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Sustainable Hunting Tourism – business opportunity in the Northern Europe (NPPHunt)

1st Partner meeting and Steering committee meeting, Kuopio  26.-28.3.2008
Minutes
Participants:

Hjördis Sigursteinsdóttir, RHA

Markus Muuttola, HAO

Anne Matilainen, Ruralia

Steve House, NLOA

Sami Kurki, Ruralia

Göran Sjöberg, SLU (Thu 27th of March-Fri 28th of March)

Fredrik Dahl, SLU (Thu 27th of March-Fri 28th of March)

Håkan Gyllbring, RED (Thu 27th of March-Fri 28th of March)

Simon Thirgood, MA (Thu 27th of March-Fri 28th of March)

Markku Laukkanen, SAKKY (part of the meeting)

Goals for the meeting, general:

· Fine tune the project’s objectives and activities and have a common understanding on them 

· Get an overview on the work to be done within the project during next year 

· Decide and define the concrete tasks to be done within next 6 months – year 
· Clarify the contribution of each partner to each WP/task and get an understanding on work to be done in each country/by each partner

Working session 1: Wednesday 26th of March 16.00 –  approx. 19.30
Short update and introduction to the project and NPP programme expectations of the partners towards the project (Ruralia)
Due to the travel arrangements, the whole project team was not able to participate on Wednesday (see participants). The present team had a small introduction round to give background information on the partner organisations to Steve House, who has not taken part into preparatory project and was new member of the team. Also the personnel situation related to the project was updated concerning each partner organisation. From Iceland Hjördis Sigursteinsdóttir represented all partner organisations due to the unclear situation of the final project decision. There will the most likely be two new persons participating from Iceland, ITRC is employing a new person as well as RHA. Also Ruralia will employ a new person, who will also participate to the NPPHunt project. Steve House representing the Canadian partner NLOA is responsible in organising the hunting tourism summit in April in Newfoundland within national project. However, it is not yet decided in NLOA, what kind of role he might have later on in the project.  

Anne Matilainen gave a short presentation on the background and objectives of the project. The group discussed on the objectives and how they link to the current activities and aims of the partner organisations. Basically it was noticed that due to the long preparation phase of the project, there will most likely not be any interest by partners to modify the objectives or tasks providing that the financing will remain as in application.
WP1, communication and dissemination (RHA)
The team discussed on the communication and dissemination in general as well as on the project’s tasks within these subjects. RHA is a leader of these tasks. However, much has not been done yet, since there is a need to get the final decision before that. It was discussed that it might be useful to form a smaller “cells” or sub-groups for each WP/task of the project. The people participating to the WP/Task must be named and there must be at least one contact person for each task from each country. These smaller groups have the responsibility to operationally implement the tasks and the WP/Task leader is a leader of the sub-group. In general the WP and Task leaders are responsible on leading and organising the implementation of the WPs and Tasks on their responsibility. They also have the right to make suggestions of the practical decisions on the implementation behalf of the partnership to the Steering Committee. It was decided that as for each task, there need to have a contact person group for dissemination and communication, even though the whole partnership takes part to these activities in one way or another.
The role of the project website was discussed. In addition to the presenting the project and its’ results, the partnership must find a sustainable way to maintain and update the training material produced in the WP5. This should at least in some level to be linked into the project’s webpage. Also the need of different languages was discussed. English will be the project language, but to guarantee the wide dissemination of the results, there must be some information also in the national languages. Also the training material will be translated in national languages. The project also needs and Intranet, mainly for the storage of the updated latest documents. In addition a joint project calendar could be included, if needed.  For the basic communication, however, e-mail will be used. Also frequent video meetings have been proved to be a useful tool. However, the team must discuss further whether video meetings could be replaced by e.g. Skype-meetings, which could be more feasible and cheaper to some project partners. 

It was also discussed and decided that the project must have a logo and “a look”, which could be used in all material. E.g. some kind of common newsletter format that could be used also in national communication is important. It was decided that instead of having an extensive brochure on the project, its objectives etc., the printed material and e.g. the roll ups/exhibition stands could focus more on advertising the project webpage.  If there is need to make changes to the material during the project, they are very easy to make to the webpages. Also this makes the printed material useful after the project’s lifetime. 
The role of national training material was also discussed and it was decided that the national translated versions need to be formed from the very beginning in the webpages of national actors with link to the project webpage. Otherwise the utilisation and updating of the training material after the project’s lifetime will most likely be too difficult. It can not be expected that the e.g. RHA will take care of updating the translated training material , especially since there is a change that it will be nationally modified according to the training needs.
It was decided that these decisions will be presented to the whole group on Thursday (when they were accepted) and Hjördis will make a list of tasks/things she needs contribution from the responsible person from each country.  She will also start planning the look and logo for the project (most likely student competition will be used in the task) and she will ask comments to the look/alternative choices from the partneriat. However, as WP leader she can make the final decisions on the look for the project. She also starts the planning of the dissemination material of the project, which should be ready during the first 6 months of the project.  

The sub-group/contact persons for the communication and dissemination:

Iceland: Hjördis Sigursteinsdóttir, RHA

Finland: Anne Matilainen, Ruralia

Sweden: Göran Sjöberg, SLU (decided on 27th of March)
Scotland: Simon Thirgood, MA (decided on 27th of March)

CAN: Steve will get back with the name of the contact person, so that it will be included to the final minutes!
WP1, evaluation (ITRC)
The team discussed on the evaluation and especially on how to implement the external evaluation. The evaluation can focus on three things: evaluation of the quality of the products, evaluation on the project implementation and financial evaluation. The financial evaluation will be taken care by national controllers and NPP. For the other two dimensions, there is a possibility to sub-contract an external evaluator. However, the true benefit of this has not been experienced so useful in the past projects of the partnership. Therefore, it was decided to propose the following decisions to the whole group on Thursday (when they were accepted)
a) to have continuous evaluation (both internal and external)
b) to have a common way to collect and document the evaluation in national level

c) use the reference groups to act as external evaluators nationally

d) use the SME groups to evaluate the quality of the development activities

e) try to find some experts outside the partner countries to give feed back on the quality of the e.g. information gathering, surveys and conclusions from them.

It was also discussed, how the reference group could have more transnational focus 
Concerning the internal evaluation there will be:
a) Steering Committee to monitor the progress of the project

b) Partnership meetings and video meetings. Also there will be a possibility to give feed back unanimously  

c) the partnership will “cross check” the national activities of other partners and the WP/Task leader will be responsible on the quality of the work in his/her WP/task
The Task leader of the Evaluation is ITRC. It was decided that they will make an evaluation plan, how to collect and document the internal and external evaluation of the project. Also they will collect the information form the partners on the potential external experts to evaluate the quality of the project’s results. It was also decided that there needs to be a contact person group for evaluation as well, even though the whole partnership takes part to these activities in one way or another.

The sub-group/contact persons for the evaluation
Iceland: Hjördis Sigursteinsdóttir, RHA, for now

Finland: Anne Matilainen, Ruralia

Sweden: Göran Sjöberg, SLU (decided on 27th of March)

Scotland: Simon Thirgood, MA (decided on 27th of March)

CAN: Steve will get back with the name of the contact person, so that it will be included to the final minutes!

Working session 2: Thursday 27th of March 08.30- approx. 17.30

The morning session:
WP1, management, few guidelines/basic decisions (Ruralia)

Sami Kurki welcomed the whole project team to the first official partner meeting. There is not yet the final decision on the approval of the project conditions or the Grant letter has not been signed, but at least Ruralia will operate on the basis that the conditions will be accepted as well. Otherwise too much valuable project time will be spent on waiting. The team agreed on operating from this basis in the meeting.

Anne gave a presentation on the Northern Periphery Programme in general, the partnership structure on the NPPHunt project and on their responsibilities and the financial administration issues related to the project. A lot of administrative practices have not yet been finalised by NPP, but there are already a lot of information and documents that the partners should get familiar with. There will be an administrative hand book available as well as some kind of reporting package before the summer. The NPP will organise a Lead Partner seminar on these issues on 12th-13th of June 2008. Hopefully after that there will be more information. However, already now concerning the financial administration the partners need to remember to:
· Have an separate account for the project

· Get familiar with the Common eligibility rules

· Be prepared to explain in details and  calculations, how their flat rate office costs are compiled

· Be prepared to explain in details, how the direct office costs are distributed to the projects

· Note the NPP method to calculate the hour rate for the staff costs (Common eligibility rules) ( keep some kind of time sheet of the work done for the project

· Keep the receipts and all other evidence on the payments

· Note the 1st level control and how it will be organised

· Get familiar and remember the national regulations in the implementation

· In case the partner is planning potential changes to the budget: discuss with the lead partner beforehand

· Be prepared to wait for the NPP funding payments (will be paid out based on the accepted, not reported costs)

The partners must also remember that:

· for the Member States the NPP funding is 60%

· for the Non-Member States the NPP funding is 50%

· and note the amounts of 

a) in kind –funding

b) own work (“virtual money”)

c) your share of the common costs

in their budgets when estimating, how much cash money there actually is to be used in the project.

The NPP operates on the Lead partner principle, meaning that the officially the Lead partner is the sole partner to be held liable by the Northern Periphery Programme in case of difficulties, failure or delays on performing the contractual obligations of the project. However, by signing the Partnership Agreement, the liability is delegated to the partners on being jointly liable in case of non-fulfilment of the obligations.

The lead partner and partner responsibilities are stipulated in the partnership agreement.

In the NPPHunt project the lead partner proposed to introduce a practice, where the leading responsibility is also “chared” to the WP/Task leaders as discussed on Wednesday (p. x) This was decided and the principle will also be mentioned in the partnership agreements along with the WP/Task responsibilities of the partners.
The team also discussed on the role of communication and how to implement it effectively, but still keep the amount of e.g. e-mails manageable. It was decided that related to the operational tasks the most of the communication will be kept in the sub-groups. However, there is a need to develop a method to guarantee the communication between different WPs and tasks as well.
In the project there will also be national co-operation partners, whose role is to take part in implementing the project’s activities appropriate for their expertise. The financial involvement will be based on external expert agreements.  It was agreed that the Lead partner/Anne will check the NPP regulations on the sub-contracting external experts especially what comes to the sub-contracting national co-operation partners. Also Anne will find our more on the Lead partner’s responsibility on sub-contracting and whether there is some € limits to different practices. However, all partners must remember to follow their national regulations as well.
It was decided that the national co-operation partners can take part to the partner/SC meetings e.g. when the meetings are held in their countries. The basic rule is also that national main partners are responsible on organising the work of the national co-operation/associating partners as well as informing the national partners of the progress of the project.

In addition to the partners there will be national reference groups in every country (expect Canada). However, Steve will check the possibilities to have at least some kind of reference group also in Canada. The reference groups will consist of members of interest groups related to the sector and meet twice a year (total 6 times). In the application it has been mentioned, that they will be integrated to the project activities by using their expertise throughout the project in producing e.g. the criteria. Their financial involvement, if needed, is based on external expert agreements. National main partners are responsible on organising the work of national reference group as well as informing them on the progress of the project.
The partnership also discussed on the role of Steering Committee (SC). The SC will be the highest decision making body of the project and undertake responsibility for all main strategic decisions relating to project planning, time schedule and finance. It will be the decision making body on both managerial and scientific aspects of the project.  The SC will consist of the representatives of the partner organisations and the meeting will be held simultaneously with the partner meetings. According to the proposal of Iceland, it was decided that the SC with the voting capacity will consist of one representative from each country.  The country representatives have right to act on behalf of the other partners from the same country.  However, the SC meetings are public and open to the all partners and the minutes will be available to all.

The partnership selected the following members to the SC:

Finland: Sami Kurki, Ruralia (chair of SC)

Sweden: Göran Sjöberg, SLU 

Iceland: Hjördis Sigursteinsdóttir, RHA

Scotland: Simon Thirgood, MA

Canada: John Hull, NLOA 

The project co-ordinator Anne Matilainen will act as a secretary of SC, but without the voting capacity. The SC members have a right to name a replacement, in case they can not participate to the SC meeting personally. Each SC member has one vote. 
It was decided that the minutes of each meeting will summarise the discussion as well as the decisions made in the meeting. They will be distributed to all participants within 10 working days from the meeting, if no other schedule agreed on. After this all participants have 10 working days time to comment and all need to send some kind of notification that they have read and understood the decisions made in the meeting and can commit to them. After this the SC minutes will act as an agreement on the operational decisions made by the Steering Committee. The minutes can be delivered to Northern Periphery Programme representatives as well as to national co-financiers, if they so require or distributed to other interest groups as feasible. All SC minutes will also be available in the project Intranet. 
As to summarise all the issues related to every-day management the lead partner proposed a project culture, which was decided to be used for NPPHunt project. The focal issues of the project culture will also be mentioned in the partnership agreements. The project culture includes the following things: 
· Lead partner is responsible towards NPP, the responsibility is delegated to the partners in partnership agreements

· Each partner is responsible on national implementation (including the national co-operation partners, reference groups and national financers)  and transnational tasks allocated to them
· The people participating to the WP/Task must be named and there must be at least one contact person for each task from each country. These smaller groups have the responsibility to operationally implement the tasks and the WP/Task leader is a leader of the sub-group.

· Each WP/task leader is responsible implementation of their WP/task with the support of co-leaders. They also have the right to make final decisions on the operational implementation of the tasks, unless otherwise decided by the SC. However, the significant changes in the implementation will have to be discussed with the whole partnership (the potential impact to the other WPs) and especially with the sub-group members. All strategic decisions will have to be accepted by SC.
· The SC is the highest ”decision making” body of the project ( minutes (including a list of decided issues and dead lines) ( notification of the checking the minutes from each partner ( official agreement on the implementation

· As personal level, the SC consists of one representative of each country, who has the right to make decisions on behalf of other partners from same country. Other partners and experts can join the meetings as well.  Meetings will be held simultaneously with the partner meetings.

· Communication culture: the partners name a responsible person for each task and sub-group of the project from each country. Also the partnership will commit to frequent and open communication with the whole partnership and on cross checking the activities of other countries as part to the internal evaluation. 
· From each partner organisation more than one person will be responsible for the project activities
· Each partner will keep the financial obligations on their responsibility according to the partnership agreement. 
Partner agreements:
All NPP project partnerships must have a partnership agreement to establish the responsibilities of each partner and the technical and financial implications of project. The structure for future agreements has been drafted by the NPP Managing Authority. The template has been available for the partners and some have already commented on it. The template will be modified a bit so that it will include also some statements on the project culture. Anne will work on this and will send the final version also to be checked by the layers of University of Helsinki.
WP2: The attitude environment and social framework related to hunting tourism (SLU)
Fredrik Dahl presented the Swedish survey done 10 years ago as well as some suggestions and ideas for the implementation of WP2. The aim of the survey is to be able to provide information to the SME development groups. This must be kept in mind. In Sweden the survey provides also a good opportunity to evaluate the changes in the attitudes towards hunting tourism from the previous survey. 
In the project application it was mentioned that the survey would focus on several interest groups in order to evaluate the social framework properly. Fredrik presented the 1st draft of the four the most important ones, which were also used in the previous Swedish survey:

1) hunting tourism enterprises

2) landowners

3) local hunters

4) public

These were discussed. The first 3 groups are relatively clear, but the 4th sets some challenges. It was decided that the public opinion will be mapped out by surveying the opinions of representatives of public administration in different levels, since they do have a lot of influence in developing the hunting tourism sector in future. 
Simon Thirgood mentioned that there might be some problems in identifying the separate groups in Scotland, since e.g. the most of the hunting tourism entrepreneurs are also the landowners.  Also there is a well organised group of professional hunters or game keepers, who are not individual entrepreneurs but employees of the companies. The local hunters are not really an issue in Scotland related to the social sustainability of hunting tourism activities.  In the discussion it was pointed out that the fact that there are different main interest groups in different countries is actually already one result related to the social sustainability.  It was also discussed that the reference groups could be used nationally to evaluate the four most relevant interest groups related to the social sustainability.
Concerning the survey, it was decided that some methodogical variation between e.g. the survey methods have to be accepted concerning the survey. Also due to the different amount of available existing data and the resources of NPPHunt project, the survey results must be used to compile the existing national data in order to be able to build the concepts of social sustainability. It was decided that the surveys will include transnational part in which the questions will be harmonised in order to enable the transnational comparisons. In addition there will be a national section, in which the questions will focus on the country specific issues and information black spots.The reference groups will be used to comment on the national questions. The aim is to plan the transnational section so that the same questions could be used to different interest groups. This would enable the comparisons also between the different interest groups. 
The first reference group meeting could possibly to be held in June. Before this meeting the ideas of transnational and partly also national survey should be clarified and designed. It was decided that by 18th of April Fredrik will make guidelines for the further actions and a first draft of the transnational question set. The sub-group members have time to comment by 30th of April, after which the structure of the transnational section will be defined by mid. May. The proposal of four national interest groups will be made and presented to the reference groups in June. The survey methodology will be developed parallel to the questions. Also the existing resources for the WP2 must be taken into the consideration.  The national sections will be developed and finalised during the summer and the aim is to start the surveys in August 2008.  

The SME case studies of WP2 will be postponed to the autumn, when more info on good case companies has been collected.

The sub-group/contact persons for the WP2:

Sweden: Fredrik Dahl, SLU (WP leader)

Iceland: Edward Huijbens, ITRC 
Finland: Anne Matilainen, Ruralia

Scotland: Colin Hunter, Uni-Aberdeen (WP co-leader), Stefano Fiorini, MA
Afternoon session

Markku Laukkanen from SAKKY held a presentation on the Saalis-network and on the development project behind  the network. The project has operated in the area of 3 regions, Northern and Southern Savo and North Karelia. Altogether approximately 30 tourism companies participated to the project and the main activities have been product development, sustainability and safety issues, total quality, and finding the right marketing channels. Through networking the tourism companies can offer their services to bigger groups and tailor packages according to the wishes of the customers. The products to develop are lake and white water fishing and hunting of small game, birds and elks/moose. More information on the Saalis-network and the project can be found from www.saalis.fi SAKKY is planning to organise a new development project related to the topic and focus especially on marketing and supply channels. 
WP3.1: Sales organisation survey (ITRC)

The implementation of WP3.1 is mostly focused on Iceland. The Task leader is ITRC, but RHA will  mainly implement the task. (NEED TO CHANGE THE WP LEADER?) . The team discussed on the implementation and the focus of the survey and what would be the most productive way to proceed. The sales survey and gaining customer information is one of the most important parts in the project and it is worth while to think it properly  over one more time.  It was discussed whether the aim is to find out the current sales systems, which are probably not the most effective ones,  or would it be more interesting to look at the successful and exiting models e.g. in Scotland, Canada and maybe benchmark even outside the NPP area like the used sales systems in Africa.  Also it was brought to the discussion that it is difficult to estimate the sales potential e.g. some of the Nordic hunting products, since the sales organisations or the customers have not heard on them yet at all. The Nordic products may also need some modification to fit to the customer’s needs and the team discussed on how far from the northern hunting culture it is reasonable to go in developing the products. As well the different marketing arguments and their role was discussed.  The customer group to which the sales survey is targeting for is most likely the foreign customers. 
It was decided that in order not to make the survey too complicated the sales organisation survey could focus on the following themes:

a) to whom the sales organisations are selling the hunting tourism products

b) what kind of products they are selling

c) how they are selling (marketing arguments, methods, structures)

Since the survey will be implemented in autumn, it was decided that Hjördis/Eddy will make the first draft of the questions or sub-themes under these themes by 22nd of Sep. to be discussed in the next partner meeting.  Also by then the partners will collect nationally the contact info lists of potential target group for the survey. The sales organisations do not have to operate in partner countries, but also e.g. the central European companies selling the hunting tourism products to northern areas can and should be used. The lists should be ready by the next partner meeting. 

The sub-group/contact persons for the WP3, task 1:

Iceland: Hjördis Sigursteinsdóttir, (WP leader)

Finland: Markus Muuttola, HAO and Anne Matilainen, Ruralia (WP co- leader)

Sweden:Håkan Gyllbring RED

Scotland:, Stefano Fiorini, MA

CAN: Steve will get back with the name of the contact person, so that it will be included to the final minutes!

WP3.2: Monitoring models (MA/SLU) 

Due to the travel arrangements Simon requested that WP3, task 2 would be discussed already during Thursday. 
The aim of this task has been to map out the monitoring model systems in participating countries and estimate and test at least partly, how these could be used in the local level. The focus is to show the transparency of the local level estimations of the game populations and sustainable harvest rates and therefore also increase the social sustainability of the hunting tourism. The questions are: are the game population estimations made by hunting tourism SMEs seen objective enough or is some more official system required and how much the social sustainability can be increased by the local level monitoring models and how close connection to the objective research units is required. The SMEs are very interesting to have some kind of monitoring tool to be able to use in the local level, nevertheless. 

The aim is that the local level tools could be tested also in the field in Sweden at some extent. Other projects of SLU could contribute to this as well.  SLU would be interesting on starting the testing soon, so they could get two testing periods.

The idea will be developed further within the sub-group and in the next partner meeting.  The Task does not require much work during the spring/summer, expect maybe in Sweden.   The sub-group/contact persons for the WP3, task 2:

Scotland: Simon Thirgood, MA (WP leader) and Scott Newey, MA
Sweden: Fredrik Dahl, SLU (co-leader)

Finland: Sami Kurki, Ruralia

Iceland: Edward Huijbens, ITRC

CAN: Steve will get back with the name of the contact person, so that it will be included to the final minutes!

WP3.3: Economical potential of hunting tourism (Ruralia)
Anne presented some ideas on the evaluating the ecological potential of hunting tourism. The unit used could be e.g. the price and the amount of hunting days and the scenario for economical potential calculations could base on increasing the added value of the hunting products. The work will consist of the developing the model for calculations, defining the needed information for the calculations, gathering the existing information related to the topic in national level  and compiling the information with e.g. regional surveys. The team discussed on the topic and several points came up. Simon pointed out that it would be useful to compare the hunting tourism with other land use alternatives (e.g. not consumptive use of nature or ecotourism in general) to gain a true economical role of the activity. This would support the decision making process of e.g. local administration better. It might be possible to get the info related to alternative land use possibilities from the previous studies or the literature. Literature could also be used when estimating potential multiplier for the indirect economical role of hunting tourism. 
Fredrik brought to the discussion the point that even though the ecological potential for hunting tourism might increase in the future, all of it can not automatically be used in the buseinee due to e.g. the social sustainability issues. This would be interesting to point out in this task.  In the estimates it is important to take into consideration the restrictions of the social hunting pressure and the regulations.  Also it is important to describe, where does the income from hunting tourism cumulate. How much of it will remain in the rural regions and how much will go to somewhere else.  Göran Sjöberg pointed out that in rural areas one significant impact may also be that hunting tourism activities can bring to the entrepreneur just the needed few extra business days in year so that his/her business will be economically sustainability in general and will stay in rural regions in the first place. It could be also interesting to compare different kind of business models based on high input (intensive  game management) and high output (as tourism income) models to e.g. the more traditional Nordic model of  low input - low outcome .  Also it was discussed on the concept of hunting tourist and into what kind of tourism group the survey should focus on.

It was decided that Ruralia and the sub group will develop the idea further and will present in the next partner meeting the model for calculating the economical role of hunting tourism and present the list of information required for the pilot calculations. This task needs to work in close co-operation especially with WP2 and other tasks of WP3, in which some of the information needed for this Task can be collected.  The focus of the task will be in demonstrating the potential economical role of hunting tourism as cases in regional level, since the total effect e.g. in national level is probably too complex to estimate and is not so much in the focus of NPP Programme. More economists will be included to the implementation of the task from the partner organisations and also the reference group will be used in evaluating the calculation method, if feasible.

The sub-group/contact persons for the WP3, task 3:

Finland: Anne Matilainen, Ruralia (WP leader), Markus Muuttola (HAO)
Iceland: Edward Huijbens, ITRC 

Sweden: Göran Eriksson, SLU and  Mats Andersson RED

Scotland: Simon Thirgood, MA (for now)

Canada: John Hull, NLOA (co-leader) (will be confirmed for the final minutes)

 WP4.2: Reference groups/development forums (ITRC)

In most of the countries there are already existing preliminary lists of the organisations to be invited to the reference groups. The groups can be collected together relatively soon. In Scotland the same group will also act as a reference groups for the FP7  Hunt –project. The synergy benefits both projects. According to the Swedish proposal, the reference groups will be developed towards a more permanent discussion forum related to the hunting tourism issues and they will act more like a development groups, if feasible. 
It was also discussed that there is a need to clarify the role of the reference groups so that the project partners can more clearly describe to the group members, what is expected from them. There can be some country variation though. It was estimated that the first meeting could be organised at the beginning of June.   Also the possibility for Canada to organise similar kind of group in their national project, which could be connected to the reference group work in other countries was discussed. Steve promised to check this out from NLOA. 
The sub-group/contact persons for the WP4. task2:

Iceland: Edward Huijbens, ITRC (WP leader)

Finland: Anne Matilainen, Ruralia (for now)

Sweden: Göran Sjöberg (SLU)
Scotland: Simon Thirgood, MA 
Canada: Steve will get back with the possibility to establish a ref. group also in Canada and with the name of the contact person 
Working session 3.  Friday 28th of March 08.30- approx. 10.30

WP4.1  Professional entrepreneurs in joint action (RED) and WP5 Training material (HAO)
Håkan Gyllbring and Markus Muuttola presented shortly the ideas and the future actions for the WP4.1 . In Finland and in Sweden the project has already contacted SMEs related to the project activities and the SME groups are relatively easy to collect together with the short notice. What is needed is just the final decision on the project.  The potential issues to be developed in the development groups are e.g.  lowering the barriers in the business, branding, master plan, marketing plan, access to the resource, product- and business criteria's, education, new products, sustainability and responsibility and networking.

Håkan also highlighted the importance of the co-operation between the WPs in the project so that the information gathered in WP2 and 3 would respond to the needs of SMEs in WP4 and in WP5 and it could be utilised in the best way.  This is a basic principle that must be kept in mind all the time.  It was also suggested that the focus could be in addition to the hunting enterprises in the hunting guides. E.g. in Finland or Sweden there is no official training for hunting guides.  The ideas were discussed and it came out that the team must think into what level the training material will be developed. There is no resources in the project e.g. to develop as actual e-earning course. Also different requirements for different education levels might cause problems. It was decided that as promised in the project application the aim is to develop the training material and pilot that. The education organisations can use this material in organising their courses according to their needs.  Also existing training material can be used as part of the courses and improve it with the new material. 
It was also discussed that in Scotland there is quite well organised game keeper education system and the role of Scotland could be in WP4.1 and WP5 more consulting in many aspects. For example the Game Concervancy Trust has long experience in pedagogical aspects related to the training targeted to the hunting tourism enterprises and hunting guides. Game Concervancy Trust will be the main operator in WPs 4.1 and 5 in Scotland.  

In Canada within a national project there will be put together a guidebook related to the best practices in hunting tourism business. The Guidebook is a result of the summit that will be held in April. This can be included to the training material as well. Fredrik and Håkan are participating to this seminar with external funding.
It was decided that since the Sweden and Finland already have formed a strong co-operation there is need to include Iceland and potentially Canada more tightly to the WP activities and planning. The role of Scotland is more to act as consultant and provide experiences (best practises and lessons learned from failures). Also it was decided that the needs of WP4.1 and WP5 have to be kept in mind when reporting and conducting the surveys in WP2 and WP3.  For the future activities, the sub-group will discuss and develop on the activities and form the SME groups. Hopefully the first SME meeting could be held before summer, but that depends on the final decision. 
The sub-group/contact persons for the WP4. task1:

Sweden: Håkan Gyllbring, RED (WP Leader)

Iceland: Edward Huijbens, ITRC

Finland: Marksu Muuttola, HAO (co-leader)

Scotland: Adam Smith ((GWCT)

Canada: Steve will get back with the name of the contact person 

The sub-group/contact persons for the WP5:

Sweden: Håkan Gyllbring, RED

Iceland: Bjarni Pálsson  UST (co-leader) and Edward Huijbens, ITRC

Finland: Marksu Muuttola, HAO (WP-leader)

Scotland: Adam Smith (GWCT)

Canada: Steve will get back with the name of the contact person 

Summarising the meeting, decisions on the next partner meetings, potential video meetings etc.
The decisions, responsibilities and dead lines agreed in the SC meeting can be found from the Annex 1. For the management it was decided that every partner need to contribute anyway. Therefore the sub-group is the same as the whole project group.

There seems to be lot of national projects relating and connected to the NPPHunt in all partner organisations. These provide a great opportunity to expand the activities related to the sector and the synergies will provide added value also to NPPHunt project. It was decided that by the next partner meeting, the related projects will be mapped out in details and their potential usefulness to NPPHunt will be described.
The next partner meeting will be held in Iceland 30th of September -3rd of October 2008:

arrivals: 30th of Sep

meeting 1st - 2nd of Oct 

departure 3rd of Oct
Anne will let the partnership know as soon as there is some news from JPS. If needed after the final decision the video meeting can be organised. It was also pointed out that the sub-groups can as well organise video/Skype-meeting in order to develop their task/WP further.

8th of April

Anne Matilainen
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