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Terms of Reference 

The terms of reference for the review were drawn up by the Board of Netball Wellington Region 
(Region) following discussion at the Regionôs AGM in March this year and subsequently by a 
ñbrainstormingò session with representatives of the Centres and Netball NZ in late May.  

The outcome was agreement by the Centres and the Region to conduct a review of the Regionôs 
structure with the objective of identifying ñé..the best structure for efficient and successful 
administration and delivery of the Netball in the region. This should include:  

¶ The alignment of goals, resources and focus across netball within the region. Alignment with 
Netball NZ and the Franchise 

¶ That the structure produces the desired outcome and achieves the measure of success 

¶ A clear process for implementationò. 

The Reviewôs full terms of reference is attached (Attachment 1). 

The scope of the Review is comprehensive and the process leading to this Reportôs 
recommendations was thorough. 

It involved an analysis of the Region and the 5 Centres; other sportsô structures ï rugby, cricket, 
hockey and football - and input from a wide group of people who represent the different aspects of the 
sport ï players, coaches, umpires, bench officials, board members, administrators, other regions and 
a significant community trust.  A list of those who participated is in Attachment 2. 

 

Executive Summary  

ñAll parties doing all things very well all of the time.ò - John Hood (ñA Path to Superior 
Performanceò - Report of the NZ Cricket Review Committee 1995) 

 

Netball has 5 centres, one region, and one franchise for 5,500 players representing some 1,345 
teams from 93 clubs, 9 full time and 8 part time staff, income of $1.4 m and expenses of $1.3m. 

Football (Capital Football) has one region for 14,448 players, 1062 teams, 37 clubs, 7 full time and 5 
part time staff, income of $1.2m, expenses of $1.1m and covers the same area as Netball Wellington 
Region. 

 

Netball is in the top echelons of New Zealand sport.  It has high participation that caters for all ages 
and skills; a proud international record at World Championship, Commonwealth Games and Trans 
Tasman competition; iconic players and coaches; a high profile with wide public and media support; it 
serves a diverse range of communities and it is a sport that is evolving.  

For the good of the sport at every level ï clubs/schools/local community, regional and national, it is 
vital that the Wellington region grows and is capable of providing a high quality environment for all 
those who participate in it and its supporters and stakeholders.  

This Report sets out a series of recommendations that will assist this process. 

Format 

This Report is two parts. 

Part A examines the regionôs structure from three different perspectives ï the past: where it has been; 
the present: where it is now; and the future: where could be.  It makes seven recommendations. 

Part B is the Centre capability evaluation. The reason for doing a capability evaluation is in the event 
there is no change to the regional structure then, at the very least, the Centres will have had the 
opportunity to assess their current practices against a best practice standard checklist which they can 
use as the basis for implementing improvement.  Part B makes one recommendation. 
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Approach 

This Report is not about the status quo.  Nor is it a Report about the Centres or Netball Wellington 
Region specifically, but it is a review about the regional structure of which the Centres and Netball 
Wellington Region, along with the Pulse, clubs and schools, are an integral part. 

It is about creating a structure that will help to take Wellington netball, in all of its different forms, 
forward.  Other sports have done it, netball can too. 

It adopts a holistic approach and as such it does not look at the various elements of the sport in 
isolation ï for example On Court matters like competitions, pathways, or Off Court such as 
governance, administration, finances ï but considers all of them in the context of improving netball in 
the Wellington region as a whole.  

 

Findings 

The Reportôs findings are summarised as follows: 

¶ The normal structure for most sports in NZ is three tiers ï national, regional and local 
(reaffirmed by the most recent indepth review of a national sports organisation). Netball has 
four tiers ï the above plus Centres. 
 

¶ There are five centres, a regional office and the franchise which means there are seven units 
operating in the Wellington region.  The result is duplication and inefficient use of scarce 
resources. 
 

¶ Each of the seven units acts independently of each other. This has resulted in a silo mentality 
with an introspective focus on centres/clubs rather than an outward looking 
national/regional/clubs. 
 

¶ There is a lack of strategic coordination and alignment across the region. 
 

¶ There is strong competition over scarce and declining resources such as trust grants and 
sponsorship funds. 
 

¶ Most Centres are run by volunteers e.g. Canterbury has 13 Centres, 10 of them are run by 
volunteers; BOP 7 Centres, 6 are run by volunteers.  In contrast every Centre in the 
Wellington region employs one or more staff.   
 

¶ The total numbers of paid staff employed by the Wellington Region and its Centres is high at 
17; in contrast the Canterbury Region/Centres employs 8 yet in terms of results Canterbury 
out performs Wellington. 
 

¶ Over the last five years the number of teams has declined by 11% ï a trend that has been 
evident for some time.  Over the same period NZôs population grew by 7.8%.  Netball has not 
capitalised on this. 
 
The biggest decline is secondary schools ï the feeder into the womenôs teams ï and 
intermediate schools ï the feeder into secondary schools.  This is a trend that needs to be 
arrested. 
 

¶ GIS data (used by city councils to project future population growth) and similar data from the 
Department of Stastics show strong growth in the in the netball age population in the 
Wellington area but negative growth in the Hutt and Porirua areas (it is assumed a similar 
situation applies to Kapiti and Wairarapa).   
 

¶ Apart from a few isolated instances, results at national level have been poor.  Wellington has 
failed to achieve its potential and deliver results consistently. 
 

¶ Wellington has had no players selected for the Silver Ferns since 2003; its representation in 
other national teams has been modest.  
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¶ The cost of running the existing system (excluding the Pulse) is $1.3million. This is higher 
than comparable sports like football ($1.1m).  The opportunity loss is equally high. 
 

¶ 67% of total income of the five centres and the region goes to administration, overheads, 
wages and salaries.  This is high compared to other sports at 30% - 40%. 
 

¶ 25% only goes to the playing part of netball ï development and coaching, representative 
teams and events.  This is very low compared with other sports e.g. hockey (59%); cricket 
(70%), rugby (55%). 
 

¶ These figures show a far greater investment in the playing part of netball is possible.  But this 
will not come about by maintaining the status quo under the present Region/Centre structure. 
 

¶  If managed correctly and with prudent budgeting and administration and overhead cost 
control, eliminating duplication, consolidating income (mainly affiliation fees and trust grants) 
and a more streamlined structure, it could result in a minimum of $500,000 a year being 
rechanneled into improving netballôs On Court results as well as improving club capability. 

The nub of the issue: is the current regional structure the best model for netball for the Wellington 
region?  If not, are there better models that will enable Wellington netball to optimise its full potential 
both On and Off the Court? 

Based on evidence from other sporting codes and from analysis of data and input from 
representatives from the different sectors of netball, this Report believes the current model can be 
improved to the benefit of players, coaches, umpires, supporters and everyone else involved in the 
sport. 

 

Conclusions 

Part A concludes that the current structure can be improved and sets out a series of options on how it 
can be done with a two preferred options for the sport to consider.  The two preferred options are:  

Option 6 - adopt a simple, tried and tested structure that is used by other sport organisations 
of a three tier system - national office, regions and clubs/schools (i.e. no Centres) with the 
Netball Wellington Region office being strengthened and resourced to become a one stop 
service shop for the netball in the region with all staff employed by Netball Wellington Region. 

 

Option 7 ï adopt a modified version of Option 6 by strengthening and resourcing the Netball 
Wellington Region office into a one stop service shop for the netball in the region and retain 
but redefine the Centresô role as administrators of local competitions with all staff employed 
by Netball Wellington Region. 

Part A makes seven recommendations. Recommendations 1 ï 3 are improving the performance of 
participants and clubs; recommendations 4 ï 6 are improving and streamlining the governance and 
administration of netball in the Wellington region; the last recommendation (7) is about improving the 
regional structure. 

 

Recommendations 

1.It is recommended that a weekly inter club competition be set up for senior teams, similar to 
that run by other sports, where club teams play home and away games against club teams 
from the other Centres.  

As part of this it is recommended that the Reportôs advice about netball modelling off other 
sports in terms of competition management be considered and applied where appropriate. 
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2 It is recommended that a workshop be held to review current coaching qualification and 
pathways to ensure consistency in qualifications (levels or modules), that pathways are 
clearly defined and attainable and that ongoing training reflects best international practice.  

 

3. It is recommended that a holistic and coordinated strategy be applied by utilising the 
specific skills and knowledge of Development Officers as a team across the entire region for 
the benefit of participants and clubs. 

 

4. It is recommended that the current two board governance structure of Netball Wellington 
Region and the Pulse Franchise be retained in the short term and for reasons of strategic 
continuity a representative(s) from the Region and Pulse be appointed to each board. 

 

5. It is recommended that within the next two - three years consideration be given to merging 
the boards of Netball Wellington Region and the Pulse Franchise into a single governance 
board. 

 
6. It is recommended that in the short term the administration of the Pulse Franchise be 
managed by Netball Wellington Region for a fee to be negotiated.  

In the longer term it is recommended that consideration be given to merging the operational 
functions of both organisations into a single entity.  

 

7. It is recommended that Option 6 be adopted and implemented prior to the commencement 
of the 2010 season. 

This Report believes the ñclean sheetò strategy based on Netball Wellington Region as the provider 
and deliverer of programmes and services to clubs, similar to that of other sports, is the best model 
for the Wellington region.  

Part B concludes there is ample scope for the Centres to improve their performance.  It makes one 
recommendation:  

8. It is recommended that the Centres implement the findings of the capability evaluation. 
Further, in 2010 Netball Wellington Region undertakes a similar capability evaluation similar 
to the one conducted of the Centres. 

 

 Final word 

This Report is a step toward improving the way netball in the Wellington region is structured, 
governed, administered, coached and played.  

It will require a commitment toward ensuring every aspect of netball in the Region is as good as it can 
possibly be; a big picture view of ñthe good of the gameò; a culture of excellence and pride and doing 
whatever is necessary to make it the preeminent netball region in the country.  This Report believes it 
is possible but only if others in the sport believes it too.  

 

Acknowledgements  

This Report acknowledges the contribution to Wellington netball by a group of dedicated people ï 
volunteers and paid ï whose commitment to the sport is unquestionable.  Its recommendations are 
aimed at starting the process of making Wellington the preeminent netball region in New Zealand.  If it 
manages to achieve this it will have repaid the time spent by them in shaping the Reportôs findings 
and recommendations.    
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Part A The Regionõs structure from three different perspectives  

 

1. The past ð where netball has been  

The Wellington Region covers five centres: three city ones ï Wellington, Hutt Valley and Kapi Mana 
(Porirua) and the west coast region of Kapiti, and the Wairarapa.  Additional to this is Wellington 
Netball Region and the Pulse Franchise - a constituent part of TTNLôs ten franchise teams and an 
integral part of the Regionôs competition and pathway makeup. 

It wasnôt always like this.  For a long time local netball was administered by a complex mix of unions 
and associations that eventually gave way to the Centre system as it is known today.  

Their role was to look after local competitions and attend to the general interests of their (local) 
member clubs and schools.  Basically there was no greater expectation of them than this.  

They represented the club and local community aspect of the sport and in the main they had relatively 
little involvement with the national body other than for the occasional national tournament and 
selection of national teams.   

As far as clubs were concerned the Centre was the focal point of the sport to the extent where they 
effectively became the de facto national office.  As time evolved they began to provide development 
programmes that merged into pathways for players, umpires, coaches and bench officials ï some of it 
user pays; but they also began to access external funds, primarily from local sponsors and trusts, and 
found that as they grew they required more administrative support and a more formalised governance 
structure.  

The Centres were never intended nor designed to run the type of operation expected of them by the 
standards of 21

st
 century sport administration.  

Yet, despite this, with the advent of growing public sector funding expectations intensified.  This was 
accompanied by a demand by the larger trusts for more streamlined grant application processes and 
greater accountability for the use of such funds.   

Aside from the fact that NNZ did not want to have to deal with 92 Centres, as netball administration 
became more ñprofessionalò, as volunteers gave way to paid staff in the larger Centres and as the 
national office looked at ways to improve their delivery structure, it became evident the established 
system had to improve or be replaced by a better one.  

In the case of netball a Regional structure sitting over the top of the established Centres appeared to 
be the answer.  Their constitutions attempted to spell out their respective roles, responsibilities and 
accountabilities.  Unfortunately it did not take into account history, tradition and territorial imperatives; 
the potential for creating autonomous silos in a crowded space; confusion over roles, responsibilities 
and accountabilities; administration duplication; competition for scarce resources and dwindling funds.  

Given this backdrop, it is not surprising that many of the Centres feel resentful that the Region was 
imposed on them and that there is a ñthem and usò attitude because of it.   

This is the situation as it exists today and is symptomatic of the issue being addressed by this Report: 
namely to better define the role and function of the Region and the Centres and the role of the Pulse 
as part of this, and determine the best (service delivery) structure for the future.  
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2. The present ð where netball is today  

Against this backdrop the Centres continue to be the focal point of local netball at both the playing 
level (grassroots through to senior and representative) and the venue where the sport is played.  They 
are accountable only to their clubs and they are not mandated nor resourced to go beyond this.  

Up until recently there was no Netball Wellington Region.  NNZôs 12 Regional structure was 
introduced by Netball NZ approximately ten years ago essentially to streamline the administration of 
the sport and to create a more effective delivery infrastructure.  

The Regionôs mandate is set out in its constitution under its Objects and Powers.  Essentially Netball 
Wellington Region is the regional body ñé.for the administration, promotion and development of 
netball.ò Its members are, amongst others, the netball Centres.  

The Centresô Objects are essentially the same ï to administer, foster, develop and promote netball.  

The mix of Centers and Region (and Pulse) has resulted in:  

¶ A four tier structure: national office ï region ï centre - clubs/schools.  Most sports have a 
three tier structure ï national office ï region ïclubs/schools (i.e. no Centres). 
 

¶ Seven lots of governance, administration, support staff, programmes and services, funding 
applications and so forth. 
 

¶ A lack of clarity about roles, responsibilities and accountabilities between the Region and the 
Centres that has resulted in a lack of a unified strategy and single voice for the sport. 
 

¶ Strong competition for and inefficient use of scarce resources and lack of incentive to share 
them. 
 

¶ An inability to work as a team to coordinate funding strategies, communications, web sites, 
IT, financial and accounting systems, training and development, use of development officers 
and a myriad of other important activities that could enhance the sport for everyone in the 
region. 
 

¶ The propensity to run different programmes and systems between Centres ï for example 
secondary schools competitions and umpire training/qualifying pathways ï with little or no 
alignment between them. 
 

¶ A strong sense of internal focus with players identifying more with their club and Centre 
rather than an external one of club and Region.  
 

¶ Apart from a few isolated examples, results at the national level have been poor with the 
(unintended) consequence of  

o Static growth among senior players/teams 
o Modest number of Wellington Region players in the Pulse Franchise  
o No players in the Silver Ferns. 

  

¶ A growing reluctance by trusts, especially the NZ Community Trust ï historically a significant 
funder of netball - to fund five separate bodies from the one sport ï the Region and four 
Centres (NZCT excludes Wairarapa from the Netball Wellington Region). 
 

¶ A sense the Pulse franchise is separate from the mainstream netball whereas it has 
enormous potential to contribute to netball in the region. 
 

¶ A growing feeling the present system can and needs to be improved.  
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1. Region and Centre structure  

Typically, most sport organisations operate a three tier delivery structure based on a national office 
responsible for developing national strategies, policies, programmes and services, including high 
performance, and delivering them ñdown the lineò to clubs and schools via their regions whose task is 
to add value to them and oversee their implementation as seen below.   

In contrast netball has a four tier structure with the Centres as the additional layer (Exhibit 1). 

 

Exhibit 1 Comparison between delivery structures ï typical sport organisation vs. netball  

Typical Sport Structure Netball Structure 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

It can be assumed if other sports bodies felt this additional layer would benefit their sport they would 
have followed netballôs example. They have chosen not to. 

Interestingly, the most comprehensive report of recent times is Sir John Andersonôs review of rugby 
league (2009).  It was a ñclean paperò review conducted by a very experienced group of sport 
administrators and SPARC who were given the opportunity to put in place a best practice structure. 

The thrust of the Anderson report was to:  

¶ Restructure the governance and practices of the national board 

¶ Set out a strategy to get NZRLôs house in order 

¶ Improve the domestic competition structure by introducing a seven zone competition 
format. 

It did not recommend the four tier system currently used by netball.  It is assumed it would have if it 
felt it had merit and would work. 

A reason given for netballs structure is because unlike other sports, courts are located at central 
complexes, for example Hataitai courts (Wellington Centre) and Taita (Hutt Valley). 

This is not unique to netball. Other sports have central complexes as seen with hockey who play the 
bulk of its games at the National Hockey Stadium at Berhampore (two turfs and multi use throughout 
the day), supplemented by turfs in Porirua (Elsdon Park) and Lower Hutt (Fraser Park) as well as turfs 
at Kapiti and Wairarapa.  The Wellington Hockey Association administers a competition structure, 
including draws and umpires that should be considered by netball.  This is commented on in the next 
section. 

 

  

Regions 

National office 

Clubs and Schools 

National office 

Regions 

Centres 

Clubs and Schools 
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2. Participation, competitions, pathways and performance 

Participation numbers 

The two largest participation sports in the Wellington region are cricket and football with netball having 
similar numbers as rugby.  

Cricket 

Cricket Wellington has12,534 participants representing 1,297 teams from 24 clubs and 50 secondary 
and primary schools.  It employs 16 FTE staff that includes cricket coordinators for senior, 
junior/womenôs and college cricket and a club cricket administrator. 

Rugby 

The WRFU has 6,600 participants of which 3,600 are from 18 clubs plus a further 3,000 from schools. 
Because of the size of the sport and its financial resources it is able to provide a comprehensive 
range of On and Off the Field services from its 30+ staff that includes a large contingent of coaching 
and support personnel.  

Hockey 

Wellington Hockey participation numbers are 4,250 from 52 clubs and schools but it has fewer 
numbers of teams than netball at 279 (average team is approximately 15 players).  It has four paid 
staff and six advisory councils covering masters, open grades, youth, umpires, 
coaching/development/high performance and facilities.  

Football 

Capital Football administers five districts ï Wellington, Hutt Valley, Western Zone (Porirua up to 
Pukerua Bay), Horowhenua/Kapiti and Wairarapa.  It has 280 senior and 782 junior teams 
representing 14,448 participants from 37 clubs and employs 12 full and part time staff. 

Netball 

The Netball Wellington Region has a participation base of approximately 5,500 players representing 
1,345 teams from 93 clubs and employs 17 full and part time staff. 

Looking specifically at netball, an analysis of the numbers over the last five years (Exhibit 2) shows 
the number of teams has declined by 163 or 11% from 1479 in 2004 to 1316 in 2009.  This ought to 
be of concern to the netball community.  

 

Exhibit 2 Total number of netball teams 2004 - 2009 

 

Source NWR 

Exhibit 3 shows the trend in team numbers by player categories. 
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The biggest decline is secondary schools at 30%.  They, along with intermediate teams (who have 
dropped by 7%), are the feeder for the womenôs teams.  The latter have remained fairly constant over 
the last five years at between 225 to 235 teams.  The longer term effect of the decline in the ñfeederò 
teams has yet to be felt but it will have serious repercussions if the trend continues.  

The upside is the 12% increase in the number of Future Ferns teams, especially over the last twelve 
months, which increased from 389 to 435 teams.  A further encouraging sign is the increase in the 
number of teams in summer/twilight and fun ferns competitions.  Whether this translates into more 
school and womenôs teams remains to be seen. 

For Wellington the other upside is the GIS data (used by city councils to project future population 
growth) and similar data from the Department of Stastics show strong growth in the netball age 
population in the Wellington area (+ 6.1%) but a negative 8.3% growth in the Hutt and Porirua areas 
(it is assumed a similar situation applies to Kapiti and Wairarapa).  This is not an encouraging outlook 
for netball in these areas. 

 

Exhibit 3 Breakout of team numbers 2004 - 2009  

 

Source NWR 

Of equal concern is the decline in coaches from a high of 1362 in 2005 to current 501 ï a reduction of 
861 over five years.  On average coach numbers tend to be in the 350 ï 500 range.  There appears to 
be no logical reason for the fluctuation in the number of coaches year by year.  Whether it is because 
coaches come and go or whether it is because the integrity of the data is flawed is not known but it 
needs to be investigated.  

A similar situation applies to umpires.  From a high of 103 in 2008 to current 55, average numbers 
range from 75 to 90 but again there are large fluctuations in the annual data.  

It is also noted data supplied by the different bodies did not always reconcile.  There may be reasons 
for this but it suggests a single source for all statistics would be a step toward establishing a reliable 
and up to date data base system.  

 

Competitions  

The terms of reference of this Review excluded competitions but comments from the many people 
consulted highlights the need for it to be considered in three broad areas.  

 

1. The point was raised about the current system where clubs compete for most of the year at 
their Centres and have relatively little exposure to clubs outside their Centre other than for a 
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select group of clubs who compete at non Centre events such as the Regional Super League. 
This Report believes this is a weakness that can easily be rectified. 
 

Inter club competition is standard for other sports.  For example hockey: all teams from primary 
through to Open grade travel through Wellington, Hutt, Porirua and Kapiti. Premier 1 open grade 
teams and secondary premier 1 also travel to Wairarapa. This also applies to senior teams from other 
sports where such competitions are an extremely strong feature of their competition structure as seen 
for example with football where teams play at Wellington, Hutt, Porirua, Paraparaumu, Waikanae and 
Wairarapa. 

 
2. There is some confusion between the representative competition priority of the 

Centres/Region and the Pulse.  The former see the competition pathway being Under Age 
through to Cook Strait, NPC (Division 1), Pulse and then the Silver Ferns, whereas the Pulse 
see Cook Strait competition ahead of NPC as their step up into the Pulse and Silver Ferns.  
 

This is probably more a point of emphasis but it ought to be clarified to avoid future confusion.  
  

3. There is some confusion between the name Netball Wellington Centre and Netball Wellington 
Region.  
  

This needs to be sorted.  Several suggestions were proposed but Wellington Central as a 
replacement name for Netball Wellington Centre seems to make sense in terms of the area it draws 
from.  

 

Pathways 

Notwithstanding the comment about the NPC 1 and Cook Strait competition there is a feeling the 
pathways for players are reasonably clear and the tournament format provides the opportunity to 
progress from club to regional, regional to national and national to international levels in well defined 
stages.   

However, the ability to get more players onto the pathways relies as much on numbers (quantity) as it 
does on the standard (quality) of players and this is where coaches play a vital role.   

Coaches have clear pathway as do umpires but the declining number of coaches and a lack of them 
at the higher levels ought to be of concern.  Further, there was criticism about the lack of 
communication, support and recognition of coaches with the comment there is scope for improvement 
in coach training, development and pathways, regionally as well as nationally.  

In contrast, there is a feeling that the training, development and pathways for umpires is good and 
could provide a model for coaches to consider. 

For bench officials the feeling is they do a good job albeit with relatively little acknowledgement of this 
or the skills required to do their job competently. 

 

Performance 

Teams 

The performance of the Wellington teams at national tournaments over recent years has, with few 
exceptions, been poor. 

There have been success stories as seen this year with the NPC 1 and Under 17 teams but in the 
main performance has been erratic as seen in below in Exhibit 4.  There may reasons for this but it 
doesnôt alter the fact that performance is poor.  The upside is there is considerable scope for 
improvement. 
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Exhibit 4 Performance of Wellington teams at national tournaments 

 

Source NWR 

Given the number of comments from a wide group of people about the Regionôs teams underperform 
this Report believes a workshop should be held to look at this issue and to recommend strategies and 
actions to fix it.  

Further evidence of the lack of consistent performance is reflected in the lack of Wellington players 
selected for national and international teams (Exhibit 5).  

 

Exhibit 5 Wellington players selected for national teams 2001 - 2009 

Players 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 Total 

Silver Ferns        2 1 3 

Pulse 6 4        10 

Shakers   12 12      24 

NZ U21 2 1  1 1   1  6 

NZ A Team  1    1  1 1 4 

NNZ Talent Dev Squad  12 11     1  24 

NPC Teams  2        2 

NZ Secondary Schools 1 9 5 3 5 3 4 2  32 

Under 21 Tournament 
team 1 2  2 1  1 2  9 

Under 19 Tournament 1  1 1    2  5 

Under 17 Tournament 
team 6   3 1 2 3 2 2 19 

Under 15 Tournament 
team 2  2 3 5 4   3 19 

           

Source NWR 
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The above highlights:  

¶ No Wellington region player has been selected for the Silver Ferns for the last seven years 
i.e. since 2003. 
 

¶ Over the last nine years there have been only three Silver Ferns from the Wellington region ï 
one in 2001 and two in 2002. 
 

¶ The Wellington region has six Pulse players ï up from four the year before (i.e. 10 in two 
years).  Interestingly its record with the Shakers is much better at 24 but the reason for this is 
the Shakers were the sole Wellington team whereas the Pulse is drawn from four regions.  
 

¶ The Pulse results have been poor and fall well short of the leading NZ franchises - Magic ï 
(Waikato/BOP) - twice in the top four of the ANZ Championship - and Steel (Southland/Otago) 
once. 
 

¶ This year the NWC U17 team did well - its best effort in several years.  This may be due to it 
being a new national competition (in the past it was regional). 

Regardless of what other Regions have/have not done, Wellington Region is capable of doing far 
better.  It has to if it wants to be the preeminent netball region in the country. 

 

Coaches 

With the appointment of coaches like Waimarama Taumaunu there are signs that performance is 
being turned around.  However it would be imprudent of the Region and unfair on the coaches to rely 
solely on a small number to lift Wellingtonôs performance.  Wellington needs a pool of qualified and 
experienced coaches at each level from which to draw from.  This is why a robust coach development 
and training programme with clearly defined pathways is so critical.  

In terms of coaches performance the situation is similar to that of the teams.  Exhibit 6 shows the 
Region has one at Silver Fern level and a modest total of 11 at levels 3A and B.   

 

Exhibit 6 Wellington national coaches 2001 - 2009 

Coaches 

 

2009  2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 Total 

Silver Ferns Asst 1         1 

NNZ Level 1     40 3 7 30  80 

NNZ Level 2   4 6 4  1   15 

Level 2    4 4     8 

Level 3A   1 4      5 

Level 3B    3 3     6 

Lower North Island 
Team 

 
       1 1 

Source NWR 

 

The lack of coaches at the top end of the sport needs to be addressed and as part of this a 
strengthened competition format and standardised qualification criteria (based on the traditional levels 
or contemporary modules systems) needs to be agreed and applied. 
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Umpires  

The comment about coaches applies equally to umpires (Exhibit) 7.  Strong competitions not only 
improve players and coaches but it also improves the quality of umpiring.  It is pleasing to see strong 
representation at National Squad, NPC and Age Group levels but there is scope to increase 
Wellington representation at the top two levels.  

 

Exhibit 7 Wellington national umpires 2001 - 2009 

Umpires 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 

 

Total 

International Umpire 2 1 1 1 1 3  1 1 11 

Franchise Level 2 1 2 2    1 1 9 

NNZ National Squad 2 1 3 5 4 4 3 3  3 28 

NPC Teams 2 4 3 4 5 2  2  3 25 

NZ Age Group 4 3 2 4 2 1 1 1  3 21 

NZ Sec School 2 2 1    1   6 

NZ Umpires Badge* 1 1  1 3 1    7 

Source NWR 

*represents the number of umpires passed each year (not the total number of umpires) 

 

Bench officials 

Wellington is well represented internationally (Exhibit 8) and there is scope to gain experience at the 
ANZ championships for international aspiring bench officials.  

 

Exhibit 8 Wellington bench officials 2007 - 2009 

Bench Officials 2009 2008 2007 

International Score bench 1 3 2 

ANZ Championships (playoff) 1   

NPC  1 2 2 

NZ Age Group 4 2 1 

NZ Secondary School 4 1 2 

Regional Score Bench Qual 4 3  

Source NWR  

 

3. Income and Expenses  

This part of the Report looks at the Regionôs and Centresô financial performance.  The terms of 
reference did not cover the Pulse and so they are not included.   

Income ï where the money comes from 

Total income for the five Centres and Region is $1,369,000.  Of this approximately two thirds 
$890,000 (65%) is from the five Centres and one third, $479,000 (35%), is from the Region giving a 
ratio of 2:1.   

A summary of the Centresô and Regionôs 2008 income is shown in Exhibit 9 below. 
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Exhibit 9 Summary: Sources of Centre and Region Income $000 

Sources of 
Income 

                   $ Total $ Percentage (%) 

 Centres Region  Centres Region 

Affiliation fees 320 98 418 36 20 

Trust grants/ 

sponsorship* 

381 277 658 43 58 

Player levies/ 

user pays 

35 6 41 4 1 

Interest 20 8 28 2 2 

NNZ - 53 53 - 11 

Other 134 37 171 15 8 

Total 890 479 1,369 100 100 

Source NWR and Centres 

What this shows is: 

¶ Of total income 
 

o 52% ($711,000) is from external sources (trust grants and sponsorships - 
sponsorship represents less than 10%) and NNZ. 
 

o 34% ($459,000) is from participants ï affiliation fees and player levies ï the latter 
represents 3%. 
 

o 14% ($199,000) is from other sources. 

 

Expenses ï where the money goes 

Total expenses for the five Centres and Region is $1,327,000.  Of this $867,000 (65%) is from the 
Centres and $462,000 is from the Region.  The 2:1 ratio also applies to expenses.  

A summary of the Centresô and Regionôs 2008 expenses is shown below (Exhibit 10). 

What it shows is: 

¶ Of total expenses  
  

o 67% ($894,000) is administration, overheads, salaries and wages.  
 

o 25% ($334,000) is development/coaching, representative and events.  This compares 
unfavourably against sports like hockey (59%), cricket (70%) and rugby (55%). 

 
o 8% ($99,000) is affiliation fees.   

The combined total of Centresô and the Regionôs administration, overheads, salaries and wages is a 
significant amount of money of which a considerable portion is spent on duplicating many 
administrative functions that could be done by a single organisation.  A far greater effort needs to be 
made into eliminating wasteful duplication and investing the savings from this into the playing part of 
the sport.  This point is considered in greater detail in Section 3.  
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Exhibit 10 Summary: Centre and Region Expenses $000 

Expenses                       $ Total $ Percentage (%) 

 Centres Region  Centres Region 

Affiliation fees 99 - 99 11 - 

Administration 134 62 196 16 13 

Overheads 206 29 235 24 7 

Salaries/wages 306 157 463 35 34 

Dev/Coaching 40 74 114 5 16 

Representative 80 114 194 9 25 

Event mngt  26 26  5 

Total 865 462 1,327 100 100 

Source NWR and Centres 

 

Overall financial position - high value assets and the cost of owing them 

The Centres and the Region have approximately $1.4 million in net assets (Centres is $1.35m).  Of 
this $950,000 is fixed assets, mainly pavilions, with the balance, approximately $400,000, is cash. 

Depreciation on the fixed assets is approximately $80,000 for the 2008 financial year.  This, plus 
ongoing repair, maintenance, insurance and future refurbishments/upgrades, is increasing to the 
extent where it is conceivable that in time owning high value assets such as pavilions could make 
them too expensive for the Centres to own.  Alternative options may have to be considered. 

 

Trust grant income and prudent financial management 

The significance of trust funds ought not to be lost on the netball community.  

This Report flags its concern about the extent of netballôs reliance on trust funding and questions 
whether this is a long term financially viable strategy.  

This is especially the case given the recent move by the NZ Community Trust to reduce the amount of 
its 2009/10 funding to netball by $153,000 (41%) due to:  

¶ Low return on its investments. 
 

¶ The view that netball has had generous funding compared to other sports (Exhibit 11). 
 

¶ The perception netball is ñdouble dippingò i.e. the one sport applying for two lots of funds 
from the same source ï one lot for the Centres and another for the Region. 
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Exhibit 11 NZCT Grants ï 4 years 2005 - 2009 

 08/09 

$ 

07/08 

$ 

       06/07 

         $ 

05/06 

$ 

Last 4 years 

$ 

Wellington 
Region 

141,380 148,475 161,400 116,048 567,303 

Wellington 
Centre 

82,800 33,064 67,145 216,327 399,336 

Netball Hutt 
Valley 

126,800 54,800 99,210 100,487 381,297 

Kapi Mana 22,500 40,000 50,000 35,000 147,500 

Kapiti 7,500    7,500 

Total 380,980 276,339 377,755 467,862 1,502,936 

W R F U 352,190 310,695 350,000 470,000 1,482,885 

Cricket Wgtn 261,000 220,000 360,000 303,500 1,144,500 

*Wairarapa netball has not received any grant funds from NZCT 

 

Even though funding applications are lodged by the Region on behalf of itself and by the Centres on 
their own behalf there is a feeling among the Centres that the Region has ñnegatedò their ability to 
directly access NZCT funds to the levels experienced prior to the Regionôs inception.  

This may be true but in reality the total amount going to netball in the Wellington region (excluding 
Wairarapa) over the last four years has been relatively constant and has been comparable to cricket 
and rugby.  In terms of the current funding round netball is not the only one to suffer a big reduction in 
trust funds.  Every other sport is in the same boat.  

Of interest to note is the capability evaluation survey (refer Report, Part B) showed the Centresô 
relationships with their Councils rated the highest at 4.  Thus their ability to apply for funds from their 
local Councils ought not to be ignored.  In one instance it was noted the Council is a significant funder 
of local/community sport but the Centre has not been a recent recipient despite the fact its 
contribution to the community ought to have made it an ideal candidate.  

This Report believes it is crucial for netball to find alternative funding sources to supplement affiliation 
fees and its reliance on trust grants.  Thus user pays business house and indoor competitions, twilight 
games plus other income generating ideas need to be explored and implemented as they are by other 
sports like bowls.   

4. Paid staff ï Region and Centres 

The Regionôs staff is full time albeit the HP manager is shared with the Pulse.  

Centre paid staff positions are predominately part time although some positions like managers and 
development officers are full time.  

Exhibit 12 below is a break out of the number and position of staff employed by the Region and the 
Centres.  
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Exhibit 12 Number and position of staff employed by the Region and Centres  

 Manager  Admin Dev 
Officer 

Coach/Force HP Other Total 

Wgtn 
Region 

V V  V V(1)  4 

Wellington V V* V   V* (accts) 4 

Hutt Valley V* V* V    3 (2) 

Kapi Mana V      1 

Kapiti V*  V    2 (3) 

Wairarapa V V* V*    3 

Total 6 4 4 1 1 1 17(4) 

*Part time 

(1) co share with Pulse 

(2) plus contract Sat office admin & caretaker 

(3) plus contract Sat admin 

(4) excludes Pulse 

Source NWR and Centres 

 

5. Other Netball Centres and Regions Staff levels 

Centres: The number of Centres in other Regions ranges from 2 (Auckland Waitakere) to 18 
(Waikato) with the national average being 7.6.   

In terms of paid staff numbers to service these teams there is there is considerable variation that 
ranges from full time paid staff through to volunteers on honorariums or vouchers for petrol. 

For example: 

¶ Canterbury - 13 Centres 
o 3 have part time paid staff, 10 use volunteers ï 

 
Á 3 - Christchurch, Mid Canterbury and South Canterbury - have part time 

admin (plus, development, umpire allocation, future ferns administration for 
Christchurch). 

 
Á 10 other Centres have volunteers. 

 

¶ Southland ï 7 Centres ï 1 paid, 6 volunteers. 
 

¶ Bay of Plenty ï 7 Centres - 1 paid, 6 volunteers. 

 

¶ Auckland Waitakere ï 2 Centres - 2 paid.  
 

¶ Wellington ï 5 Centres ï 5 paid. 
 

Much of it depends on whether they have facilities and indoor courts to hire and use at varied times of 
the week. 

With the smaller centres (not the tiny ones) as a general rule at best they may have one two to three 
day a week administration part time administrator and game/development person and other staff who 
come and go depending on funding sources. 

What this shows is there is no consistent pattern other than: 
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¶ The larger Centres tend to have full or part time paid staff ï generally a manager, 
administration officer and a development officer e.g. Auckland Netball Centre ï 1 full time 
GM, with 4 other full time and several part-time roles taking on competition management, hire 
of their facilities and other activities. 

¶ The smaller ones may have a part time administrator but use volunteers for their other 
functions. 
 

¶ In comparison with the other Centres, the Centres in the Wellington region are highly staffed. 

Regions: Regional staff positions also show variations between them, for example:  

¶ Canterbury ï 5 staff 
 

¶ Southland ï 9 
 

¶ BOP ï 8 
 

¶ Auckland Waitakere ï 5 
 

¶ Waikato - 8 
 

¶ Western -1.75 
 

Of interest to note is the total number of paid staff in the Netball Wellington Region (4) and Centre 
(13) is high at 17 compared with Canterbury Netball Region at 8 (Region 5 and Centres 3) but 
Canterburyôs national tournament results are superior.   

Regional staff positions basically cover two operational categories: 

a) Core  

¶ Manager  

¶ Administration/finance officer 

¶ Competition administrator  

¶ Coach Force/development officer 

¶ Umpire development/coordination 

¶ High performance  

b) Other 

¶ Sponsorship/marketing/communications 

 

6. Governance and administration  

An examination of the governance and administration from other sports show areas in common with 
netball but also areas of difference as seen in the following examples.   

Cricket 

Cricket has two governance and administration bodies.  Cricket Wellington cover all but college 
cricket which is administered by College Sport on which Cricket Wellington is represented.   

There are no franchise teams in cricket but Cricket Wellington has a trust ï the Wellington Cricket 
Trust - with its own independent board of trustees.   
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Rugby 

Rugby consists of two governance bodies - Wellington Rugby Football Union (WRFU) whose focus is 
development, club and school rugby, and the Hurricanes Franchise whose focus is high 
performance/professional rugby.  For reasons of cost and operational efficiency the Hurricanes 
contract WRFU to manage its administration requirements.  

The WRFU has a Board of Directors (8 people) plus a sub board known as the Rugby Board which 
comprises 21 members who represent club rugby.  The WRFU directly services its clubs principally 
through its rugby development officers.  

The Hurricanes Franchise is set up as a limited liability company with its own board (7) accountable to 
its primary stakeholders who are its nine member unions and NZRU.  

WRFU is exempt from income tax as a promoter of amateur sport but it also operates a subsidiary, 
Wellington Rugby Ltd, which is a taxable entity and is the corporate trustee for the Wellington Rugby 
Trust (net surpluses from the Trust are not taxable provided they are distributed within six months of 
the end of the financial year).  

It is suggested the Regionôs Board ought to consider whether the WRFU Trust model would benefit it.  

Hockey 

Wellington Hockey is far smaller and considerably less well resourced than cricket or rugby but its 
governance and administration is similar to cricket in that it has a governance board, paid 
administrators and a trust for the National Hockey Stadium.   

Football (soccer) 

Football underwent a significant change some nine or so years ago when NZ Soccer reduced its 23 
district associations into seven federations each with their own governance and administration whose 
focus is grass roots development of the game.   

The seven Federations are responsible for constructing their own infrastructure, funding their activities 
and developing their own visions and plans to grow the sport within their own geographical 
boundaries and communities. 

Capital Football has a governance board of eight people and paid administration staff (10) plus 
coaching staff.  

Netball  

Netball has five Centres each with their own constitutions, governance and administration, financial, 
IT, website, communication, draws, coaching, umpiring systems that collectively employ 13 full and 
part time staff plus a large number of volunteer coaches, umpires, bench officials and related support 
people. 

The Region has a board of directors (8) and four paid staff.  The Pulse covers four regions 
(Wellington, Western, Eastern and Tasman) and has a board of 6.  Its administration and event 
management is contracted out.    

The sum total of this is seven (7) governance and administration systems in the region employing 17 
full and part time staff.   

School netball - secondary and intermediate ï operates under different systems, for example College 
Sport runs the Hutt secondary schools competition whereas in Wellington it is run by the Centre with 
intermediate netball run through their Junior Satellite system. 

The above suggests there is ample scope to streamline the current Wellington region netball structure 
and to consider options for improvement in the future. 
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3. The future ð where netball could be  

ñThe crux of the issue for every sport in New Zealand is the delivery of quality services to 
support growthò. 

During the review and consultation process it became evident there is an extraordinary amount of 
goodwill, passion and commitment by many people toward the health and well being of netball in their 
Centre. 

With a few exceptions what was not so evident and/or did not come across as strongly was a vision ï 
a sense of excitement - of what Wellington as a region could achieve.  

This Report stresses the importance to the Wellington netball community of creating a vision to aspire 
and drive toward and strategies that enable it to be realised.   

As a starting point it is suggested the following could provide the platform for such a vision: 

That Wellington will become the pre eminent netball region in the country in every sense ï On 
and Off the Court; programmes for school and social players meet their expectations; 
competition, talent and development pathways are world class; Wellington teams are 
consistently in the top four in the key national tournaments; the Pulse is predominantly made 
up of Wellington players who also form the nucleus of the Silver Ferns Team.  

This is aspirational but highly achievable.  It will require the sport to lift to another level and it will 
require everyone to be on the ñsame pageò and work as team for the betterment of Wellington netball.  
All of this can be done if the Wellington netball community want it hard enough and is committed to 
making it happen.   

It would certainly create an enduring legacy for the next generation of netballers.  

 

1. An exciting future ahead 

When asked about whether the current Centre/Region structure is working as well as it could almost 
without exception people said it was not and that it could be improved.  When asked how this might 
be done there was a general acknowledgement the Region is here to stay and that it was gradually 
ñlifting its gameò but it needed to go a lot further, and that the Centres could be retained in some form 
but there was no consensus about the form they should take or their future viability.  

This part of the Report lays out a future regional structure.  It picks up the subject headings from the 
previous section and expands them with a series of recommendations.  It considers future structural 
options and concludes with a key recommendation for improvement, an implementation plan and a 
timeframe.   

 

2. Making better use of scarce resources: rechanneling a minimum $500,000 (indicative) a year 
into the playing and development of netball  

To recap: in the previous section this Report commented on the amount of duplication from the 
current regional structure, the high cost of administration (overheads, wages/salaries) and the very 
modest amount (relative to other sports) going to the playing and development part of the sport.   

This Report does not wish to second guess the future budget arising from its recommendations but it 
is evident there will be savings from reducing the cost of administration, overheads and salaries and 
wages and from consolidating the current income streams (mainly affiliation fees and 
trusts/sponsorships, a large proportion of which is used to cover expenses rather than reinvest into 
the playing part of netball) that can be rechanneled into the playing/development of the sport. 

An indicative figure is a minimum of $500,000 a year.  This figure is consistent with the 60% level that 
other sport organisations invest into their sport (netball is currently 25%). 60% for netball would 
represent $519,000 - an increase of $400,000 above the 2009 level.  

This represents a significant financial opportunity to Wellington netball that could be spent on player, 
coaching, umpiring and club capability initiatives that are currently not being done to the extent they 
need to in order to get Wellington into the top echelons of NZ netball. 

The above gives two indicative baselines figures: 
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a) 60% (minimum) as a benchmark percentage to spend on the playing part of netball and  
 

b) 40% (maximum) on administration and support services  

 

3. Regaining Wellingtonôs mojo: winning on the Court by improving the quality of 
competitions, performances and pathways  

Improving competitions and performance 

To recap: the performance of a small number of teams has been acknowledged but generally there is 
a lack of consistency by Wellington teams at national tournaments yet here is a sense that Wellington 
can and should do far better.   

There is no simple answer nor is there a silver bullet that will provide a convenient quick fix solution 
but it is well known that top quality coaches are a key part of the answer and when aligned with the 
other elements of the playerôs physical, mental and technical conditioning programmes, it frequently 
results in very high performing teams who attract other top players and coaches thereby creating a 
continuous cycle of excellence.    

In this respect the consultation highlighted a possible weakness in the competition structure which this 
Reports feels needs to be addressed.  

The bulk of the present competition structure is based almost entirely around the Centres.  Each week 
the Centre teams play each other: thus the Hutt Valley teams play the other teams from the same 
area at the Taita courts.  The same applies to the other four Centres - Wellington, Kapi Mana, Kapiti 
and Wairarapa.  

It is acknowledged that a certain number of club teams compete in the recently introduced Regional 
Super League (RSL).  This is an excellent regional initiative because it enables senior club teams 
from the Centres to compete against each other on a promotion/relegation basis for much of the year.   

The downside to this is the number of teams per club is limited which means some teams that would 
compete well at the RSL do not get the chance to and some Centre teams that do compete are, by 
virtue of their lack of player strength, out of their depth.  This Report encourages the RSL 
management to continue to refine the quality of the competition.  

Above this is the national scene where there are opportunities for selected players to compete in the 
Under Age, NPC and Cook Strait competitions.  

This Report proposes that netball goes further than this by restructuring the weekly competition and 
turn it from a Centre based club competition into a regional based inter club one.  

At a specified level, for example Senior B and above, the Centre club teams should compete in a 
weekly inter club competition.  Based on the weekly draw, Wellington Centre teams for example 
would do what most other sports do - play home and away games against club teams from the other 
Centres.  

It is not expected this would apply to lower grade and social teams who would continue to play in their 
Centre competitions. 

The reason for this proposal is to improve the performance of the Wellington senior players.  Playing 
in Centres must create a sense of familiarity about the opposition, playing environment, coaching and 
umpiring styles.  There is nothing challenging about this ï a case of same as, same as.  Indeed, it has 
been suggested it has created a comfort zone that cannot be good for the Regionôs top players. 

By travelling and playing against other Centre teams in different environments ï courts, supporters, 
different coaching and umpiring styles and the like - must help these players prepare for similar 
conditions when they play in regional and national tournaments.  This applies not only to players but 
coaches, umpires and bench officials too. 

As referred to earlier in this Report, other sports such as hockey, rugby, cricket and football, travel 
and there ought to be no reason why netball should be different.  

The comment was made that travel is an issue.  The Report feels this can be managed, for example 
through car pooling and the like.  The point being Wellingtonôs top players need to compete in as 
many different environments as possible as part of the conditioning process for the tougher 
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competitions that lie ahead where they have no choice but to adapt quickly or suffer as a 
consequence.  

Another comment was about the weekend draws.  Currently this is done by the Centres. In other 
sports it is done by the regional office.   

Likewise, umpire allocation. This too is deemed a special Centre function.  Other sports manage to 
arrange umpires at senior and junior levels by their regional office and there ought to be no reason 
why netball canôt.  

It is strongly advised that netball looked to other sports on how they operate their competitions, draws 
and allocation of umpires and other game officials such as touch judges.  There are lessons netball 
can learn from other forward thinking sports.  

Recommendation 1 

It is recommended that a weekly inter club competition be set up for senior teams, similar to that run 
by other sports, where club teams play home and away games against club teams from the other 
Centres.  

As part of this it is recommended that the Reportôs advice about netball modelling off other sports in 
terms of competition management be considered and applied where appropriate. 

 

An interesting observation is the performance of the Silver Ferns and Australian teams against the 
World invitation team.  Despite being the top two teams in the world both teams were beaten.  It was 
suggested a reason for this was the Invitation teamôs unfamiliar style of play took the Worldôs # 1 and 
2 by surprise.  This is the point being made above about modifying the Centre competition format. 

Standardising pathways 

Pathways, including training and qualifying standards, were discussed with coaches, umpires and a 
bench official.  

The conclusion reached is that in the main there are reasonably clear pathways for coaches, umpires 
and bench officials that are backed by good quality training and support but for coaches there is room 
for improvement, for example, agreeing on coach qualification criteria (level 1 ï 3 system vs. 
modules) so that aspiring coaches know what they need to do to attain regional, national and 
international ranking.  The trick is to ensure the region has a coaching system that aligns with the 
national coaching strategy.   

Recommendation 2 

It is recommended that a workshop be held to review current coaching qualification and pathways to 
ensure consistency in qualifications (levels or modules), that pathways are clearly defined and 
attainable and that ongoing training reflects best international practice.  

 

 

Utilising Development Officersô expertise and knowledge 

During the consultations the point was raised about the role of development officers (DO).  The 
capability survey and subsequent follow up showed two schools of thought.  

The first is the traditional one where each Centre has its own DO who is responsible for the 
ñdevelopmentò (however defined) of netball in their area.  

The other is a more holistic approach where DOs with different skills work as a team across the 
region in a strategically coordinated manner.   

This Report supports the team approach. 
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Recommendation 3 

It is recommended that a holistic and coordinated strategy be applied by utilising the specific skills 
and knowledge of Development Officers as a team across the entire region for the benefit of 
participants and clubs. 

 

 

Creating a culture of excellence and pride 

Reference has been made about Wellington netball regaining its mojo, its pride, its belief in itself.  
This was referred to frequently throughout the consultations. 

The first step is to create a culture of excellence.  Excellence is not just confined to players or 
coaches but to every aspect of netball.  It is critical to creating a winning culture. 

Other sports like rowing and other regions like Canterbury have it and there is no reason why 
Wellington netball ought not too as well.  

 

4. Excellence means a world class regional delivery structure  

To recap: currently there are 5 Centres, one Region and the Pulse, each with their own governance 
and administration systems and each at varying stages of development and capability.   

The question to be asked is: is the current regional structure working as well as it could, if not how 
can it be improved to achieve the best outcomes for the sport?  

If the answer is ñYesò, the system is working well, then apart from the areas about improving 
capability and services outlined in Part B, nothing further needs to be done.  

If the answer is ñNoò, and the system can be improved, the question is, what needs to be improved; 
what is its impact on the sportôs capability and growth strategy; how is it to be done; what other 
options, if any, are available; what resources and effort are required to achieve the strategy and will 
the gains outweigh the losses?  

 

a) What needs to be improved? 

Sections 1 and 2 spell this out in detail. 

b) Its impact on the delivery of services? 

Positive ï if it improves the present situation.  

c) How is it to be done? 

By implementing the very best structure possible delivering quality services and programmes in a 
manner that meets the needs of clubs and stakeholders  

d) Other delivery options?  

The Report opens the way for the Region, Centres and clubs to examine and debate a range of 
options.  No system is perfect but the critical issue is to develop one that will serve the best interest of 
netball over the next 15 ï 20 years. 

e) Resources and effort required? 

Collectively the sport has a significant pool of resources.  Even so extra resources will be needed.   

f) Timeframe? 

One year to be fully locked in based on a series of planned and measurable steps.  

g) Gains outweigh the losses? 

Yes, if the right option(s) is implemented.  
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5. Options for a future regional structure 

In the context of retaining the regional infrastructure in one form or other, the following is an outline of 
options for consideration: 

 

1. Status quo i.e. do nothing and hope the Region and Centre structure will sort itself out.  

The fact the Region and the Centres agreed to this Review suggests this is not likely to 
happen and that there are better alternatives to the current structure.  

2. The above i.e. the status quo but gear up the Region to provide better services to the 
Centres. 
 
This is a short term band-aid solution.  It does not address the longer term structural issue.   
 

3. Reduce the number of Centre by encouraging them to amalgamate, for example, Kapi Mana 
and Kapiti (and consider an alignment between Wairarapa and Palmerston North).  

It should be considered but it only partly addresses the longer term structural issue  

4. Encourage all five Centres to merge with the Region. 

This will only work if every Centre agrees.  It will require leadership and vision but there are 
people in the Region and Centres who have both and are capable of making it happen.  

5. The Region to focus on the two largest Centres on the grounds that this is where the growth 
of the sport is and let the others run their competitions and generally focus on the well being 
of the game locally as best they can.  

This strategy is seen to favour a select few.  Nor does it address the structural issue. 
Furthermore the Region is constitutionally bound to work with every Centre in its area. 

All five options have advantages and disadvantages but none of them provide a solution to the longer 
term structural issue.  

There are two further options:  

Option 6  Adopt a simple, tried and tested structure for the Wellington regional structure.  

 

Option 7 Adopt a modified version of Option 6  

Whatever option is chosen it will need to be properly project managed with a project plan, budget, 
actions, timeline and communications plan. 
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Option 6 ð Adopt a simple, tried and tested structure used by other 
sports 
 

If a ñclean sheet of paperò approach was applied to the present netball structure it would probably be 
quite different than it is today.  

It is likely it would be a three tier structure similar to that of other sports ï that is - national office, 
regions and clubs/schools, with a strong well resourced regional body capable of:  

¶ Delivering high national quality strategies, programmes and services tailored to meet the 
needs of its clubs (national strategy, regionally delivered, locally owned). 
 

¶ Implementing clearly defined, adequately resourced and attainable pathways across the 
region - grass roots through to international. 
 

¶ Improving the quality of club and regional competitions. 
 

¶ Assisting clubs to improve their capability. 
 

¶ Creating a unified Wellington look and feel via marketing, communications, web site, IT, 
events strategies. 

This would mean winding down the Centre system to create a three tier delivery structure similar to 
the tried and tested ones of other sport organisations i.e. national office (NNZ), region (NWR) and 
clubs/schools.  
 
It will create a regional structure that is capable of:  
 

a) Applying best practice governance and administration standards with the ability to deliver 
services and programmes directly ñdown the lineò to clubs, schools and the local community.  

This will be achieved by establishing the Region as one stop service shop.  

b) Delivering a senior competition format that improves the quality of the high performance 
programme as well as meets the needs of junior and social players. 

This will be achieved by restructuring the competition for senior players as described in this Report 
while meeting the needs of junior and social players.  

c) Creating new opportunities to grow the sport. 

This will be done by creating a regional structure where roles, responsibilities and accountabilities of 
each party are clearly understood; where wasteful duplication is eliminated; cost efficiencies are 
achieved; programmes are aligned with national policy and delivered regionally; fundraising is 
coordinated and where there are clear lines of communication between the Region and clubs/schools.  

1. Governance and administration  

¶ The current netball governance (board) structure of the Region and the Pulse Franchise 
operating independently as two separate boards with a representative(s) from both 
organisations on the board of the other should remain for the time being.  

The model for this is the WRFU/Hurricanes governance structure which, for reasons of their legal and 
competition status, constitutional mandate and regional composition, operates independently of each 
other. 

Recommendation 4 

It is recommended that the current two board governance structure of Netball Wellington Region and 
the Pulse Franchise be retained in the short term and for reasons of strategic continuity a 
representative(s) from the Region and Pulse continue to be appointed to each board. 
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¶ In order to drive the growth and development of netball in the region consideration should be 
given over the next two - three years to combining the Region and Pulse governance boards 
into a single board. 

 

Recommendation 5 

It is recommended that within the next two - three years consideration be given merging the boards of 
Netball Wellington Region and the Pulse Franchise into a single governance board. 

 

The Pulseôs administration should be managed by the Region for a management fee similar to that 
practiced by the Hurricanes and WRFU.  

Longer term, for strategic and logistical reasons and for reasons of creating critical mass and because 
of its high media profile and the logic of turning the Pulse Franchise into the flagship for netball in the 
Wellington region, consideration should be given to merging the Pulse operational functions, including 
its marketing and sponsorship, with the Netball Wellington Region into a single organisation.  

 

Recommendation 6 

It is recommended that in the short term the administration of the Pulse Franchise be managed by 
Netball Wellington Region for a fee to be negotiated.  

In the longer term it is recommended that consideration be given to merging the operational functions 
of both organisations into a single organisation.  

 

 

2. Netball Wellington Region to become a one stop service shop  

The Region should be geared up to become a one stop service shop responsible for delivering 
programmes and services to clubs and schools.  

It will mean the Region will have to focus on becoming a service organisation where clubs (and 
schools) are able to access quality resources, advice and information from a single source (as 
opposed to starting from scratch, sourcing them from Centres, other clubs or from third 
parties),delivered effectively and in a timely manner.  

To achieve this, the Region will need to have a stronger and better resourced administration structure 
than is the case at the moment.   

It will need to be adequately resourced both in terms of money and people (numbers and skills).  

Properly managed the new regional structure will achieve a number of prime objectives.  

¶ Eliminate duplication and make better use of scarce resources.  
 

¶ Provide professional programme support and advisory services to clubs. 
 

¶ Enable an aligned and integrated approach in the services delivered by the national office 
to the Region and from there to clubs in a manner tailored to meet clubsô specific needs. 
 

¶ Clearly define who is responsible for delivering what with accountability for results. 
 

¶ Create a high performance competition structure and culture with clearly defined 
pathways. 
 

¶ Strengthen the role of the DOs by incorporating them into the new structure and 
deploying them strategically as a team across the region. 

 



29 

 

Although the final composition of the regional office will be a matter for the Regionôs Board and CEO it 
is suggested that the operational functions of the Region could be divided into two operational areas 
(Exhibit 14). 
 

1. Administration and Marketing/Business Development  
 
The Region will provide administration support for the Pulse and work with them on marketing and 
business development initiatives.  
 

2. Player Development and High Performance with support units comprising 
 

¶ Development officers (coordinate and work with the other DOs across the region) 

¶ Competition programme (incl draws) ï  junior, social and senior 

¶ Coaching 

¶ Umpire/Bench officials 

¶ High performance. 

The volunteer base of each Centre should be retained and encouraged to continue their involvement 
in netball. 

This model will involve winding down the Centres but in the process certain guarantees should be 
negotiated between the Region and the Centres.  For example use of surplus funds; running 
traditional tournaments and events and acknowledgement of life/honorary membership.  Staff 
positions will be subject to the requirements of the employment law.  

In respect of surplus funds it is suggested there should be some form of sunset arrangement after 
which the balance of accumulated funds (if any) are transferred to the Region.  A trust, similar to 
WRFUôs, could be used for managing such funds.  

For high value assets like pavilions it is proposed they be put into a trust (if this has not already been 
done) with the trustees drawn from the relevant Centre.  The National Hockey Stadium Trust could 
provide a useful model.  

Steps should be taken to implement the above prior to the commencement of the 2010 season. 

Exhibit 14 Wellington Netball Region structure: One stop service shop provider 
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3. Disadvantages and advantages of Option 6 

Summary of main disadvantages 
 

¶ Cost and time of implementing the new structure. 
 

¶ A more centralised approach to sport governance and administration. 
 

¶ Changing a traditional part of the administration of netball.  
 

¶ Sense of loss of sovereignty and for some individuals, a sense of a loss of status and 
involvement. 

Summary of main advantages  

The Regional one stop service shop will enable netball to achieve a number of important objectives. 
For instance it will enable the Region to: 

¶ Build a leadership role with a single voice for netball in the region.  
 

¶ Maintain a strategic overview of the health of the sport regionally and locally and 
monitor the allocation of scarce resources. 

 

¶ Ensure consistency and quality of the services/programmes delivered to clubs and 
schools. 

 

¶ Create a single regional profile/brand for sponsors as well as generate income 
separate from/additional to trust grants and player levies. 

 

¶ Create a more professional approach to the administration of the game. 
 

¶ Create a ñflow onò model for similar services to be provided by clubs/schools to their 
members. 
 

¶ Coordinate the different elements of the sport to enable them to interact more 
effectively as well as interact with other/external sport and community organisations. 
 

¶ Allow volunteers to do what they volunteered for in the first place - to be involved in 
the playing part of netball (as opposed to taking minutes and doing the petty cash) 
and thus enabling netball to continue to benefit from their commitment and 
knowledge. 

 

¶ Build stronger links between the Region and clubs/schools directly and via the DOs. 
 

¶ Ensure the local club/community ownership and flavour of the sport is retained. 
 

¶ Build a platform for the Region and the Pulse to work together 

This Report believes the ñclean sheetò strategy based on Netball Wellington Region as the 
provider and deliverer of programmes and services to clubs, similar to that of other sports, is 
the best model for the Wellington region.  

 

Recommendation 7 

It is recommended that Option 6 be adopted and implemented prior to the commencement of the 
2010 season. 
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Option 7  Adopt a modified version  of Option 6  

Option 7 is to gear up the Regional office to be a one stop service shop for the entire region as set out 
in Option 6, responsible for delivering programmes and services to clubs/schools (Exhibit 15) and to 
retain the current Centres but redefine their role by making them administrators of the local 
competitions.   

This option is included in this Report for reasons of practical and political reality.  It is intended to be a 
short term, interim solution rather than a longer term one.  

Reference has been made to the effect that the current Centre structure has created a group of 
autonomous bodies who operate independently of each other and the Region (the term ñsiloò was 
used on several occasions).  Although this is a reflection of the needs of the sport in the past, times 
have changed and in practical terms it no longer represents best practice 21

st
 Century sports 

management and structures.  

This Report has stated that it believes the clean sheet regional strategy of region and club is the best 
model.  However as an alternative, a modified version of the current structure option is put forward for 
consideration.  It is not the status quo and as with option 6 it will mean change. 

 

¶ Retain the five Centres but over time encourage Kapi Mana and Kapiti to amalgamate to form 
one strong Centre (which means there would either be four Centres ï Wellington, Hutt Valley, 
Kapi Mana ï Kapiti and Wairarapa, or three if Wairarapa aligned with Palmerston North). 
 

¶ The Centres would become administration units responsible for administering local 
competitions.  They would be run by an administrator who would be employed by the Region 
and be accountable for their performance based on KPIs agreed between the Region and the 
clubs. 
 

¶ Each Centre would have its own development officer who is employed by the Region who will 
coordinate them to work with the other DOs as a team across the region in their speciality 
fields. 
 

¶ The Centre boardôs governance role would become an advisory role (to be called the Centre 
Advisory Group) to the administrator.  This may or may not require the present number of 
current board members but this can be decided by each Centre. 
 

¶ To strengthen and ensure ongoing communications between the Centres and the Region, the 
Centre Advisory Groups should meet with the Regionôs board on a regular basis, at least 
once a year. 
 

¶ Affiliation fees are to be remitted directly to the Region. 

 

¶ The volunteer base of each Centre should be retained and encouraged to continue their 
involvement in netball. 
 

¶ As outlined in Option 6 guarantees, surplus funds and high value assets will need to be 
negotiated and professionally managed. 
 

Steps should be taken to implement the new structure before the commencement of the 2010 season 

Within the following two years consideration the Centres should be incorporated into the Region (as 
per Option 6).  

Advantages and disadvantages of Option 7 are basically the same as those outlined above in Option 
6.   
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Change is a big challenge and the loss of sovereignty will encourage some to reject any change on 
the grounds of ñwhy fix it if it isnôt brokenò.  The points raised in this Report ought to be reason 
enough.  

 

Exhibit 15 Wellington Netball Region structure: modified regional structure 
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Part B Centre capability evaluation  

The purpose of the evaluation is to improve the capability
1
 of the Centres.  A comment on this is in 

Attachment 3.  If no changes are made to the regional structure, by doing the capability evaluation 
survey the Centres will have a best practice checklist (Attachment 4).  In this context Netball 
Wellington Region should also undertake a similar capability evaluation. 

 Recommendation 8 

 It is recommended that the Centres implement the findings of the capability evaluation. 

Further, in 2010 Netball Wellington Region undertakes a similar capability evaluation similar to the 
one conducted of the Centres. 

 

The responses from the Centres, particularly their self ranking where many scored themselves 5 
(excellent), gives the impression the Centres are exceedingly well run to the extent they are far ahead 
of other sport clubs and regional bodies.  It is questionable whether this is correct. 

More likely it is a reflection of an over optimistic assessment of current practices by the Centre 
representatives and a case of ñwhat they donôt know, they donôt knowò syndrome.  The counter to the 
optimistic self rating is the findings from the research and consultation process and experience with 
other sport organisations.  For these reasons the self ratings have been scaled back to reflect a more 
accurate representation of the Centresô capability (Exhibit 16).  

Exhibit 16 Summary of survey ratings 

Activity Rating 

(Centre average) 

Governance 

- Board/mngt cmte 

- Sub cmtes 

 

            3.5 

            3.3 

Administration             3.4 

Plans 

- Strategic 

- Business  

                 

            3.5 

            3.6 

Financial mngt             3.6 

Volunteers             4.0 

Relationships             2.4 

Value              3.8 

 
Communications 
 

            3.6 

Centre average             3.5 

                                                           
1
  According to the Concise Oxford Dictionary ñcapabilityò is having the ability or fitness or necessary quality for 

the task at hand.  
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Indicative implementation plan and timeframe  

Implementation of the Reportôs recommendations should be conducted in a series of planned and 
timed stages. 

Stage 1 - First 12 months from receipt of this Report 

February 2010 
 

¶ Release the Report to the Regionôs Board/CEO, the five Centre Boards/CEOs and the Pulse 
Board/CEO for feedback via a formally structured briefing process.  

 

¶ Centres and Pulse Boardôs to consider the Reportôs recommendations with initial feedback to 
the Regionôs Board/CEO. 

 

¶ Regionôs Board to convene a meeting of Centres and Pulse to discuss feedback with a 
preferred Option (6 or 7) and outline of the next step(s) with a timeframe. 

 
March/April 2010 

 

¶ The Regionôs Board/CEO to develop a project plan and establish a project team with the 
Regionôs Board/CEO being responsible for oversight of the project plan and team. 
 

¶ Project plan to include budget and timeframes, communications strategy, advice about 
constitutional requirements and transition process. 
 

¶ Regionôs Board/CEO to advise Centres and Pulse of project plan and team. 
 

April/May 
 

¶ Commence first stages of the implementation of the project plan 
 

¶ Conduct capability evaluation of the Region (and if applicable, monitor the results of same for 
Centres 
 

June/July 
 

¶ Commence implementation of transition stage (from current to the new structure). 
 
August/October 
 

¶ Complete the transition stage. 
  

November/December 

¶ Regional restructure in place and operational. 

 

Stage 2 ï Second 12 months 

March 2011  

¶ Monitor progress of new structure and fine tune if necessary.  
 

¶ Monitor the results of same for Centres (if applicable). 

 

Stage 3 ï Third 12 months 
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¶ Evaluate the results of the new structure. 

Conclusion  ð Change wonõt happen by itself  

The most difficult part of this Report is for the netball leaders, many of whom have been with their 
Centres for many years, to stand back and objectively assess the longer term sustainability of their 
Centre.  
 
For some this will not be easy.   

The following quote (suitably modified) is by the author of this Report taken from his report on NZ 
Rugby Leagueôs 15 District structure. 

ñFor Wellington netball to go to another level in its development and generate its share of 
resources, members, media profile and public support it has to become more professional at 
what it does at every level.  This may be a tough call but Wellington netball is competing 
against a vast array of sporting, community, recreational and entertainment options where 
members, customers and consumers have many ways to use their leisure time.  Wellington 
netball has to be in a position to compete successfully against all of them.ò  

Change wonôt happen by itself.  It has to be led and people have to buy into it.  

The real test of a leader is to recognise that change is inevitable and will come as a result of one of 
two factors ï leadership or crisis.  If there is no leadership then crisis will drive strategy and ultimately 
the fate of their sport.  

This Report is confident that the leaders and supporters of netball in Wellington have the vision, 
energy and the capability to plan and manage change for the good of the sport.  
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Attachments  

Atta chment 1 Regional structure review: terms of reference  

 

   Netball Wellington Region  Structure Review  

Terms of Reference  

Purpose  

1. The purpose of the Structure Review (the Review) is to develop a structure for netball 

delivery and administration that meets  the netball needs of the community from the 

grassroots through to the elite in our region.  

Background  

2. At this yearõs Annual General Meeting the Netball Wellington Region Board (the Board) 

tabled a terms of reference that asked the members if the structure  of Netball in the 

Wellington Region needed to be reviewed.  

3. It was agreed at the AGM that Centres would discuss this proposal and come back to 

the Board with their views.  

4. NZCT have indicated that funding for netball will be limited in the future under the current 

structures, but that a structure that reduces duplication  and that is more efficient and 

effective at delivering netball will be more favourable.  

5. On May 24 th the Board, representatives of the Centres and Kate Agnew from Netball 

New Zealand met to discuss/brainstorm about:  

¶ Where are we as a region now? What do we do well?  

¶ What the objectives of the Review should be  

¶ What the Scope of the Review should be  

¶ How the Review should be undertaken  

¶ What the time frames are.  

Objectives of the Review  

6. The obje ctive of the Review is to identify the best structure for efficient and successful 

administration and delivery of the Netball in the region.  This should include:  

¶ the alignment of goals, resources and focus across netball within the region. 

Alignment with  Netball NZ and the Franchise  

¶ that the structure produces the desired outcome and achieves the measure of 

success1 

¶ a clear process for implementation.  

Scope of the Review  

7. The scope of the Review encompasses all aspects of netball within the region, from 

Go vernance structures to operations, administration through to volunteers, marketing, 

best practice, finances, and more. 2 
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8. The review is to include analysis of other sporting codes and other netball regions, and 

franchises.  

9.  There were a few areas that it wa s agreed did not need to be included in the Review. 

They were :  

¶ event management  

¶ the details of development programmes and competition structures  

¶ areas that NWR and centres have little control over.  

10. There was some discussion around whether the Franchise s hould or should not be 

included in the scope of the Review as the region is a 25% shareholder. It was decided 

that the franchise should be included in terms of how we could align the administration 

and operational support with the franchise, and what optio ns we have for shared 

resources and work together.   

 

Methodology  

11. It was agreed that an Independent Reviewer be sought for the Review, dependent on 

funding.  

12. The NWR Board will be responsible for appointing and overseeing the Independent 

Reviewer.  

13. The Indep endent Reviewer will develop a project plan, collect and collate relevant 

information, and engage with the Board, NWR staff and Centres and other netball 

members as appropriate.  

14. The Independent Reviewer will present a final paper to all parties involved th at will;  

¶ provide an assessment of our current structure identifying strengths and weaknesses  

¶ provide alternative structure option(s), with pros and cons for the structure(s) that will 

enable NWR to maximise  its potential and/or achieve its goals 2.  

¶ recomme nd a structure  

¶ potential options for alignment with the franchise  

¶ include a clear process for the implementation of the recommended structure, 

including time frames.  

 

Timeframes  

Development of Terms of Reference from 

24 May meeting information  

June  

Agreem ent with Terms of Reference from 

Representatives/Centre level groups  

June  

Confirmation of Funding  June  

Engage Independent Reviewer  July 

                                                           
2
 For a full list of the measures of success for NWR in the future please see Appendix B and for the full list of 

óNWR in 5 years timeô see Appendix C. 

2
 For a full list of the topics to be included please see Appendix A 
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Independent Reviewer conducts the 

Review  

July ð October  

Independent Reviewer presents findings 

and recommendation to  key stakeholders  

October  

Vote regarding future Structure for NWR  Late October  

Implementation  November onwards  
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Attachment 2 Consultation ð list of people interview ed 

Netball Wellington Region  

Board 

Ann Hay ï Chairperson 

Cathy Roa 

Vanya Pyne 

Nigel Kirkpatrick 

Carol Sander 

Christine Waaka 

Bonnie McLean 

Bary Hollow  

Don Owen (former Board Member) 

Staff 

Raewyn Clarke ï Regional Manager 

Lindsay Murdoch ï Coachforce and Officials Development Officer 

Waimarama Taumaunu ï Coachforce HP Manager  

 

Pulse Franchise 

Nigel Kirkpatrick - Chairperson 

Bridget Abernethy - CEO 

 

NNZ  

 Kate Agnew ï Operations Manager 

 

College Sports 

Tracey Devereux ï Sport Manager 

Centres 

 Wellington 

  Paulette OôReilly ï Chairperson 

  Andrew Petrie ï Game Manager 

 Hutt Valley 

  Karen Sagaga ï Chairperson 

  Joanne Paora ï Development Officer 

  Phillipa Whitney - Manager 

 

Kapi Mana 

Elaine Wi ï Chairperson 

Janice Kelemete ï Board 

  Tara Grennell - Manager 
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 Kapiti 

  Sandra Bednarek - Manager 

 Wairarapa 

  Kim Whiteman - Manager 

Coaches 

Gail Parata ï NPC 1 

Barbara Webster ï NPC 2 

Marianne Delaney ï Under 21 

Rita Aiono ï Under 19 

 

Umpires 

 Ann Hay ï NZ Umpire 

Sue Geale ï NZ Umpire and Regional Panel Member 

 

Bench Official 

 Bernice Robertson 

 

Wellington Rugby Football Union 

 Greg Peters - CEO 

 

Wellington Cricket Association 

 Peter Clinton ï Development Manager 

 

Wellington Hockey Association 

 Paddy Frankenberg ï NHS Trust Committee 

 

Capital Football  

 Grant Herman - CEO 

 

NZ Community Trust 

Tony Gill - National Grants Manager 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

http://www.nzct.org.nz/nzct-s-people/#1002
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Attachment 3 Centre capability evaluation Report  

 

The following covers in broad terms the main findings of the capability evaluation survey (refer 
Attachment 4). 

Several areas are commented on in detail in Sections 2 and 3 and will not be duplicated in this part of 
the Report. 

The two sets of ratings referred to below (ratings are on a scale of 1 ï 5 with 1 = very poor and 5 = 
excellent) are a self rating by the Centres and for purposes of comparison the average rating for a 
representative sample of other sports is shown. 

Centre Capability Evaluation  

 

Legal structure 

All five Centres are incorporated societies and as such they are independent legal entities, 
responsible for meeting their statutory requirements and mandate to their members. 

 

Governance structure 

Four of the Centres have been in existence for 50 years or more. Four of them have boards, one has 
an executive committee, they have an average number of 7 of which the majority are elected with the 
balance being appointed/co-opted.  It was stated the boards know their roles, have the appropriate 
skills, meetings are held monthly, are run formally and AGMs are generally well attended.   

Centresô rating = 3.5  
 

Sportsô rating = 3.7 ï 3.8. 

 

Sub committees 

Three Centres operate sub committees, two do not.  Of those who do the number of sub committees 
ranged from 3 ï 10.  A number advised they have trouble getting people to stand for them.  This often 
means the same group of people running the Centre and its amenities year after year.  The danger of 
this is volunteer burnout resulting in declining volunteer numbers. 

Centresô rating = 3.3  
 

Sportsô rating = 3.5 ï 3.7 

 

Administration 

All Centres have paid administrator who are supplemented by some form of volunteer support often in 
the form of a Hon Treasurer and sometimes a Hon Secretary.  The surveys showed a mixed response 
about whether 

¶ Staff/volunteers have the requisite skills (yes) 

¶ Adequate resources (some do, some do not) 

¶ Training (60% do), 

¶ Whether numbers are sufficient for the smooth running of the Centre (40% just/no) 

¶ Numbers are sustainable for the future (mixed) 

Although administration is dealt with earlier in this Report the above highlights an issue that was not 
addressed - the need of administrators (paid and voluntary) to have the tools and skills to do their job 
adequately.  Of equal importance is whether current numbers are sustainable in the future.  This 
Report believes that on balance they are not. 

Centresô rating = 3.4  
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Sportsô rating = 3.1 ï 3.9 

 

Strategic Plans 

The Centres have strategic plans, most have been developed within the last three years and most 
operate by it but only one had involved member input into the plan.  It is becoming standard practice 
to invite members to comment on the plan, often via the website.   

60% had not costed their plan which raises the question about the financial viability of their plans 
(even though all of the Centres said their plans were viable) yet the same percentage (60%) claim to 
have the resources to implement their plan. This raises the question: on what grounds is this 
assumption based? 

Many strategic plans fail after the first year or year two primarily because most plans are based on 
current year income/expenditure which does not take into account the future cost associated with 
delivering more services, increasing cost of programmes and so forth and the need to generate the 
funds to pay for them. 

One of the most crucial functions of all board is longer term strategic planning. Essentially this 
involves in depth thinking about where the organisation aims to be in a given period (say 4 - 5 years), 
what it needs to do to get there, the resources it needs and how it measures its progress. 
 
The plan should cover matters like:  

¶ Governance and administration (including HR and IT) 

¶ Sport development 

¶ High performance 

¶ Resources ï money and people, equipment and facilities and their ongoing 
maintenance and upgrade 

¶ Marketing/communications 

¶ Fundraising 

Monitoring and measuring the planôs performance is standard practice. ñWhat gets measured gets 
done.ò (Bill Gates). Plans need to have SMART objectives (Specific, Measurable, Attainable, 
Relevant and Timely) thus it is important their metrics/KPIs (key performance indicators) do not set 
the organisation up for failure.   

Centresô rating = 3.5  
 

Sportsô rating = 3.5 ï 4.2 

 

Business plans 

Three Centres have business plans, two do not.  

Whereas the strategic plan is longer term and big picture, the business plan is short term (12 months), 
is underpinned by the strategic plan, sets out the details of the organisationôs operational activities for 
the year and is the responsibility of management or, in the case of smaller organisations, the 
board/management committee to meet the planôs KPIs. 

The function of a business plan is essentially twofold: 

¶ Implement the main elements of the strategic plan each year as prioritised by the 
board  

¶ Manage the normal operating activities of the organisation.  

The business plan should align with the strategic plan ï thus the strategic and business plans 
complement each other as opposed to each of them operating independently.  

The business plan should be accompanied by: 

¶ A budget (income and expenditure), balance sheet and cash flow.  
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¶ Performance indicators and reporting requirements (by staff and subcommittees).  

The plan should be approved by the board to ensure it is affordable and is consistent with the boardôs 
strategic direction and yearly priorities. 

 

Centresô rating = 3.6  
 

Sportsô rating = 3.2 ï 4.0 
 

Policies 

Most Centres have policies that cover relevant areas of their activities and in most instances policies 
are reviewed and updated as required.  
 

Where appropriate, approximately half the Centres involve their clubs in policy development. 

This Report makes the point that policies have a purpose ï to set the standards and procedures for 
members by the governing body (national office, district or club).   

Policies are for the health, safety and protection of members and the integrity and reputation of the 
organisation and for these reasons sanctions ought to apply for breaches.  

Policies ought to be regularly reviewed and updated to reflect changing social, cultural and 
environmental conditions.   

 

Membership 

Membership is commented on in detail in Section 2. 

 

Facilities 

A summary of facilities shows  

¶ Number of courts per Centre ranged from 10 ï 17 plus school courts 
 

¶ Courts are owned by the local Council (except Wairarapa who own their courts but 
not the land) for which they pay an annual fee 
 

¶ Most reported the surface quality of the courts is average to poor (which raises the 
question about accidents and safety for participants in a sport that is prone to ankle 
and knee injuries) 
 

¶ Courts are used on average 110 days a year (approximately 16 weeks) mainly in 
winter on Saturdays (although many are used during the week for competitions and 
training) for an average of 21 hours a week per court 
 

¶ The two largest Centres advised they need extra courts but the advent of indoor 
facilities will ease the pressure and allow other teams to play at the existing ones. 

For example, the Wellington Centre plans to use the Cobham stadium for its main games and 
allow schools to play at its Hataitai courts.  To expand their competition schedule they want 
access to the indoor courts as indicated below: 

o Winter: ï Saturday 12 courts - 8.00am ï 4.00pm 
Á 4 courts ï 3.00pm ï 6.00pm 

o Mid week: - all year Monday ï Thursday ï 4 courts ï 4.00pm ï 9.00pm. 

This schedule covers training and new competitions for college, social and menôsô/mixed.  

Note: as a point of interest the National Hockey Stadium is used approximately 40 weeks per year as 
follows: 
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o In the summer season it is used 3 days a week from 4 ï 9 pm 
 

o April to October it is used 7 days a week from 3 ï 9 pm and approximately 
twice a month 11 - 2pm during this period 

 
o During school holidays (May and August) the turf, if allocated to a NZ 

tournament, is used 12 hours a day (7am - 7pm), 6 days a week. 
 

¶ In the main the location of the courts/pavilion is close to the local college and schools.  
 

¶ All five Centres have pavilions, most are relatively old, state of repair (pavilion and 
facilities) is mixed but generally ok to poor, all of them are insured but only two have 
building maintenance programmes.   

 

¶ There is some ambivalence about sharing their pavilion with other sports and 
community groups to offset running costs.  The sharing of facilities ought to be given 
further consideration.  

In summary, this Reportôs impression is similar to that of bowls ï large, expensive buildings, generally 
underutilised, expensive to run and with high depreciation.  And similar to bowls, the Centres tend to 
be asset rich and cash poor. 

 

Finances 

Finances are commented on in Section 2 of this Report. However it is worth noting boards need to be 
satisfied that relying on trust funds to the extent many do is an acceptable risk and does not 
jeopardise the longer term financial viability of the organisation.   

This Report flags a note of caution about an overdue reliance on trust grant funds.  It is stressed there 
is nothing wrong in using trust funds, in fact it is a legitimate source of income.   

Of concern is that relying on trusts as a sustainable ongoing source of funds should be treated with 
caution as there have been a number of examples where trusts have not delivered the amount of 
funds expected and/or where they have changed their funding philosophy and strategy and have 
either re directed funds away from sport into other community activities or into different parts of sport.  

Both actions have had negative results for the sports concerned ï often forcing them to reduce/cut 
coaching, player development and related programmes.  This is particularly evident in the current 
economic crisis where a number of trusts have advised that due to a decline in their investment 
incomes 2009/10 grants will be greatly reduced.  

This Report endorses any move that reduces the Centresô and the Regionôs reliance on large non 
commercial (e.g. trusts) external funders and in this regards it believes it is incumbent on every board 
and manager/administrator to assess the true cost of running their sport and for participants to pay a 
fee that realistically reflects this cost.  

Financial management 

Finance is an area that has to be managed properly.  It is an area where every member expects the 
very highest standard of accountability.  For this reason it is an area of zero tolerance.  

The standard of financial management and sustainability of the Centres is on par with other sports.  
Even so an average self rating of 3.6 indicates there is room for improvement.   

¶ In two instances (40%) there was no annual budget 
 

¶ In three instances (60%) actual vs. budget was not monitored (monthly and/or year to 
date) 
 

¶ In another, financial reports were not available at meetings 

¶ In most Centres the financial management is the responsibility of the treasurer 
 

¶ In all instances accounts are audited and reported to members 
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¶ In every instance the Centres feel they are financially viable 

The latter is at variance with what was reported during the consultations in that they felt the Region 
was ñclippingò their trust grants with the resulting loss of income and as a consequence they are going 
to have to find new ways of raising money that may include a greater user pays element as well as 
gear up the commercial/business house aspect of netball (similar to bowls with its casual/business 
house competitions).  This Report suggest netball looks at what other sports like bowls, hockey and 
football are doing to generate income additional to its traditional trust grant and player levies.  

In terms of relying on specific funding sources and the risks associated with them, this Report 
suggests Centres consider a three tier strategy:  

1. Classify income into two categories: 

¶ To cover their core operating activities i.e. those it has to do to justify its existence 
e.g. deliver core programmes and services to members 
 

¶ Non core activities ï additional programmes/services i.e. nice to have but not 
immediately essential. 

 
2. Delineate funders into two categories: 

¶ ñExternalò i.e. those who have no long term commitment to the organisation e.g. 
trusts 
 

¶ ñInternalò funders i.e. those who do e.g. members and sponsors (latter have a 
commercial interest/commitment). 

 
3. From this develop a strategy to create a ñbalancedò income portfolio between internal and 
external funding sources and the level of acceptable risk associated with each of them.  

Centresô rating = 3.6  
 

Sportsô rating = 3.9 ï 4.3 

Note: it is flagged that 3.6 rating is not as good as it should be and the fact that three Centres rated 
lower than this ought to be a matter of concern to them. 
 

Subscriptions  
 
As seen in Exhibit 1 below there is a considerable range between the Centres in team subscriptions.  
 
Exhibit 1 Centre subscriptions 
 

 
Member category 

 
Range $ 

 
Average $ 

 
Senior/Open (1)  
 

 
555 - 922 

 
780 

 
College  

 
345 - 675 

 
494 

 
Schools (2) 

         Intermediate 
         Primary 

 
 
200 ï 280 
160 - 255 

 
 
245 
210 
 

 
1. Excludes one Centre who charges a per player subscription plus an umpire levy for its senior teams and administration fee 
for its college teams 
 
2. Excludes one Centre who charges a very small fee for its school teams 

 
Volunteers 
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There was insufficient hard data provided by the Centres to draw any meaningful conclusion from this 
part of the survey other than they: 

¶ Know volunteers are important to the running of netball and that they generally prefer 
enjoy the on court activities but do not know whether their volunteer numbers are 
sustainable longer term other than some of them feel numbers volunteering for 
administration work are declining due to paid staff taking over traditional volunteer 
functions  

 

¶ Agree it is becoming more difficult to recruit and retain volunteers for committee work, 
especially young people, but appear not to have any strategies to address this.    

Experience with other sports show that in the main volunteers do not volunteer to do administration 
tasks such as minute taking or doing the petty cash, preferring instead to do what they volunteered for 
in the first place ï the playing part of the game.   

Centresô rating = 4.0  
 

Sportsô rating = 4.0 ï 4.7 

 
Links/Relationships 

 

Exhibit 2 sets out the Centresô frequency of contact (most and least) and ranking of the quality of the 
relationship with other organisations like schools, sport organisations and local communities.   

Exhibit 2 Frequency and rating of Centres external contacts 

Organisation Frequency - Most Frequency - Least  Rating 

City Council  ã  4.0 

Schools  ã  3.6 

Trusts  ã  3.6 

Media   ã  3.4 

NW Region  ã  3.4 

Local community ã  3.2 

Other Centres  ã  3.2 

Sponsors ã  3.0 

RST  ɉ 2.8 

Business  ɉ 2.8 

NNZ  X 2.4 

Parents  X 2.0 

Sports organisations  X 1.4 

 

The survey showed they have a limited range of relationships with the other sport and community 
organisations and that relationships are more for pragmatic than collegial reasons.  Mainly it is to get 
information or, in the case of the City Councils, because they are the landlord.    
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Many sport organisations are not good at creating relationships outside their own sport.  In practical 
terms this is understandable as building external relationships, linkages and strategic alliances often 
requires more time than volunteers or part time staff are able to give.  

 Yet these types of relationships are highly beneficial and open up a raft of information and 
experience and sometimes project assistance, at little or no cost.  

 

Centresô rating = 2.4 
 

Sportsô rating = 2.3 ï 3.9 
 
 

Communications 
 

At a time when every sport organisation is competing for its share of funds, membership, media 
profile and public support, it is paramount that they are capable of communicating articulately and 
cost effectively to members, clubs, regions and the national office and to stakeholders ï funders, 
trusts and sponsors, suppliers (product and services) as well as the media and the public.  

Centres use a mix of mediums as their main communication tools.  They range from phones, emails, 
newsletters, letters, meetings and the web site.  The frequency of communications varies between 
weekly to ñas requiredò.  

This Report makes the point there is an expectation by young people that they will be communicated 
to in their medium ï namely emails, websites, mobile phones (texting), black berries and so on.  They 
are computer savvy and expect others to be the same.   

The Region should consider the prospect of creating a standard ñlook and feelò website for Centres 
and clubs, preferably one that is consistent with the ñlook and feelò of NNZôs website. 

Effective communications implies the information being supplied and/or communicated is relevant, 
timely, user friendly and is two way.  Simple communication audits are one way of ensuring this is the 
case.  

The reasons for doing this is to ensure that the Centreôs communications, in whatever form they take, 
reach their intended audience(s), provide constructive feedback on the effectiveness of the 
communication and enables new communication tools to be introduced and evaluated. 

 

Centresô rating = 3.6 
 

Sportsô rating = 3.3 ï 4.1 

 
Business e- technology 

 
All of the Centres use basic hard and soft e ï technology .i.e. computers, email, web sites, micro soft 
office and excel programmes, accounting package and can generate invoices.  Three use 
spreadsheets for their membership data base but none operate a membership package. 
 

Delivery, member satisfaction and value  
 
In the main the Centres feel they meet the needs of its competitive and social/recreational players and 
that the main benefits are the sportôs training/fitness, competition and social aspects. 
 
The Centres said they conduct satisfaction surveys of their members but all but one was unable to 
quantify it by providing a satisfaction rating from their most recent survey.  The one who did advised it 
had a rating of 95%. 
It is good practice for all membership based organisations to conduct regular surveys of their 
members and stakeholders.  While informal personal feedback is important it is no substitute for a 
more formal process.  Properly managed it can provide valuable information about what the 
organisation is doing well and identify areas for improvement. 



48 

 

 
In terms of whether Centres believe clubs receive value for money, the answer is Yes, Centres feel 
they do. 
 

Centresô rating = 3.8 
 

Sportsô rating = 3.5 ï 4.2 

On the question of whether clubs receive value for money from their Centres, they do in terms of On 
Court programmes but do not in terms of Off Court services for example, planning assistance and 
fundraising (in fact they compete with clubs) to improve clubôs capability.  
 
 

Strengths and Weaknesses  
 
In terms of strengths and weaknesses every Centre feels they are strong because of the 
people/volunteers involved in the sport, they provide what their members want and they run the grass 
roots of the sport well. 
 
A telling comment was ñThe Centreôs have the business of running the grass roots level of the sport 
so they need to be responsible for it.  However, there are probably smarter ways of working either 
collaboratively or collectively that will assist everyone.ò 
 
The main areas where assistance is needed are marketing, fundraising and sponsorship, planning 
and budgeting, and umpire recruitment.  The majority felt this is the combined responsibility of the 
Centres and the Region.  
 

Issues, Opportunities, Region and NNZ support 
 

a) Issues: the main issues identified in the survey were: 

¶ Funding ï declining levels, lack of long term certainly, competition for funds 

¶ Umpire allocation, recruitment and training 

¶ Quality of facilities 

¶ Expiry of leases  

¶ Updating the competition structure ensuring it stays relevant to members needs 

¶ Indoor stadium and its ability to meet the needs of the sport 

¶ Competition from commercial operators 
 

b) Opportunities: the main opportunities identified in the survey were: 

¶ Stadium and ability to extend the competition programme e.g. mid week 

¶ Tapping into the local secondary school(s) 

¶ Developing new/interesting/relevant competition programmes 
 

c) Region support: the main areas identified were: 

¶ Assist with negotiations with local councils 

¶ Assist umpire allocation 

¶ Visits by HP coaches 

¶ Funding 
 

d) NNZ support: the main areas identified were  

¶ Help promote the local/grass roots part of the sport  
 

Future 
 

This is covered in detail in Section 3 of the Report.  

 

Attachment 4 Centre capability evaluation  
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Netball Wellington Region ς Structure Review 

 

     September 2009 

 

Name of Centre .......... 

Name & Position (President/Chair, Manager/Secretary) of person filling in the evaluation survey 

 ........... 

Contact details (email and phone/fax) éééééééééééééé.......................... ................ 

1. Introduction  

This survey follows Raewynôs letter to you (27 August) about the review of the structure of Wellington 
Netball Region.  

Part of the review involves evaluating the capability of the five Centres as set out in the following 
survey.  The reason for doing this is because if members decide to opt for no change then at the very 
least the Centres (and by implication the clubs) will have a baseline set of best practice 
standards/guidelines that will help them to improve their performance.  

It would be appreciated if you would confine your answers as they apply to your Centre rather than 
the wider Wellington Regional scene. 

I appreciate this is tight deadline and thank you for your cooperation.  

2. Survey  

The survey is a ñYesò/òNoò type but provision has been made for you to comment further under the 
ñcommentò section.  Several sections ask you to give a self rating on a scale of 1 - 5 (1 = poor, 5 = 
excellent).  

The survey will be supplemented by consultations/interviews either in person or by phone.  

Please note your Centreôs participation is critical as it will help to ensure the Review is as 
representative as possible and that your views are heard.   

3. The Review Report  

The Review report will address generic issues raised by the Centres and other stakeholders.  It will 
not comment on you or your Centre although it may refer to areas of excellence and best practice.  

4. Research Material  

To assist the review process I would appreciate it if you would email (or post) to me the following -   

¶ copy of your latest annual report ,strategic and business plans 

 

¶ numbers of players, coaches, umpires and bench officials each year over the last 5 years i.e. 

2005 ï 2009 (inclusive) 
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¶ break out of players by grade and coaches and umpires by qualification e.g. level 1, 2 etc 

 

¶ staff list (including full/part time or volunteer and position e.g. administrator, secretary, paid or 
volunteer or a contract e.g. court/club maintenance person/caretaker  

 

¶ list of facilities ï number of courts and whether you have a club house/pavilion 

 

¶ copy of your player, coach, umpire talent identification/development pathways 

 

5. Club contact list 

Please email/post a list of clubs in your area, the name of the clubôs President or Chair and their 
contact details.  From this list a random group of clubs will be chosen to get their perspective on what 

their centre does well and areas for improvement.   

6. Confidentiality  

All comments arising from the survey and consultation/interview will be treated in the strictest 
confidence. 

7. Contact  

My contact details are:- 

o Email: chris.ineson@drivingforces.co.nz 

o Fax¨ (06) 364 2225 
o Post: 195 Sims Rd, Te Horo, Otaki 5581 
o Phone: 021 220 0178 (M) or 06 364 2225 

 

Finally, please contact Ann, Raewyn or me if you have any queries or points of clarification about the 
evaluation, the survey or the consultation/interview process. 

Reminder: please return the survey to me by Sunday 13 September 2009.  

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Wellington Netball Region Structure Review Survey 

Explanatory Notes  

1. The following questions are predominantly ñYesò and ñNoò type but provision has been made for 
you to add your comments in the ñCommentsò section. 

Where a rating is required would you please use a scale of 1 - 5.  

1 = poor 

2 = satisfactory 

3 = good 

4 = very good 

     5 = excellent  

2. Sustain = ability to support over the next 3 - 5 years 

3. Staff = paid ï full (FT) or part time (PT), expressed as full time equivalents (FTE) e.g. 2 x part time 
= 1 x FTE 

4. Volunteers = people who perform the function of paid staff e.g. secretary, treasurer and may be 
paid an honorarium 

5. Added value = your Centreôs ability to improve and/or increase the value of what it does in terms 
of services and programmes it delivers to its clubs and schools (where applicable)  

mailto:chris.ineson@drivingforces.co.nz
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6. Services and Programmes 

1. On the Court = relate to the sport/playing aspects of netball e.g. coaching, player 
development, competitions etc 

2. Off the Court = relate to the management/administration aspects of netball e.g. governance, 
planning, financial management, member services, sponsorship, communications, 
stakeholder and media relations etc 

7.   Comment = for you to make any comment(s) about the topic in question 

Survey 

1. Structure 

1.1 Legal status 

Is your centre an incorporated society? Yes/No 

What is the age of your centre (years)? éééééééééééééééééééééé............. 

 

1. 2  Governance  

Is the centreôs governing body  

¶ A board Yes/No 

¶ An executive/management committee? Yes/No 

How many are there on the board/committee? ééééééééééééééééééé............ 

How many are elected? ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé............ 

Number of appointed/co opted members? ééééééééééééééééééééé........... 

Does the board/committee know what its role is?      Yes/No 

The board/committee has the skills to do its job competently? Yes/No 

How frequently does it meet? éééééééééééééééééééééééééé.............. 

There is a good attendance at its AGM? Yes/No 

It runs its meetings with formal agendas, reports, minutes, meeting procedures? Yes/No 

Papers are circulated in advance of meetings? Yes/No 

How do you rate the board/committeeôs overall performance (scale of 1 ï 5)................................... 

Comment ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé........................... 

ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé.............. 

1.3 Sub Committees 

Do you have sub cmtes and approximately how many Yes/No 

More people stand for them than positions available? Yes/No 

They have terms of reference? Yes/No 

Their workload is manageable? Yes/No 

How do you rate the sub cmtes value (scale of 1- 5)? éééééééééééééééé............. 

Commentéééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé
éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé......................................... 

1.4 Administration 

The centre has administration support? Yes/No 

Is it volunteers or paid staff or both? ................................................................................................. 

If volunteers, how many? éééééééééééééééééééééééééééé............. 

What is their main role e.g. secretary/treasurer?............................................................................... 

Number of paid full/part time staff (FTE)? ......................................................................................... 

What is their main role e.g., manager, coach?................................................................................... 

Staff/volunteers have - 

¶ Resources to do their job properly?  Yes/No 
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¶ Skills to do their job competently? Yes/No 

¶ Training to improve their skills? Yes/No 

Is the number of vols/staff sufficient for the smooth running of the centre?   .Yes/No 

Is the current number sustainable in the future?      .Yes/No 

Are admin volunteers paid an honorarium?      .Yes/No 

Staff/volunteers have written job descriptions/performance reviews?   .Yes/No 

Please rate the administration of the centre (1 - 5) éééééééééééééééééé........... 

Comment éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé................. 

ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé................ 

2. Plans  

2.1 Strategic 

The centre has a current written strategic plan and operates by it? Yes/No 

The board/committee has reviewed/updated it within the last 3 years? Yes/No 

Members input into the plan? Yes/No 

The plan has been fully costed and includes a budget? Yes/No 

The centre has the resources to implement the plan Yes/No 

The planôs performance is regularly monitored & evaluated? Yes/No 

The plan is realistic and sustainable? Yes/No 

Please rate the plan (1 - 5) ééééééééééééééééééééééééééé............... 

Comment ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé............ 

éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé........... 

2.2 Business 

The centre has an annual business (operating) plan? Yes/No 

It ties back to the strategic plan?  Yes/No 

The business plan has a budget? Yes/No 

It is realistic and sustainable? Yes/No 

Please rate the business plan (1 - 5) ééééééééééééééééééééééé.............. 

Comment ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé............ 

éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé........... 

2.3 Policies 

The centre has written and up to date policies?      Yes/No 

Members are advised about them?       Yes/No 

Policies are reviewed regularly?        Yes/No 

Members are consulted/involved in policy development?     Yes/No 

3. Players, Coaches, Umpires  

3.1  Numbers  

Please supply the following information by email or post - membership broken down into: 

¶ Grades ï premier, senior, social, college, intermediate and primary 

¶ Percentage currently playingéééééééééééééééééééééééééé.% 

¶ Number of coaches, umpires and technical officials and their grading e.g. coaching level 2 

¶ Identification and development pathways for players, coaches, umpires  Yes/No 

¶ Number of teams affiliated  
o To a club?...................................................................................................................... 
o College/intermediate/school?........................................................................................ 
o Social team ï club or ñmade upò?.................................................................................. 
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3.2 Sustainability 

 In addition please complete the following ï 

¶ Is there a strategy/plan to increase and retain players, coaches, umpires? ......Yes/No 

¶ Does this include strengthening the links between clubs, 

schools and the centre?       ......Yes/No 

¶ Over the next 3 ï 5 years - 
o Is the number of players, coaches and umpires expected to grow? é..Yes/No 

 
o Main areas of a) player growth/decline and percentage. (expressed as %) 

Á Premieréééééééééééééééééééééééééééé. 
Á Seniorééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé 
Á Social ééééééééééééééééééééééééé................ 
Á Collegeéééééééééééééééééééééééééééé.. 
Á Intermediateéééééééééééééééééééééééééé.. 
Á Primaryéééééééééééééééééééééééé.................. 

o b) Coaches (grade/level)éééééééééééééééééééééééé.. 
o c) Umpires (grade/level)éééééééééééééééééééééééé.... 

3.3 Competition standard 

Is the standard of competition in your area high, average or low?........................................................... 

If it is average or low what should be done to improve it?........................................................................ 

How many players from your centre have represented 

o Wellington region?ééééééééééééééééééééééééé. 

o NZ?.................................................................................................................... 

List the 3 main services/programmes provided by your centre to clubs (and schools if applicable) e.g. 
competition draws, coaching, etc)ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé.. 

................................................................................................................................................. 

3.4 Representative play 

Number of players from your centre competing at  

¶ Centre level ï Under 15 and U 17.................................................................... 

¶ Regional level ï U 19, U 21 and NPC............................................................... 

¶ NZ level............................................................................................................. 

¶ Other Nations ï Samoa, Cook Island etc.......................................................... 

4. Facilities 

4.1 Courts 

Á Number of courts available to the centre?........................................................................ 

Á Number of days a year the courts are used?  ................................................................... 

Á Main playing period (e.g. winter) and main playing days of the week?............................. 

Á How many hours a week (approx) are the courts used?................................................... 

Á Will the current number of courts be sufficient for the future?   ..Yes/No 

Status of courts:  

¶ Owned by the centre? Yes/No 

¶ Owned by clubs or schools Yes/No 

¶ Owned and maintained by the Council ? Yes/No 

¶ Partnership with other sports Yes/No 

¶ Freehold? Yes/No 

¶ Leasehold? Yes/No 

¶ Pay an annual fee? Yes/No 
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¶ If leased, from whom and balance of current lease (years)?  ééé. 

¶ Quality of playing surfaces - excellent, good, average, poor?......................................... 

¶ Do they meet the centres/clubs/players needs? Yes/No 

4.2 Centre building/facilities 

¶ Does your centre have a club house  Yes/No 

¶ Is it owned by the centre? Yes/No 

¶ If owned ï encumbrances, if any e.g. mortgage? Yes/No 

¶ Is it leased/rented? ............ 

¶ If yes, lease from whom and balance of current lease (years)? ..................................... 

¶ Age of the club? ééééééééééééééééééééééééé............éé 

¶ State of repair? good, ok, poor éééééééééééééééééééé............... 

¶ State of facilities e.g. toilets etc? good, ok, poorééééééééééééé.............. 

¶ Is there a building maintenance programme? Yes/No 

¶ Are the building & facilities insured? Yes/No 

¶ The centre shares facilities  
o With other sport centres  Yes/No 
o Community organisations e.g. Rotary, Lions, RSA Yes/No 
o Other (stipulate)   ....Yes/No 

¶ The centre is considering sharing facilities with other sport/community  

organisations and if Yes, why? Yes/No 

       ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé.......... 

¶ The centre has plans to upgrade courts/facilities over the next 3 - 5 years? Yes/No 

4.3 Location 

¶ Proximity (kms) of your centre to  
o Nearest club?  ééé.. 
o Nearest college?  ééé.. 
o Nearest school?  ééé.. 
o Other sport or membership/community based organisations to your centre 

and what are they? ............................................................................................. 

        ............................................................................................................................. 

5. Finances  

5.1 Income - percentage (%) of total income from: 

¶ Levies/fees         % 

¶ Trusts         % 

¶ Sponsorship         % 

¶ LTA grant         % 

¶ Contra ($ value)        % 

¶ User pays         % 

¶ Other (specify)éééééééééééééééééééééééé... % 

How many applications are made for funding each year? ééééééééééé.. 

How many are successfulééééééééééééééééééééééé......% 

What does LTA grants fund e.g. team travel, uniforms, maintenance etc?é.é......... 

Do you service your sponsors and if so, how?............................................... 

5.2 Expenses - percentage (%) of total expenses: 

¶ Administration (including staff costs)      % 

¶ Levies/affiliation fees       %  

¶ Equipment         % 

¶ Uniforms         % 

¶ Rep teams         % 
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¶ Coaching         % 

¶ Facilities e.g., courts and club houses building (incl floodlights if applicable) 

 repairs and maintenance       % 

¶ Rates and insurance       % 

¶ Depreciation        % 

¶ Other (specify)éééééééééééééééééééééééé.. % 

5.3  Financial management 

The board/committee ï 

¶ Prepares an annual budget? Yes/No 

¶ Monitors the budget? Yes/No 

¶ Approves the financial report and this is minuted? Yes/No 

¶ Updated/accurate financial reports are available each meeting? Yes/No 

¶ Tracks financial performance against budget? Yes/No 

¶ Who is responsible for managing the centreôs finances? éééééééééé.......... 

¶ The financial accounts are audited each year? Yes/No 

¶ Reports to members each year on its financial performance? Yes/No 

¶ The financial position of the centre is sustainable over the next 3 - 5 years? Yes/No 
 
Please rate the longer term financial sustainability of the centre (scale 1 - 5) ééééé................ 

Comment ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé............ 

éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé........... 

5.4 Subscriptions 

Annual subscription for ï  

¶ Senior/open éééééééééééééééééééééééé............................... 

¶ Collegeééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé..... 

¶ School 
Á Intermediate 
Á Primaryéééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé.. 

6. Delivery of programmes and services to players, coaches and umpires 

6.1 Competitive 

The centre meets the needs of competitive players e.g. inter centre, regional and national 
tournaments?         ..........................Yes/No 

The centre meets the needs of  

o Development players Yes/No 

o Social/recreational players Yes/No 

o Other e.g. business house competition programme? Yes/No 

6.2 Benefits 

What are the 3 main benefits your centre provides to its members (training/playing and social)? 
ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé................................ 

ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé................. 

6.3 Member Satisfaction  

The centre conducts satisfaction surveys of its clubs? ...Yes/No 

If yes, please rate the clubsô satisfaction rating (% or score) from the most recent survey................... 

If no, do you plan to? ...Yes/No 

Commentééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé................. 

6.4 Value for Money 
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The centre gives value for money to its clubs? Yes/No 

On a scale of 1 ï 5 please rate the centreôs value to its clubs ...........ééééééééé.................. 

Comment ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé............... 

éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé.............. 

7. Volunteers 

Has the number of volunteers increased/decreased over the last 5 years and by how much 
(percentage)? ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé.............. 

What is estimated number of hours contributed by volunteers last year and is this more/less than 
previous years? éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé 

Is it sufficient to meet the centreôs current and future administration etc functions? Yes/No 

If not what extra hours are needed? ééééééééééééééééééééééé............... 

Is the hours worked by volunteers sustainable over the next 3 ï 5 years? Yes/No 

Is it difficult to recruit and retain volunteers? Yes/No 

Do volunteers prefer to do On Court or Off Court work? éééééééééééééé................. 

Please rate the volunteersô contribution to the centre (1 - 5) ............................................................. 

Comment ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé............. 

éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé............ 

8. Links and Relationships 

The centre has created links and/or relationships? (rate 1 ï 5) 

¶ Other netball centres?  Yes/No Rate  

¶ Schools?  Yes/No Rate  

¶ Parents?  Yes/No Rate  

¶ Regional Sports Trust? Yes/No Rate  

¶ NNZ?  Yes/No Rate  

¶ Other local sport groups? Yes/No Rate  

¶ Local/community trusts? Yes/No Rate  

¶ Local/regional sponsors? Yes/No Rate  

¶ Local media? Yes/No Rate  

¶ Local/regional business? Yes/No Rate  

¶ Local community?  Yes/No Rate  

¶ Local CC or LTA? Yes/No Rate  

¶ NWR?  Yes/No Rate  

¶ Other? (stipulate)ééééééééééééééééééééééééé............. 

Comment ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé.............. 

éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé............. 

9. Communications 

How often does your centre communicate with its clubs?  ééé.. 

What.is.the.main.form.of.communication.letter,.email,.newsletter,.web.site,.in.peson?...........................
............................................................................................................................................................ 

Please rate the quality of your communications (1 ï 5) ...........................................ééé................ 

Opportunities for membersô feedback? ..Yes/No 

How? éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé................. 

Comment ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé.............. 

éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé.ééé................ 

10. E- business technology 

There is internet access and a computer?      Yes/No 

The centre has a website and e-mail address?      Yes/No 
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Does it use Microsoft office?         Yes/No 

Is membership database in a spreadsheet system?     Yes/No 

If yes, is it excel or access? .... éééééééééééééééééééééééé............ 

The centre uses an accounting software package?     Yes/No 

If yes, does it have a membership package?      Yes/No 

It generates invoices for membersô annual subscriptions?    Yes/No 

Comment ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé............ 

11. Strengths & Weaknesses 

Do you feel your centre is strong?       Yes/No 

Why is it strong? ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé............... 

Do you feel your centre is struggling?       Yes/No 

Why is it struggling? ééééééééééééééééé.éééééééééééé................. 

What areas need assistance e.g. planning, fund raising etc? éééééééééééé. .............. 

Who should be responsible for helping centres to become stronger? ééééééééé.............. 

Comment ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé............ 

éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé........... 

12. Issues 

What are the main issues, threats and opportunities for your centre over the next 3 ï 5 years? 

Main issues 

ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé
Threatsééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé
ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé............. 

Opportunitiesééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé
éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé................. 

Is there anything WNR can do better or assist you with?  éééééééééééééé..................... 

ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé..................... 

Is there anything the local council can do better or assist you with?  ééééé........................... 

ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé...................... 

Is there anything the NNZ can do better or assist you with?  éééééééééé...................... 

ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé...................... 

Are there any other sport centre or community organisations that can assist you and if so, how?
 éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé................... 

Is there a model for your centre to emulate?      .......Yes/No 

If so who is it and why?         ................... 

ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé..................... 

13. Future 

What do you see being the main issues and developments in bowls over the next 3 - 5 years that 
could impact on your centre? éééééééééééééééééééééé.éé........................... 

éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé......................... 

Comment ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé................... 

éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé.................. 

14. Regional structure 

I will contact you to discuss your views about the regional structure but at this stage do you have any 
comments you wish to make about it or how it might be improved?.........................  

................................................................................................................................................. 
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15.  Other Comments 

Are there any other comments you wish to make? 

Comment ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé................... 

éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé.................. 

16. Overall rating 

On a scale of 1 ï 5 please rate the overall performance of your centre................................................... 

 

 

Please note: All comments in this survey and the follow up consultations/interviews are treated in the 
strictest confidence. 

Contact 

Chris Ineson - Email: chris.ineson@drivingforces.co.nz.  Phone 06 364 2225 

 

  

mailto:chris.ineson@drivingforces.co.nz
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This report was compiled by Chris Ineson of Drivingforces 

Contact ςEmail: chris.ineson@drivingforces.co.nz. Phone: 06 364 2225 

Web: www.drivingforces.co.nz 
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