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Disclaimer
The content of the publication herein is the sole responsibility of the publishers and it does not
necessarily represent the views expressed by the European Commission or its services.

While the information contained in the documents is believed to be accurate, the authors(s) or any
other participant in the BuildERS consortium make no warranty of any kind with regard to this
material including, but not limited to the implied warranties of merchantability and fitness for a
particular purpose.

Neither the BuildERS Consortium nor any of its members, their officers, employees or agents shall
be responsible or liable in negligence or otherwise howsoever in respect of any inaccuracy or
omission herein.

Without derogating from the generality of the foregoing neither the BuildERS Consortium nor any
of its members, their officers, employees or agents shall be liable for any direct or indirect or
consequential loss or damage caused by or arising from any information advice or inaccuracy or
omission herein.
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Executive Summary
During the BuildERS project, three so-called global resilience research colloquia are planned to be
organised. They are a part of the implementation of WP6 Co-design and Co-development with
Stakeholders. The aim of WP6 is to support and facilitate interaction between researchers, citizens,
volunteer groups, NGOs, authorities, technology providers and other stakeholders throughout the
project lifecycle. It also provides the WPs 1-5 critical supportive, facilitation service, and produces
iteratively new knowledge from the WPs for the sequential WPs and tasks.

This document provides the results of the BuildERS first online colloquium taken place on 9th June
2020. The presentations offered insights of the work done in WP1 and WP2 during the first year.
Presentation 1 introduced the construction of BuildERS theoretical framework on how risk awareness,
risk perception, social capital and vulnerability are connected to the overall work of resilience building.
Presentation 2 presented challenges in measuring vulnerability looking at national and cross national
surveys as primary sources. Presentation 3 addressed individual and group vulnerabilities in crisis
management and offered insights on how different countries deal with vulnerable groups in crisis
management. Presentation 4 presented institutional rules, practices and experiences in handling
misinformation in disaster management. Presentation 5 clarified findings of vulnerability and
vulnerable groups in past crises and disasters in the Finnish context.
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1. The main goal and arrangements of colloquium
The BuildERS project looks into institutional, community, group and individual resilience in different
kind of hazards, risks, crises and disasters. The project aims to improve European societal resilience
by strengthening societies’ social capital, risk awareness and preparedness. An important additional
element is the use of social media in crises and disasters and their influence on risk perception, risk
and crisis awareness. The project’s results will help improving government policies aimed at
enhancing European communities’ resilience through concrete policy recommendations on, for
instance, how to minimise communication-related vulnerabilities in future crisis contexts.

The main goal of the first research colloquium was to share research results from the first year of the
project. The colloquium focused on WP1, which establishes the theoretical framework for BuildERS,
and WP2, which focuses on the institutional side of resilience management.

The colloquium invitations were sent to BuildERS partners including Advisory Board (AB) members.
The other ongoing or just started DRS01 projects RESILOC, ENGAGE and LINKS contact persons
were also invited to the colloquium. In addition, the BuildERS partners shared the invitation within
their own networks.

The invitation of the colloquium including the agenda is in appendix 6.

1.1. Colloquium planning
Originally, the BuildERS colloquium was supposed to be a panel presentation at the 2020 SRA (The
Society for Risk Analysis - Europe) Conference, but due to Covid-19 pandemic, the SRA Europe
Conference was postponed to June 2021. Thus, the colloquium was organized as a separate online
event via GoToMeeting software.

The plans were changed very fast. Since the abstracts of the presentations and a rough frame for the
agenda were already made, the planning of the colloquium was quite prompt. Two meetings were
arranged via Teams to finalise the agenda of the event and solve other main issues regarding the
arrangement. We chose to have a moderator for the event to facilitate conversation and make a short
wrap up at the end. It was decided that after each presentation a short discussion would follow, as
well as at the end of the event.

We chose GoTomeeting to be the meeting platform, since it does not require registration of
participants and should be approved to use by many organisations. Finally, we tested GoToMeeting
platform, finalised the plans, and were ready for the event.

2. Presentations
There were given five presentations at the colloquium. In the next chapters, each of them are shortly
summarised and the main points of discussion described.
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2.1. Claudia Morsut, University of Stavanger – Norway:
The conceptual approach of BuildERS

The first presentation in the BuildERS online colloquium concerned the theoretical framework from
WP1, where the terms vulnerability, resilience, social capital and risk awareness are defined for the
BuildERS project. The presentation showed the results of a scoping study and a simplified Delphi
process, which led to the definitions of the main concepts and a model for the BuildERS project. The
scoping study was very broad at the beginning and then was narrowed down towards an exploration
of the literature on crises, disasters and disaster risk reduction. This process allowed to explore a vast
and varied scholarship.

As for the term social vulnerability, is was noted that it is important to uncover and discuss
vulnerability, beyond pre-defined categorisation of social groups, by targeting the root causes of
vulnerability as vulnerability is mainly socially constructed. The scientific community needs to pursue
more research on root causes, such as injustice and discrimination, to offer policy makers venues for
tailoring policies properly targeting these issues.

As much as social vulnerability, social capital is also socially constructed. Research shows that social
capital is often studied during or after a crisis, but it is, as well, important to understand how social
capital works in “normal” situations to be able to promote policies and measures that strengthen
groups and communities’ ties and networks. Indeed, the so-called dark side of social capital, with
negative spill over effects can exacerbate discrimination and stigmatization between social groups.

As for societal resilience, one of the most researched and contested concept, it is often used as an
antonym for vulnerability. However, BuildERS promotes the message that resilience and vulnerability
coexist and are intertwined. A social group, a community or a society can display elements of
resilience and vulnerability at the same time. In addition, an important point raised during the
presentation concerned the politics of resilience. Do we want a social-democratic resilient society,
where the state deals with crisis or disasters on behalf of the individual and aims at getting ever better
prepared or do we want a more neoliberal resilient society, where the state just enables and facilitates
individuals’ ability to deal with their own risks? In this regard, the Covid-19 pandemic is a good
example of a crisis that triggers this type of question

The last concept presented was risk awareness, which was found to be the most challenging of
concept, since a scientific could not be found. Risk awareness is often used as a synonym or a
component to risk perception, and it is often mentioned together with risk preparation and worry.
BuildERS seeks to draw a clearer line better between risk awareness and risk perception.

Before the discussion, the presenter showed the BuildERS model. This model has been through
several changes and discussions, thanks to constant feedback. When designing the model, several
crisis management models were compared and looked at, but the conclusion was that it is difficult to
visualize complex phenomena.

After the presentation, the discussion revolved mainly around the model on the necessity to provide
an explanation, since the visualisation of the concepts and their interrelations are not easily
understood only by looking a figure. At the beginning of the process of drawing the model, the crisis
management cycle with its phases - preparedness, response, recovery, mitigation - was the basis.
But in the second stage, based on the feedback, the model was simplified to take in account three
crisis phases: pre, acute and post crisis phases. The presentation of the model caused an interesting
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debate, as for which levels should be taken into account: for instance, individual, group or society
level, or local, regional or national. In the colloquium discussion, it was concluded that there are
system dynamics between the different elements of the system.

Another important issue raised during the discussion was how to operationalise the model and the
relationships among the concept and which eventual measurement device could be used. The
presenter explained that the main aim of WP1 was to serve a theoretical framework and a model to
the other WPs and that the empirical work was the main goal of the other WPs. Especially WP3 and
WP4 help to uncover issues that the theoretical framework does not include.

2.2.  Christian Kuran, University of Stavanger –
Norway: Challenges in measuring vulnerability

The second presentation began with presenting the early BuildERS model and explaining problems
in model development. The first BuildERS model was based on the commonly known bow-tie model,
which is often used in crisis management context. The first major problem was that it has too much
content and did not work regarding BuildERS empirical objectives. A challenge was to decide, how
many levels of vulnerability the model should include; should it be governmental, institutional, group
level and/or individual vulnerability. It was too complicated to try to fit all of them, so the level of
vulnerability is now a mixture of different levels. The presenter also noted that all groups are made of
individuals having their specific vulnerabilities, as the intersectionality perspective rose naturally into
the subject. An important reminder was that in the BuildERS project, when asking who is the most
vulnerable, the answer is that it strongly depends on the context.

A list of recurring challenges were introduced, such as living conditions, health, age and trust. When
choosing variables for studies, the importance of validity and reliability was emphasised. Ideally, in
quantitative studies of vulnerability during crises, the studies would include the same people in pre-
and post-crisis phases, but in reality, this is very difficult to achieve. Again, the importance of a
systematic intersectional approach was mentioned, and suggestions how to ensure this were mixed
method methodologies and collecting data from various sources (official public international and
national surveys, grey literature, scientific literature).

As with the previous presentations, a discussion was held after the presentation. First, a deeper
explanation concerning factors, elements and variables was asked for. The presenter explained that
all the results are from the scoping study, and each variable is from different national context. For
example, one variable had “age: person +65 years” as a vulnerability variable but as this is from the
national context, it is not applicable itself. e.g. in Norway, a person +65 is not vulnerable per se.
Typical, they have finished their professional career, they have more resources than most people do
(institutions providing protection from diseases, public health system etc.), they often support their
children, and sometimes they even take care of their own parents. Cross-survey studies or cross-
national studies are challenging to do in Europe, and it comes even more complex, if countries outside
Europe are involved too. An issue, which was also later raised, is the importance of reliability and
validity when choosing an indicator. Also, the pragmatic element should be added to this: it is always
the question of if such data exists and is available within reasonable effort. A practical and pragmatic
challenge is availability, meaning for example, are people willing to answer their phones or go do in-
depth studies.
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2.3. Kati Orru, University of Tartu – Estonia:
Addressing individual and group vulnerabilities in
crisis management

The third presentation focused on the WP2 with the title “Addressing individual and group
vulnerabilities in crisis management”. It was found out that there are many different interpretations
and practices for addressing vulnerability in different countries. In the Nordic countries, the personal
capacities are seen as the key trigger for vulnerability or resilience. Less attention has been put into
power relations or societal inequality, even though they might actually be the root causes for
vulnerability. Building awareness among marginalised groups has been addressed in communication,
but not on the aspect of the actual preparation or support structures to enhance preparedness and
resilience.

The presentation clarified how different countries have defined vulnerability. A finding was that, for
example, a rather quantifiable vulnerability assessment has been done in some countries, such as
Italy, Belgium and Germany. In the study, one of the key subject was the horizontal social support
networks. Many documents, like crisis preparedness guidelines, bring this aspect out at least in some
level, but the practical actions were identifiable only in Norway and Finland.

The presentation concluded that there is limited addressing of individual vulnerabilities (with
exceptions). Understanding how vulnerable groups can be identified is still patchy. Consideration was
brought up by interviews that there are unclear implications on “what we do with this knowledge of
who are vulnerable groups before a crisis”. Rules and regulations must be instituted here.
Development is needed for coordinated efforts between local authorities, services and sectors, and
the need for much better guidelines.

The online discussion started with the question of how the researchers have dealt with people, who
are sometimes vulnerable and sometimes not. Answer was that assessing vulnerability and
understanding of those, who are more prone to be poor or adversely affected in crisis situations, are
needed, and this support managing crisis in a more efficient way as long as these assessments are
used prior to crisis. Vulnerability is strongly situational determined, and after all, anyone can be
vulnerable.

The term “patchy understanding” was again raised and a viewer asked, if there is some kind of
connection of not understanding the issue, and then pushing local authorities for action. The answer
was that different municipalities have different capacities in assessing vulnerability and utilising
knowledge from these assessments. There are differences between countries how responsibilities
are assigned to local level, and in what extend resources are allocated to cover responsibilities.
Nevertheless, social services have responsibility for people, but are social workers ready to take into
account vulnerability also in crisis situations. The “dark side of social capital” was again brought into
discussion: who do you want to help in crises?

A big threshold is confidentiality of personal data. It is difficult to create registries on peoples’ location
regarding vulnerability. One authority may have data regarding vulnerability of a certain group, but
not allowed fully share data with other operational authority. This problem is studied more deeply in
BuildERS case studies, for instance in Estonian case study.
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A remark was that a register of individuals’ vulnerabilities is a big issue because of confidentiality.
This issue is studied in the WP4, where the use of such register is looked at and the legal, institutional
and ethical boundaries are considered more detailed.

2.4. Sten Torpan, University of Tartu - Estonia:
Institutional rules, practices and experiences in
handling misinformation in disaster management

The fourth presentation was about institutional rules, practices and experiences in handling
misinformation in disaster management. The presentation focused on the cross-country analysis of
crisis management, which was a part of the WP2. Emphasis of the cross-country analysis was on
vulnerability to information and how emergency management institutions tackle false information. The
results of the cross-country analysis showed that false information (or misinformation) has not yet
been officially defined. The presenter preferred to use the word ‘false information’ instead of
‘misinformation’, as recent studies have pointed out that misinformation refers to information that is
spreading without malcontent. Misinformation could also mean that people spread false information
in good faith, as they do not know the information is false. Additionally, the word “mal-information”
was introduced. The term refers to true information that is intentionally spread to create confusion.

The cross-country analysis examined the rules, practices and experiences in defining false
information and responding to it. The current rules are linked to conceptual understanding of the false
information phenomenon. The practices of tackling false information and mitigating people’s
vulnerability to it are explored in the light of real institutions’ capabilities to act in handling false
information. The study of “experiences” enabled a look into the institutions’ past experiences, whereas
and the main subject was whether and how has false information made people vulnerable in the past.
The cross-country analysis gave a good general understanding of main false information conceptions
in the selected countries.

After the presentation, a viewer commented that the country results might be compared to the results
showed earlier in Kati Orru’s presentation where it was underlined that authorities/officials should
comprehend the necessity to be more active on social media. In WP2, lot of interviews with strategic
communication officials have already been carried out. They have revealed that the use of social
media by emergency managers is on the rise. Nevertheless, people are already exposed to false
information during crises. The institutions are trying to mitigate this risks by adequate legislation. One
risk, for example in Estonia, is the highly decentralised crisis management system, where each sector
is responsible for their own crisis communication. They can ask help from central government
communications’ office, but they are still responsible for the overall communication themselves.
Future legislation will help to mitigate the risks. Currently, without clear rules and legislation, citizens
might take a social media post for an official opinion or guideline. This has already happened in the
US, and can lead to a chaotic situation. Operational guidelines for handling misinformation are in
preparation, but the generalisation on the European Union level is difficult due to variety of countries
and systems. The issue is further discussed in the study.
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2.5. Jaana Keränen, VTT - Finland: Linkages between
risk awareness, social capital and vulnerability at
national level

The last presentation of the colloquium concerned the linkages between risk awareness, social capital
and vulnerability at national level. The linkages were presented in the Finnish context with first giving
some general background information on Finnish society’s trust, income distribution, risks and
challenges.

In Finland, risk awareness or elements of risk awareness are examined more on the individual level
and there are many studies focusing on individuals’ experiences, like national victim of crime survey
and studies on citizen’s perception of security and sense of security. An example of risk awareness
is how experiences of violence and sense of security do not always meet, e.g. old people may not
experience violence but they may still be afraid of it. A finding was also that citizens in rural areas are
more prepared for extreme events than people living in urban areas.

In the Finnish context, social capital is a part of individual welfare. In more general level, welfare is
based on health, prosperity and perceived quality of life. Also, high-level housing conditions and
environment, employment and working conditions and decent income level support welfare.
Volunteering and social networks are a part of social capital, and in Finland, volunteering is highly
popular and its importance for well-being is recognised. People in Finland have a strong belief in
getting help from others, such as close relatives, in a crisis situation, but naturally the feeling of
security decreases if there has been realised accidents or crimes.

The term vulnerability is not widely used in Finland, and in most cases, it is exploited to describe the
sectors of vital functions, which may be under threat. In general, vulnerable groups in Finland are
elderly, poor people, homeless people, undocumented migrants and NEETs. NEETs are people 20-
24 years of age who are not in education, employment or training. This is a special group that could
not be found in other country-specific studies regarding vulnerable groups. In BuildERS, vulnerable
groups in different crises such as heavy snowfall, water contamination, heat waves and radicalisation
were examined. Each case study revealed crisis-specific list of vulnerable groups.

After presentation, the discussion focused on how the presenter considered social support. It was
explained to be one element of social capital, and for instance, volunteering and third sector include
this kind of action. Another comment concerned the definition for marginalized people asking if there
is a clear definition or what definition did the researchers use. The answer was that there is not (yet)
a clear definition for marginalized people, but at least some definition should be made.

The terms used in BuildERS are not simple and the terminology must be standardised. All the key
concepts used in BuildERS project are defined in the WP1, and the findings of case studies feed to
WP1’s theoretical definitions. A major challenge of definition is that used definitions (and terms) vary
depending on the sources used. United Nations, European Union and research papers use all their
own definitions. In the colloquium, an open invitation was called to “invite all of you to contribute to
the work on building the terminology annex. If you have good resources and definitions, please
contribute.”
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3. Next steps
Lastly, the colloquium had a short discussion on how to get involved in the BuildERS project. The
colloquium was recorded and the video recording was later downloaded to BuildERS website
(https://buildersproject.eu/). An email to all colloquium participants was sent with the presentation
slides and link to BuildERS web pages. By following the BuildERS web pages, participants may get
the latest information on project results and forthcoming events. There will be two research-oriented
colloquia later on during the project.

The future of WP1 and WP2 were presented as they were the two work packages mainly discussed
in the colloquium. The Covid-19 pandemic has slightly delayed WP1 but it is almost finished. The final
version of BuildERS framework will be published in D1.2, and peer-review articles will be prepared to
explain more deeply work done in WP1. In WP2, several publications based on the empirical data
have being worked on. Due to Covid-19, pandemic studies have been added to the research and the
approaches from those studies widen misinformation and disinformation aspects. The most
vulnerable people’s situation during the pandemic is also taken into account.

4. Conclusions
As professor Pekka Leviäkangas, the moderator of the event, pointed out in his opening speech,
resilience of critical infrastructure has been extensively studied, but resilience of people, groups and
citizens less. BuildERS aim to improve the overall resilience of people and communities, and thereby
the whole society, by focusing on the most vulnerable individuals, groups and communities. The
results from WP1 and WP2 will be diligently tested, reviewed and translated to policy
recommendations in forthcoming WPs.  Stakeholders will be closely engaged in validation and
innovation processes to ensure the utility and relevance of the project’s findings.

This first research colloquium worked well in the on-line format. It brought together 37 participants
from various organisations to share information and discuss resilience, vulnerability, risk awareness
and social capital. Nine participants were outside the consortium and 28 participants belonged to the
BuildERS consortium.

Online webinars have both pros and cons. As a positive side, a webinar can reach more people. It
might be easier to attend online event, and the number of participants does not need to be restricted.
Participants do not have to travel, which is both ecological and economical. As a negative side, active
web-based discussion demands efforts from the organiser as well as participants. The virtual world
denies face-to-face interactions, which are useful to get to know each other.

In the BuildERS online colloquium, the discussion sometimes was limited to asking the presenter
more precise explanations concerning his/her presentation, which made the discussion more question
- answer based instead of more natural discussion with various comments and remarks. In any case,
organising the event in such short notice and catching up with many participants was a good result.
BuildERS will take into account the insights from the discussion in the future work by carefully
examining the comments and analysing the needs of elaboration, specification and revision of the
preliminary results.
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Appendix 1: Claudia Morsut, University of Stavanger – Norway:
The conceptual approach of BuildERS
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Appendix 2. Christian Kuran, University of Stavanger – Norway:
Challenges in measuring vulnerability
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Appendix 3: Kati Orru, University of Tartu – Estonia:
Addressing individual and group vulnerabilities in crisis
management
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Appendix 4. Sten Torpan, University of Tartu - Estonia:
Institutional rules, practices and experiences in handling
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risk awareness, social capital and vulnerability at national level
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Appendix 6: The first BuildERS colloquium invitation
Interested in hearing the H2020 BuildERS project’s findings and discussing over a
Gotomeeting? Join us!!

Tuesday 9 June 2020 09:00 – 12:00 CET

The H2020 BuildERS (Building European Communities’ Resilience and Social Capital) project is
celebrating its first year with a Go to-meeting!

VTT Technical Research Centre of Finland runs the project together with partners from 9 countries
(Belgium, Estonia, Germany, Hungary, Indonesia, Italy, Norway, Sweden, USA).

BuildERS main goal is to bring local, national and international governance levels together for more
effective resilience and for stronger social capital in the face of increasingly complex crises and
disasters to provide policy recommendations for supporting vulnerable groups. The project studies
challenges related to risk awareness and social trust; contributes to a better understanding of national
institutional settings and capacities to face crises and disasters; assesses tools, processes and
methods to enhance resilience, social capital and coping skills also via technological innovations.

Agenda for the meeting:

Introduction by VTT coordinator Anna-Mari Heikkila and launch of BuildERS promotion video. This
webinar is moderated by professor Pekka Leviäkangas, University of Oulu, Finland.

1. Presentation 1 by Claudia Morsut University of Stavanger – Norway: The conceptual approach
of BuildERS - synthesises the results of WP1 about the construction of BuildERS theoretical
framework on how risk awareness, risk perception, social capital, vulnerability are connected
to the overall work of resilience building.

2. Presentation 2 by Christian Kuran University of Stavanger – Norway: Challenges in measuring
vulnerability - introduces a challenge encountered during the first year of implementation of
the project, namely how to measure vulnerability looking at national and cross national surveys
as primary sources.

3. Presentation 3 by Kati Orru University of Tartu – Estonia: Addressing individual and group
vulnerabilities in crisis management - offers insights from eight countries from the BuildERS’
consortium and looks at how they deal with vulnerable groups in crisis management.

4. Presentation 4 by Sten Torpan, University of Tartu  -  Estonia: Institutional rules, practices and
experiences in handling misinformation in disaster management - presents findings on the
responses to various forms of misinformation in crisis and disasters in a sample of BuildERS’
consortium countries.

5.  Presentation 5 by Jaana Keränen, VTT - Finland: Linkages between risk awareness, social
capital and vulnerability at national level - clarifies findings of vulnerability and vulnerable
groups in past crises and disasters in the Finnish context.

Wrapping up and conclusion
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Please register via link below to this event:

Click here to register

Practicalities:

Each presentation will last 10 minutes and then participants have time to ask questions. We advise
you to use the chat tool either to signalise that you would like to raise questions/comments or to write
directly your questions/comments. Welcome!



45This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020
research and innovation programme under grant agreement No. 833496

Appendix 7: Registered for the colloquium
The first BuildERS colloquium assembled 37 registered participants. Table below shows the
organisations from which the participants came from.

Table 1. Organisations participated in the colloquium

Organisation Country

Civil Protection Department Italy
CSID Universitas Indonesia Indonesia
Fraunhofer Institute Germany
Emergency Services Academy Finland Finland
Police University College Finland
Positium Estonia
Resilience Advisors Network UK
Stockholm Environment Institute Sweden
Tampere University Finland
The Salvation Army Belgium
UIC France
University of Jyväskylä Finland
University of Melbourne Australia
University of Oulu Finland
University of Stavanger Norway
University of Tartu Estonia
University of Tehran Iran
University of Tokyo Japan
University of Trento Italy
VTT Technical Research Centre of Finland Finland
Tlali Management Consulting not known



46This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020
research and innovation programme under grant agreement No. 833496

CONTACT US

www.buildersproject.eu

@BuildERS_EU

https://www.facebook.com/Builders-2762442730463980/

https://www.linkedin.com/company/builders-h2020


