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ASAM Ambasierras Rural Partnership - Spain

Almudena Buciega, Javier Esparcia, Joan Noguera

Main features of the partnership context

 Surface (km?) 1.875

Population density (pop/km?) 26

Resident population | 64.469
" Number of municipalities 82
- Altitude of the territory (metres min-masx) 522/2.425 E

1. Context

The partnership area is located in the north-west of Spain, in the NUTS
ITT administrative area of Salamanca, inside the Castilla y Ledn region. This
Objective 1 region is one of the biggest in Spain in terms of area (93.773
km2) with a relatively low population (2.508.496 inhabitants) that results in
a population density of under 27 inhabitants per square km. The regional
trend is towards stagnation and an aging population with a population loss
of about 4% in the last 30 years. Though the region includes 9 provinces
(NUTS III) it does not have a well-developed urban system with only a few
relatively dynamic centres (Valladolid, Burgos, Leén, Salamanca). The econ-
omy still has a traditional structure with nearly 15% of the active population
in agriculture and only 57% in the tertiary sector. Unemployment is not a
big issue in relation to the general situation in Spain (18% unemployment
rate in 1997) .

Salamanca, the NUTS III province in which the partnership area is
administratively located does not vary much from the regional trends. Apart
from the cultural centre of Salamanca, the rest of the province basically con-
sists of deep rural areas with small and sparse settlements.

The partnership area currently includes 82 municipalities but only 6 of
them are over 1.000 inhabitants, Béjar with 17.125 and Guijuelo with 4.804
inhabitants being the most populated. Two sub-areas can be distinguished
within the partnership territory, the Mountains of Béjar and the Mountains
of France. The former benefiting from the existence of a main town centre
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(Béjar) which until the 1980s was an important textile industrial centre, and
also from better communication with the North and the South of the region.

Forestry is one of the most important activities in the area. Agriculture is
not very relevant with some notable exceptions (fruits, olive trees, and vine-
yards) currently growing in importance in some parts of the area. Cattle is
important, especially pig breeding which is the prime reason for the high
quality pork industry that supports part of the economy in the area. Tourism
is also of some importance since it takes advantage of the high quality natural
and built heritage of the area. In fact, this has been a growing sector in many
municipalities of the area.

Social mobilisation experienced a good development during the 1980s
which is the time when the former core of the studied partnership emerged.
However, this type of mobilisation is experiencing an important crisis these
days.

In administrative terms the partnership area coincides with the limits
that the Mountain Agriculture Law established during the 1980s. According
to this public program an Area Committee would be established in order to
co-ordinate an integrated development programme that would be produced
for the area. Eventually, no actions were implemented under this programme
and the Law was reduced to the provision of subsidies to farmers.

2. Origin and Composition of the Partnership

The origins of the partnership can be traced back to 1981 when the
Diputacion of Salamanca (NUT III administration) launched a socio-cultural
programme to mobilise the rural communities of the province. Groups of
young people from different villages of the area started Workmg together and
during about 6 years they developed social and cultural activities in the area
related to recovering traditions, environmental protection, leisure. They took
special care in involving communities in all the different activities. In 1982
the Mountain Agriculture Law was launched and the existing informal group
of people became formally constituted as a non-profit association (ASAM) in
order to be able to participate in the Area Committee that would be estab-
lished to manage the policy. Their main aim was to translate rural peoples’
needs to this Committee which would implement a strategic development
plan for the area. The development plan was never implemented but ASAM
kept translating people’s needs into different sector committees (education,
health...) and applying for funding for specific proposals.

In 1991 LEADER I was launched. At that point, ASAM received the pro-
gram with the warmest welcome: indeed, its philosophy, approach and objec-
tives reflected so accurately their own views that they never looked at LEADER
as something external created by people at the European Commission but as
something that could have very well been created by them. LEADER was,
therefore, seen as a great opportunity for ASAM since it reflected all the ideas
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of ASAM for LEADER I was to organise the local economic sectors also, to
initiate specific projects which would have a demonstrative character in the
area.

The planning process was not induced by the setting in progress of
LEADER I but it had been developed during the several years of operation of
ASAM. Therefore, it was not difficult for them to fulfil the LEADER measures
(rural tourism, formation, handcrafting, etc.) with ideas and furthermore it
was easy for them to be very detailed about the projects they were going to
implement; “I believe that we got the management of LEADER I because the
Rural Development Plan that we produced and submitted to the Administrations
was very concrete ... it presented specific actions that we wanted to implement
within each of the measures”.

In LEADER II the objectives and the strategy of the former partnership
(ASAM) was forced to change in practical terms because of the emergence of
the new wider partnership (ASAM-AMBASIERRAS) and, therefore, the varia-
tion in the number and type of partners. In this sense, the inclusion of an






























