 

regional and national level. 

  
network@

rewildingbritain.
org.uk 

 
UK 

 
Regional Atlantic 

    
Literatur
e review 

22 Knepp Castle 
Estate 

 
https://knepp.co.uk/kne

pp-estate/ 

Extensive transformation from intensive 
to naturalistic grazing with heritage 

breeds, natural forest regeneration, river 
restoration, significant ecosystem 

process recovery with minimal 
intervention approach. Long-term private 

family ownership model, innovative in 
agricultural transformation but limited 

broader governance innovation 

  
safaris@knepp.co.

uk 

 
UK 

 
Local Atlantic 

    
Literatur
e review 

23 Oostvaardersplass
en 

 
https://www.staatsbosb

eheer.nl/uit-in-de-
natuur/locaties/oostvaar

dersplassen 

Large-scale rewilding on reclaimed land, 
flagship project with strict naturalistic 

grazing scheme, minimal human 
intervention, internationally recognized 

conservation success. Innovative use of 
reclaimed land for conservation, 

government ownership model, but follows 
conventional protected area 

management approach 

  
info@staatsbosbeh

eer.nl 

 
Netherland

s 

 
Local Atlantic 

    
Literatur
e review 

24 Alcalá de la Selva 
(Güdar-

Javalambre) 

  
recovery of abandoned irrigated areas 

and restoration of livestock farming with 
circular bio-economical model. Innovative 

circular bio-economy model combining 
traditional beef production with modern 

sustainable techniques 

Alexia Sanz-
Hernández 

 
alexsanz@unizar.e

s  

 
Spain 

 
Local Mediterranean 

    
Literatur
e review 

https://www.snowchange.org/2020/06/indigenous-led-rewilding-realises-sami-land-rights-in-naatamo-area/
https://www.snowchange.org/2020/06/indigenous-led-rewilding-realises-sami-land-rights-in-naatamo-area/
https://www.snowchange.org/2020/06/indigenous-led-rewilding-realises-sami-land-rights-in-naatamo-area/
https://www.snowchange.org/2020/06/indigenous-led-rewilding-realises-sami-land-rights-in-naatamo-area/
https://www.snowchange.org/2020/06/indigenous-led-rewilding-realises-sami-land-rights-in-naatamo-area/
https://www.snowchange.org/2020/06/indigenous-led-rewilding-realises-sami-land-rights-in-naatamo-area/
https://www.snowchange.org/2020/06/indigenous-led-rewilding-realises-sami-land-rights-in-naatamo-area/
https://www.snowchange.org/2020/06/indigenous-led-rewilding-realises-sami-land-rights-in-naatamo-area/
https://www.snowchange.org/2020/06/indigenous-led-rewilding-realises-sami-land-rights-in-naatamo-area/
https://www.snowchange.org/2020/06/indigenous-led-rewilding-realises-sami-land-rights-in-naatamo-area/
https://www.snowchange.org/2020/06/indigenous-led-rewilding-realises-sami-land-rights-in-naatamo-area/
https://www.snowchange.org/2020/06/indigenous-led-rewilding-realises-sami-land-rights-in-naatamo-area/
https://www.snowchange.org/2020/06/indigenous-led-rewilding-realises-sami-land-rights-in-naatamo-area/
mailto:contact@snowchange.org
mailto:contact@snowchange.org
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41599-022-01424-w
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41599-022-01424-w
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41599-022-01424-w
mailto:contact@snowchange.org
mailto:contact@snowchange.org
https://rewildingeurope.com/rew-project/lapland-rewilding-area/
https://rewildingeurope.com/rew-project/lapland-rewilding-area/
https://rewildingeurope.com/rew-project/lapland-rewilding-area/
https://rewildingeurope.com/rew-project/lapland-rewilding-area/
mailto:info@rewilding-sweden.com
mailto:info@rewilding-sweden.com
mailto:henrik.persson@rewilding-sweden.com
mailto:henrik.persson@rewilding-sweden.com
mailto:henrik.persson@rewilding-sweden.com
https://www.staatsbosbeheer.nl/uit-in-de-natuur/locaties/gelderse-poort
https://www.staatsbosbeheer.nl/uit-in-de-natuur/locaties/gelderse-poort
https://www.staatsbosbeheer.nl/uit-in-de-natuur/locaties/gelderse-poort
https://www.staatsbosbeheer.nl/uit-in-de-natuur/locaties/gelderse-poort
mailto:geldersepoort@staatsbosbeheer.nl
mailto:geldersepoort@staatsbosbeheer.nl
https://www.rewildingbritain.org.uk/rewilding-projects/wild-ennerdale
https://www.rewildingbritain.org.uk/rewilding-projects/wild-ennerdale
https://www.rewildingbritain.org.uk/rewilding-projects/wild-ennerdale
mailto:network@rewildingbritain.org.uk
mailto:network@rewildingbritain.org.uk
mailto:network@rewildingbritain.org.uk
https://knepp.co.uk/knepp-estate/
https://knepp.co.uk/knepp-estate/
mailto:safaris@knepp.co.uk
mailto:safaris@knepp.co.uk
https://www.staatsbosbeheer.nl/uit-in-de-natuur/locaties/oostvaardersplassen
https://www.staatsbosbeheer.nl/uit-in-de-natuur/locaties/oostvaardersplassen
https://www.staatsbosbeheer.nl/uit-in-de-natuur/locaties/oostvaardersplassen
https://www.staatsbosbeheer.nl/uit-in-de-natuur/locaties/oostvaardersplassen
mailto:info@staatsbosbeheer.nl
mailto:info@staatsbosbeheer.nl
mailto:alexsanz@unizar.es
mailto:alexsanz@unizar.es


WILDCARD – Milestone 10 

28 
 

25 Iberian Highlands 
 

https://rewildingeurope.
com/landscapes/iberian

-highlands/ 

Trophic chains restored; Arid areas are 
feeling the benefits of natural grazing, 

large herbivores improving the conditions 
for a variety of steppe bird species; Dam 

removal and fish ladders improved 
movements of migratory fish; natural 
hydrological processes restored; A 

network of 14 old-growth forest reserves 
has been created, totaling 2,000 

hectares; tourism established 

Jordi Palau 
and Marina 

Mónico 

Head of Rewilding 
and Rewilding 

Manager 

info@rewilding-
spain.com  

 
Spain 

 
Regional Mediterranean 

    
Literatur
e review 

26 Leza Valley (La 
Rioja) 

  
Moderate rewilding debate framing the 
spectrum between passive rewilding 

(woody encroachment, large mammal 
reintroduction) and active ecological 

restoration, intentional clearing of 
abandoned fields as alternative strategy, 
landscape-scale processes but human-

managed approach emphasizing 
compatibility between light activity and 
natural processes rather than passive 

abandonment. implemented collaborative 
governance with sustained institutional 
commitment and resource allocation. 

Estela Nadal-
Romero 

 
estelanr@ipe.csic.

es  

 
Spain 

 
Regional Mediterranean 

    
Literatur
e review 

 

High SI + Moderate Rewilding 

Moderate SI + High Rewilding 

https://rewildingeurope.com/landscapes/iberian-highlands/
https://rewildingeurope.com/landscapes/iberian-highlands/
https://rewildingeurope.com/landscapes/iberian-highlands/
mailto:info@rewilding-spain.com
mailto:info@rewilding-spain.com
mailto:estelanr@ipe.csic.es
mailto:estelanr@ipe.csic.es
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Annex 3 – Social Innovation Assessment 

Social innovation in rewilding contexts [Survey] 

Thank you for your participation in the WILDCARD project. 

The WILDCARD project - https://wildcard-project.eu/ - unveils the contribution of the rewilding 

approach to addressing the climate and biodiversity crises across European landscapes. 

Rewilding is emerging as a key ecological approach for restoring natural processes by 

reducing human control over landscapes. However, these approaches often generate conflict 

with the conservation of cultural landscapes. 

With this project, we want to study the role of communities in addressing unexplored social 

challenges in rewilding contexts. 

Below is a brief survey to gather essential information about your case study/initiative and 

assess its relevance to our research on community-based social innovation in rewilding 

contexts. By beginning to complete the questionnaire, you consent to participate. The data 

collected through this survey will be treated confidentially and anonymously within the 

WILDCARD project. The Ethics Committee of the University of Padua has approved this study. 

INITIATIVE OVERVIEW 

1. Initiative/Project name and location 

● What is the name of the initiative or project? 

___________________________________________________________________ 

● In which country/region/municipality(ies) is it located?  

___________________________________________________________________ 

● Approximately how large is the geographic area covered by the initiative? (e.g., single 

village, municipality, region) 

___________________________________________________________________ 

2. Primary rewilding approach: Which of the following rewilding schemes does your initiative 

primarily address? (Select one) 

● Natural rewilding of abandoned agricultural land: Allowing agricultural areas that 

have been abandoned to naturally return to wild or semi-wild states without active 

management 

● Proforestation: Halting or reducing active forest management to allow spontaneous 

forest development and natural succession 

● Mix of the above options 

● None of the above: (Please specify)_____________________________________ 

3. Main challenge addressed: Which of the three following issues does your initiative 

primarily address? (Select one or more) 

● Loss of cultural heritage of landscape 
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● Wildlife-crop/livestock conflicts 

● Wildfire risk management 

● Other: (Please specify)_________________________________________________ 

 

SOCIAL INNOVATION CHARACTERISTICS 

Social innovation refers to new or improved ways of working together and organizing society 

to address a challenge or meet a need, in this case, related to rewilding. This can include new 

partnerships, collaborations, governance arrangements, or community engagement strategies 

that emerge from people working together to solve local problems. 

4. What started this initiative? 

● What was the main conflict, problem, or need that prompted the emergence of this 

social innovation? (e.g., community concern about heritage loss, wildlife damage, fire 

risk; rewilding as an opportunity to conserve the environment and promote community 

awareness) 

___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 

● When did this initiative emerge? (Year or approximate period) 

___________________________________________________________________ 

● Is the initiative still active/ongoing? 

● Yes 

● No 

5. How do people work together differently now? 

● Did this initiative involve the creation of new forms of collaboration, relationships (intra 

and extra-community), or governance arrangements? (Examples: new partnerships 

between stakeholders, novel management arrangements, new community networks, 

changes in decision-making processes). Please describe briefly: 

___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 
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6. Who is involved from the local community?  

Please list the main organizations and stakeholders involved in your initiative and indicate their 

level of involvement by marking the appropriate column. 

Organization
/ 
Stakeholder 
Name 

Actor type 

(e.g., Local 
community, NGO, 
Voluntary 
organization, 
Government, 
Farmer, etc.) 

Leading/ 
Co-leading 
the initiative 

Active 
participants 

 

Consultativ
e role 

 

Limited 
involvement 

 Choose here ●  ●  ●  ●  

 Choose here ●  ●  ●  ●  

 Choose here ●  ●  ●  ●  

 Choose here ●  ●  ●  ●  

 Choose here ●  ●  ●  ●  

 Choose here ●  ●  ●  ●  

 Choose here ●  ●  ●  ●  

 

OUTCOMES AND IMPACTS 

7. What has this initiative achieved? What are the main outcomes or benefits generated by 

this social innovation? (Select all that apply) 

● Improved management of the focal rewilding issue (cultural heritage/wildlife/wildfire) 

● Enhanced community well-being or social cohesion 

● Economic benefits for local communities 

● Environmental improvements 

● Increased community engagement in cultural and/or environmental conservation 

● New (or reconfigured) social practices 

● Other (please specify): _______________ 

8. How new or different is this approach? How novel or different is this initiative compared 

to what was being done before in your area? 

● Absolute innovation: This is an entirely new approach that has not been tried before 

in your local context or region. 
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●  Relative innovation: This approach combines new ideas with existing practices, 

adapted or imported from elsewhere, and modified to fit your local context. 

●  Incremental innovation: This approach involves improving or refining existing local 

practices, building on what is already being done. 

9. Additional Information 

● Is there anything else you think is important for us to know about this case study that 

would help us understand why it's a good example of social innovation in rewilding 

contexts? 

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

Thank you for your contribution to the WILDCARD project! 

For questions, please contact the responsible of the project, Prof. Mauro Masiero 

(mauro.masiero@unipd.it) 

 

 

mailto:mauro.masiero@unipd.it

