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Club Support Model Review - Club Consultation
FAQ (updated 16™ March)

1. Why are we doing this review?
There's a well-known saying: “The time to fix the roof is when the sun is shining - not when the
rain starts.”
This review is not being driven by crisis.
Club satisfaction is improving, and there is strong progress across many areas. However,
clubs have consistently told us:

e Volunteer time pressure is increasing

e Compliance and administration demands are growing
Capability shortages exist in areas such as training and instruction
Support can feel inconsistent or unclear
It's not always obvious what services are available or how to access them
Importantly, 92% of clubs supported having this review conversation.
This is about being thoughtful stewards of the movement while we are in a position of
strength. Rather than waiting for pressure to become acute, we are taking the opportunity to
ask: Can we make this better? Can we reduce volunteer burden further? Can we strengthen
consistency and clarity across the system?

2. What has happened over the past few months, and why is this “Stage 1"?
Over recent months SLSNZ has:

e Interviewed 20 clubs

e Completed club and staff surveys

e Engaged with national committees and reference groups

e Undertaken benchmarking with other organisations

o Tested emerging concepts with governance
This work shaped the four options presented in the consultation pack.
We are now in Stage 1, which tests the broad direction of travel - not structures or roles.
If a preferred direction is identified, Stage 2 (likely May 2026) would consult on what that
direction could look like in practice.

3. Will this affect our club’s culture or identity?
No option is intended to change the identity, culture, or community character of individual
clubs.
All four models assume:

e Clubs remain the frontline of surf lifesaving

e Local leadership and community connection remain central

e Club history, traditions and culture remain locally held
Some options shift who does administrative or coordination work, but none propose
centralising club culture or removing club governance.
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4. Are the four options fixed or can they blend?

They are not fixed or mutually exclusive.

The options are conceptual models designed to test different ways of organising support.

The Board is absolutely open to a hybrid or combination model emerging in Stage 2.

For example:
e Retaining Option A's structure while nationalising specific service lines such as sport
e Introducing shared services in targeted areas while maintaining club autonomy

elsewhere
This stage is about understanding direction of travel.

5. Is there a push to remove the regional model?
No decision has been made to remove the regional model.
e Option A retains it.
e Option B may de-emphasise it.
e Option C replaces it with national shared services.
e Option D significantly reduces national infrastructure.
The purpose of consultation is to test which approach best supports clubs against the agreed
shifts.

6. Why is Option D included?
Option D reflects a genuine perspective of some within the movement that clubs should have
greater autonomy and national overhead should be reduced.
Including it:
e Ensures transparency
o Tests that viewpoint openly
e Avoids perceptions the process is “gamed”
The Board will ultimately determine the preferred direction based on feedback and evidence.

7. Option C feels like clubs would lose identity and control - is that the intent?
No.
Option C is primarily about addressing:

e Volunteer burnout

o Difficulty recruiting and retaining volunteers

e Increasing compliance and administrative burden
The intent is not to remove club identity or uniqueness.
One way this could work in practice (if supported) is as an opt-in shared services model,
where clubs choose to access national services in areas such as:
Finance

e Governance support

e Compliance systems

e Membership administration
Clubs could opt in or out depending on capability and need at a point in time.
This option is about reducing burden not centralising culture or identity.
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8. What if our club is capable and doesn’t need more support?
That perspective is important.
Some clubs may feel:

e They are operating well

e They have strong governance and finance capability

e They prefer minimal national involvement
The consultation is designed to test whether flexibility (e.g., opt-in shared services) would
allow capable clubs to retain autonomy while still supporting those under pressure. Capturing
this view is important.

9. What if our club leadership has differing views?

Differing views are completely expected.

Clubs are encouraged to:
o Capture areas of agreement and disagreement in open text responses
o Reflect differing views in the ranking and feature importance questions
e Note where views are mixed

It is helpful for the Board to understand where perspectives vary within clubs.

10. Who in the club should complete the submission?
Each club is asked to submit one collective response.
Clubs are encouraged to:
e Discuss the options at Committee, Board level or Club Leadership level
e Use the Committee Discussion Guide
e Capture differing views where relevant
This consultation focuses on governance and support implications, so clubs are best placed
to respond collectively.

11. How long does the submission take?

The submission typically takes around 60 minutes to complete thoughtfully and needs to be
completed in one hit. Clubs may wish to set aside dedicated time for discussion, prior to the
submission process itself.

12. What happens if engagement is low?
There is no formal response threshold.
However, strong engagement is encouraged so that:
e A wide range of club contexts are represented
e Confidence in the eventual decision is strengthened
o The Board has meaningful qualitative and quantitative insight
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13. How will the final decision be made?
All feedback will be analysed to identify:
e Common themes
e Risks and unintended consequences
e Strengths of each option
e Impacts on clubs of different size and capability
e Appetite for change
The Board will consider:
e Consultation data
e Strategic alignment
e Financial sustainability
e Risk and funding implications
A summary of what was heard and how feedback informed the next step will be shared
following Board consideration.

14. What about Northern Region funding and specific arrangements?

Funding relationships including Auckland Region Amenities Funding Board arrangements are
being carefully considered. Under current legislative and funding settings, the Northern
Region Board would continue to exist.

Protecting key funding relationships will be an important consideration in any future decision.

15. Has this been discussed with funders or government?
Not at this stage.
Engagement with funders would occur once a preferred direction is clearer.

16. If there was strong support for change in the earlier club survey, why hasn’t more
visible change already happened, and how could Option A work if it is close to the
current model?

The earlier survey result reflected strong support for having this conversation and stepping
back to review the model, rather than a mandate for one specific type of change. Since then,
a range of improvements have been underway through the current strategic plan, including
increased support in some areas, stronger funding positions, improved equipment
investment, and rising volunteer numbers.

A key point raised in response was that structure alone will not solve everything. Cultural
change, clearer accountability, better delegation, stronger line of sight, and reducing internal
barriers are also important. Option A is not intended to mean “do nothing." It reflects a model
of continuing to improve and strengthen the current direction, but that would still require
meaningful changes in behaviour, culture, prioritisation, and delivery.
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17. If Option C or D were preferred, how long might implementation take?

Option C was described as having less change complexity than Option D. It was noted that
Option C may be better thought of as a shared services model rather than a heavily
centralised one, and that if pursued it would likely begin small, with one or two shared
services introduced first and built up over time.

Option D was seen as involving significantly more complexity, cost, and time to implement. It
would require a much larger change process.

18. How would Option C actually reduce volunteer workload?
The intent behind Option C is to identify administrative, coordination, or compliance-related
tasks that clubs are currently carrying and ask whether some of that load could be better
supported centrally or through shared services.
Examples discussed included:

¢ Finance support

e Governance and administration support

e Compliance-related tasks

e Awards and nomination processes

e Systems or processes that remove repetitive volunteer workload

e More coordinated approaches to recurring administrative requirements

e Training and course coordination

The general principle is that volunteers should be able to spend more time on the areas they
originally signed up for, rather than being overloaded by growing administration and
compliance demands.

19. Are the more expensive models financially sustainable, and would there be trade-
offs?

It was confirmed that the organisation is in a stronger financial position than in previous
years, but not without limits. Options B and C in particular would likely involve additional cost.
If more investment is required in one area, there may need to be trade-offs elsewhere. This is
why there is a parallel piece of work underway looking at all functions and roles across the
organisation and how each contributes to the core purpose of saving lives.

The intent is to ensure resources are being directed to the areas that create the greatest
value. Detailed financial modelling would occur in the next phase, once consultation feedback
helps identify the likely preferred direction.

20. How secure is government funding?

Government funding was described as reasonably secure, though no funding environment
can ever be considered completely guaranteed. Current funding settings are in place, but
government priorities can always change over time.

There is active work underway to strengthen relationships across government and to build a
more durable cross-government model of support.
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21. If clubs opt into shared services under Option C, would they lose OPEX funding or be
charged back? And how would support be prioritised fairly?

No final decisions have been made on how a shared services approach would be funded or
prioritised. However, it was noted that if this model were developed, prioritisation would likely
need to be based on value and impact, first on services that deliver the greatest benefit to the
greatest number of clubs.

It was also stressed that any shared service model would likely need to start small and build
trust, with one or two services introduced first, probably on an opt-in basis.

22. Could training and development coordination be one of the first shared services?
Yes. Coordinating training and development was discussed as a strong example of where
shared support could add value. This could include:

e Clearer training calendars

e Coordinated refresher opportunities

o Easier access to instructors and examiners

e Reducing the need for clubs to individually organise and chase arrangements
This was identified as an area already on the radar and one that may be well suited to a
shared-services style approach.

23. How would a club partner / club-centric model be grouped — by region, size, or
need?
No final model has been determined, but it was noted that the organisation should avoid
assuming that the current four-region structure is the only way to group support.
Possible approaches could include grouping by:

e Geography

e Common needs

e Club size or maturity

e Shared characteristics or challenges
The main point was that clubs may be better supported if grouping is based on actual needs
and segmentation, rather than just drive time or traditional regional boundaries.

24. What risks sit behind the club partner / club-centric model?

One of the clearest risks identified is the ability to attract and retain the right people in those
roles. The success of that model would depend heavily on having people with the right
capability, judgement, credibility, and ability to influence across both club and national
contexts.
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25. What happens after submissions are received?
The next steps outlined were:
e Submissions from clubs, staff, and other groups will be analysed through April.
e Both human review and Al-supported analysis will be used
e Feedback will inform narrowing toward a preferred model
e A second round of consultation is expected, currently planned for around May
e That next phase would include more detail on the preferred option
e If changes to staff roles or structure are proposed, a third round of consultation would
be required internally for staff

26. What happens if feedback is split across options?
No final decision model has been set yet for that scenario. This will be worked through further
with the Board as consultation progresses and as the available data becomes clearer.

27. Will consultation feedback be shared back with clubs?

Yes. In the next phase, there is an intention to share the overall themes and data that came
through from clubs and staff, and to explain how that informed the preferred model and
subsequent design thinking. This would be done at an overall level, not club-by-club.



