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Club Support Model Review — Round 2 Club FAQ

1. What are Support Pods?

Support Pods are proposed groups of clubs supported by a locally based, cross-functional team. The
intent is to provide more connected, needs-based support to smaller groups of clubs rather than
relying solely on the current regional structure.

2. How many Support Pods are being proposed?
Current thinking is approximately 6—8 Support Pods nationally. This has not been finalised and is one
of the areas where feedback is being sought.

3. How will clubs be grouped into Support Pods?
No decisions have been made yet. The proposed model suggests using a combination of factors
including:
Geography
Club size
Membership numbers
Lifeguard numbers
Operational activity and complexity
Service mix
Coastal risk
e  Club capability and maturity
The intention is to use data rather than arbitrary boundaries.

4. Will Support Pods be based solely on geography?
No. Geography is expected to be one factor, but not the only factor. Other considerations such as club
needs, capability, operational complexity and service mix would also be considered.

5. Will clubs have any input into how Support Pods are designed?
Yes. The project team has indicated that pod design would be developed through a co-design process
involving some club volunteers.

6. If our club already operates successfully within a smaller local area, what would actually
change for us?

The intent is that clubs would continue working with many of the same people they currently engage
with. The goal is not change for the sake of change, but to create more consistent, proactive and
coordinated support.

7. Will clubs still receive local support?
Yes. The proposal retains locally based staff and local relationships. The intention is to strengthen
support while maintaining strong local connections.

8. Will clubs end up dealing with more staff under a pod model?

The intention is no. While clubs may have access to a wider range of expertise through a pod team,
the proposal is not intended to increase the number of staff that clubs need to engage with on a day-
to-day basis.
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9. What is a Club Capability Partner?
A Club Capability Partner is a proposed role focused on supporting clubs with governance,
leadership, sustainability, planning, funding and long-term capability development.

10. How many Club Capability Partners are being proposed?
Current thinking is approximately 6—8 nationally. This remains indicative and is subject to further
consultation and design work.

11. Will Club Capability Partners become a bottleneck for clubs?

Feedback from Round 1 identified this as a risk. As a result, the proposal has changed so that Club
Capability Partners would work alongside operational staff rather than becoming the sole point of
contact for all club matters.

12. How will Club Capability Partners work with operational staff?
The proposal is for Club Capability Partners to work as part of a wider support team, alongside
operational staff and specialists, ensuring clubs can access the right expertise when needed.

13. How will annual club plans work?

The proposal includes annual planning discussions between clubs and SLSNZ. These plans would
identify club priorities, support needs and opportunities for development, helping tailor support to
individual club circumstances.

14. If regions are removed, what happens to Area Committees, Lifesaving Committees and
Sport Committees?

No decisions have been made. Feedback to date has highlighted the importance of these volunteer
forums and committees. Their future role and structure will be considered as part of detailed design
work.

15. How will local volunteer voices continue to be heard if regional structures change?
This is an area where the project team is actively seeking feedback. Maintaining strong volunteer
input and local engagement has been identified as an important consideration throughout
consultation.

16. Where does local autonomy sit within the proposed model?

The proposal seeks to strengthen accountability and consistency while still enabling decisions to be
made close to clubs and communities. Feedback on how best to balance autonomy and
accountability is welcomed.

17. How will frontline decision-making be enabled under the new model?

The project team has acknowledged the importance of empowering capable staff and volunteers to
make decisions locally. How this would operate in practice is still being worked through as part of the
detailed design process.
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18. What happens to NR Delegates Meetings under the proposed model?
No decisions have been made. The Delegates model has been identified as a valuable mechanism
for engagement, transparency and accountability, and feedback on its future role is welcomed.

19. How will clubs hold SLSNZ accountable under the proposed model?

The proposal includes annual club plans, improved reporting, club-level performance information and
regular engagement opportunities. Further feedback is being sought on what accountability
mechanisms clubs value most.

20. What reporting will clubs receive under the proposed model?
The proposal includes more regular reporting against club plans, organisational performance
measures and success indicators, although the exact reporting framework is still being developed.

21. How would shared services work for clubs?
The proposal is exploring opportunities to provide additional support in areas that create significant
volunteer workload, while still allowing clubs flexibility in how they operate.

22. How would this work for clubs that do not have paid administrators?
This was specifically raised by clubs in Round 1. The intention is that any future support model would
need to work for both volunteer-run clubs and clubs with paid administration resources.

23. Will clubs be able to choose which additional services they use?
Current thinking is that clubs would have flexibility to access support based on their needs, rather
than all clubs receiving exactly the same package of services.

24. When would Support Pods be introduced?

No implementation date has been confirmed. The project team has acknowledged that pod design is
one of the most significant and complex elements of the proposal and may require further design work
before implementation.

25. Will clubs receive less support under the proposed model?

No. The intent of the proposed model is to improve support to clubs, not reduce it. The project team
has stated that the goal is to maintain or improve service levels, increase consistency, and provide
more targeted support based on club needs. Any detailed pod design work will consider how support
levels are maintained across the country.

26. Will some clubs receive more support than others?

Potentially, yes. The proposed model is designed to be needs-based rather than a one-size-fits-all
approach. All clubs would continue to receive core support, but additional support may vary
depending on factors such as club size, operational activity, risk profile, capability, and strategic
priorities.

28. How will SLSNZ ensure consistency of support across the country?

One of the drivers for the review is improving consistency. The proposal includes nationally aligned
service lines, clearer role definitions, shared standards and performance expectations, and improved
visibility of organisational performance.
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29. How was the Round 1 consultation feedback analysed?

Feedback from Round 1 included club interviews, surveys, written submissions, consultation
meetings, staff feedback, reference group input and quantitative survey data. The proposed model
presented in Round 2 was developed by considering both the qualitative themes and quantitative
results from that feedback.

30. How did the feedback from Round 1 influence the Round 2 proposal?
The proposed model is not a direct adoption of any single option consulted on in Round 1. Instead, it
combines elements that received the strongest support from clubs and staff, particularly aspects of:
e Option A (current state with improvements)
e Option B (club capability and club-focused support)
e Selected elements of Option C (shared services)

Several changes were made directly in response to feedback, including moving away from a single
point-of-contact model and retaining strong local support.

31. Why is SLSNZ proposing a national model rather than separate arrangements for each
region?

We are not proposing a national model. We are proposing national alignment of service teams i.e.
sport, lifesaving support to improve consistency, accountability, visibility of performance, and equity of
service across the country. At t the same time, we propose to establish a more bespoke, sub-regional
pod / club cluster approach. Local delivery and local relationships remain important.

32. How does the proposed Club Support Model align with the Northern Region Statement of
Expectations (SOE)?

In preparation for the Northern Region Delegates Meeting, the project team reviewed the Statement
of Expectations and noted that a number of themes identified by Northern Region clubs in 2023 align
with aspects of the proposed Club Support Model. These include stronger needs-based support for
clubs, annual club planning, improved prioritisation and configuration of support services, and
consideration of sub-regional support approaches.

During the Delegates Meeting it was noted that some of the language and concepts within the
proposal are consistent with the direction Northern Region clubs were seeking through the SOE. At
the same time, SLSNZ recognises that some clubs believe the current Northern Region model is
working well and have questioned whether further structural change is necessary. Feedback on this
question is welcomed as part of Round 2 consultation and will help inform future decision

33. Why change the current structure if some regions are performing well?

The review is considering the effectiveness of the organisation as a whole. While there are examples
of strong performance, innovation and good practice within regions, the proposal seeks to identify
how successful approaches can be shared more consistently across the country while maintaining
local strengths.

34. How will the proposed model ensure local knowledge and regional expertise are not lost?
A key theme raised through consultation is the importance of retaining local knowledge, trusted
relationships, and regional expertise. The proposed model retains locally based staff and seeks to
preserve strong local connections while creating better national coordination. Consultation feedback is
helping inform how this can be achieved in practice.
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35. How will the proposed model recognise that clubs operate in very different environments?
The proposal acknowledges that clubs differ significantly in terms of:

Coastal risk

Population served

Operational complexity

Patrol season length

Volunteer capacity

Service mix

This is one of the reasons the proposed model is based on a needs-based approach rather than a
one-size-fits-all service model. These factors are expected to be considered when designing Support
Pods and annual club plans.

36. What evidence supports the proposed changes?
The review has been informed by:

¢ Club Satisfaction surveys (2023, 2025)
Volunteer survey
Round 1 consultation feedback
Staff feedback
Volunteer feedback
Benchmarking with comparable organisations
Internal operational reviews
Strategic planning work

Consultation feedback on whether the proposal addresses identified challenges remains an important
part of Round 2.

37. Are local staff being removed?

The proposed model retains locally based staff and local relationships. One of the strongest
messages from Round 1 consultation was that clubs highly value local staff and local knowledge.
The proposal is to retain local staff working directly with clubs while changing reporting lines to
improve consistency and accountability across the country.

38. What does "nationally coordinated, locally delivered" actually mean?
¢ Staff remain based in local communities.

Staff continue to visit clubs and provide support on the ground.

Reporting lines move from regional structures to national service lines.

Support is coordinated nationally to improve consistency.

Delivery remains local and relationship-based.

39. What are the proposed local support pods?
Local support pods are smaller groupings of clubs that would receive more focused and tailored
support.
The intention is to:
e Create smaller groups of clubs.
e Improve responsiveness.
e Better match support to club needs.
o Allow staff to work more closely together around a cluster of clubs.
The exact design of the pods has not yet been finalised and will be co-designed with clubs.
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40. Have pod boundaries already been decided?
No. Pod design is still being developed.
Factors being considered include:
e Geography.
Club size.
Operational activity.
Coastal risk.
Service requirements.
Club capability and support needs.
Clubs will be involved in helping shape pod design.

41. Will clubs move between pods if their needs change?

The proposed model aims to be responsive to changing club needs over time.

Pod structures and support arrangements may evolve as club circumstances change and as better
data becomes available through annual planning and measurement processes.

42. Will existing activities like Intermediate Guard Schools, training weekends and honours
and awards continue?
Yes. The proposal does not remove existing operational activities.
Examples include:
Intermediate Guard Schools.
e Lifeguard training.
¢ IRB training.
¢ Regional events.
e Honours and awards processes.
e Existing education and development opportunities.
The intent is to retain and support these activities while improving how support is coordinated.

43. What is a Club Capability Partner?
A Club Capability Partner is a proposed new role focused on:
¢ Governance support.
Club sustainability.
Leadership development.
Strategic planning.
Volunteer recruitment and retention.
e Long-term club capability.
The role is intended to act as a trusted advisor to club committees and boards.

44. Will the Club Capability Partner be my single point of contact?
No. This idea was considered during Round 1 but feedback suggested it would create a bottleneck.
Instead:

e Clubs would continue to work directly with relevant staff.

¢ Club Capability Partners would provide additional strategic support.

¢ Operational staff would continue delivering specialist services.

45. How is a Club Capability Partner different from current Club Support Lead roles?
Current club-facing roles largely focus on operational delivery.

The proposed Club Capability Partner role focuses on:

Long-term planning.

Governance.

Club health and sustainability.

Building resilience and capability.

Supporting annual club planning.



@ SURF LIFE SAVING

It is intended to be an additional layer of support rather than a replacement for operational support.

46. Will this model increase frontline support for clubs?
That is the intention. The proposed model seeks to:
e Invest more in frontline support.
e Improve staff-to-club support ratios.
o Create greater equity across the country.
o Ensure support is based on need rather than historical regional structures.

47. How will SLSNZ ensure support is equitable across the country?
The proposal includes using data to better understand:

Club numbers.

Membership.

Operational activity.

Coastal risk.

Service demand.

Club capability needs.

This information would help determine how support resources are allocated.

48. What happens to existing regional relationships and local funding relationships?
SLSNZ recognises the importance of:

e Local government relationships.

e Regional funding relationships.

e  Community partnerships.

o Existing networks developed by staff and volunteers.
These relationships would need to be identified and maintained through any transition.

49. Will this reduce volunteer administration workload?
Reducing volunteer workload is one of the key objectives of the review.
Potential areas being explored include:
Shared services.
Administrative support.
Simplified funding processes.
Finance support.
Infrastructure and project support.
e Improvements to systems and technology.
The focus is on making volunteering easier and reducing administrative burden.

50. What shared services are being considered?
Examples discussed include:
e Finance support.
Administrative support.
Infrastructure project support.
Procurement.
Asset management.
Examination and instructor support.
Other services that reduce volunteer workload.
No decisions have been made on which services may be introduced.
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51. Will clubs lose control if shared services are introduced?

No. The purpose of shared services would be to reduce workload and improve support, not to take
control away from clubs.

Any future shared services would likely be introduced cautiously and may operate on an opt-in basis
initially.

52. How will club success be measured?
The proposal includes:
Annual club plans.
Agreed club goals.
Club wellbeing and capability measures.
National dashboards.
Lead and lag indicators.
e Regular reporting and review.
The intention is to create more objective measures than relying solely on anecdotal feedback or
periodic surveys.

53. Will staff also be measured on how well they support clubs?
Yes. The proposal includes:
o Staff performance measures linked to club outcomes.
e Feedback from clubs forming part of staff performance discussions.
e Broader feedback mechanisms, including external input from clubs and volunteers.

54. Has a decision already been made?

No. The Board has not made final decisions on the future model.

Round 2 consultation is being used to test the proposed approach, identify risks and gather feedback
before recommendations are finalised.

55. Will the pod model be implemented immediately?

Not necessarily.

Many proposed changes could be implemented relatively quickly, however pod design may require
additional time to ensure it is properly designed, tested and co-created with clubs before
implementation.

This would allow sufficient time to ensure support ratios, pod boundaries, staffing arrangements and
club needs are appropriately considered.

56. Why are Support Pods being proposed if the current model is working reasonably well?
Many clubs have acknowledged that support has improved significantly in recent years and that local
staff are highly valued. The purpose of the proposed pod model is not to fix a failing system, but to
explore whether support can become more equitable, targeted and sustainable across the country
while retaining the strengths of the current model. Feedback is being sought on whether the benefits
outweigh the risks of change.

57. Why wasn't more detail provided on how the pods would work?

The project team deliberately avoided finalising pod structures before consultation. Feedback from
clubs has reinforced that pod design is the most complex element of the proposal and requires further
co-design work with volunteers and clubs before any implementation decisions are made.
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58. Has SLSNZ already decided what the pod boundaries will look like?

No. While some indicative examples have been discussed during consultation sessions, no pod
boundaries have been decided. Current thinking is that pod design should be developed through a
dedicated co-design process involving clubs, volunteers and staff.

59. How will SLSNZ avoid losing the strong relationships clubs already have with local staff?
Retaining trusted local relationships has been one of the strongest themes throughout consultation.
The proposal retains locally based staff and is not intended to reduce local engagement. Feedback
from clubs is helping shape how those relationships can be protected through any future changes.

60. What happens if a club's priorities change during the year?

The proposed annual club planning process is intended to create ongoing conversations between
clubs and SLSNZ. While annual plans would identify agreed priorities, support arrangements could be
adjusted if a club's circumstances or needs change over time

61. Will SLSNZ take ownership of club assets under the proposed model?

No proposal has been made regarding ownership of club assets. Consultation discussions have
focused on improving procurement support, asset management planning and equipment replacement
processes rather than changing ownership arrangements. Any future proposals in this area would
require separate discussion with clubs.

62. Will there be another round of consultation before pod structures are finalised?

Potentially. The project team has indicated that if further design work is required, particularly around
pod structures, there may be additional conversations with clubs before implementation decisions are
made. The focus is on ensuring the design is well tested and co-created rather than implemented
quickly



