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Confirmation of neutrality
Gryphon management consultants confirm that the consuliahb undertook this review has no

conrection or association with any club, person or organisation that may have influenced their
ability to produce this report in a completely unbiased way.
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Forward

Bowls in New Zealand, like many other spog transition. Tl transition affects the very

foundation on which the sport was built, membership. For decableg a member of a sporting

club was considered the norrim fact, if youwere not a memler of a sportingclub,you were in the
minority. This is no longdrue; there has been a generational shift in how people consume sport
There is stilthe traditional member who pays a subscription and joins ¢hé. However,more and
morethis model isbeing challenged by a range of generational, economic and other forces that are
changing the landscape feport participation inNew Zealandg e.g. passive participation (watching),
participatingin multiple sports or payfor-play.

Evidence of thiss plentiful, with bowls being a perfect exampl&he lastdecadehas seen club
membership steadily declinesome might say rapidly whereaspay-for-play participatiomumbers
haveremained steadyThis highlightsraimportant fact. Peoplestill want to paticipate inbowls.
However,they want to participate in forms of the game that sthiem, for exampleMates in Bowls
or corporatebowls Thereforebowling clubs must adapt and chante way that participants can
consune the sport and the placesvhere t is playedto accommodate the requirements of the new
generations (baby boomers, X andl¥fhange does not occaat all levelof the sport, bowls will
continually struggle against more innovative, less chanegéstant sporting codeand recreational
providers.

Unlike previougeports,thisreport seeks to create a platform for change leadersitiall levels

within bowls, leadership that creates a climate where the truth of the situation facing bowls is heard,
the brutal facts confrontedand a plarof action developed. Understanding the severity of the

current situation will, it is hopedorovide clarity as to why the actions outlined in this report are
needed.

The current number of clubs in New Zealand is unsustaindhig strategy provides a nshanism
and strategic direction thaif followed, will redefine the landscape diowlsin New Zealand.

No matter what this report recommends, nothing will change unless the sporting community of
bowls recognises the need and creates an environment whasege is welcomednstigatedand
supported through its journey
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Section 1: Executive Summary and Strategy Recommendation s

The name of this repoig Bowls 2020 Securing our Future was chosen because it reflects the level
of commitment required by evgone involed in the sport of bowlsf the objectives outlined in this
report are to be achievedBowls 2020 fitswith 2 6 f & b S & state® dbjedtivgRa®dutlined in
the OneBowls One Visiorstrategy.While the tone of this report magt timesappear negative, it
reflects the current situatiolowls finds itself inHowever, itis not all negativerar fromit. Bowls

has taken significant strides forwaliditiating some innovative and sectdeading programmefor

the development of the game.

Deailed below are the recommendations from each of the sections of this report. The
recommendations are not a smorgasbandwhichthe sport can take what likesand ignore the
rest. For bowls to achieve its stated visigrto be the best bowling country and its missiorg
Bowils is enjoyable, entertaining and accessible to all New Zealandéraw and into the futureg
it must followall the recommendations contained in this report.

Within thereport, two symbols are used to highlight recommendations &ag points or facts. The
light bulb indicates a recommendation of this repavhile the triangular warning signal indicates an
important fact/message.

Single community clubs

A There are 250 communities for whom the bowling club is or could be a ka pf the
O2YYdzy AGASEAQ AYFTNI AaGNHzOGdzNB FyR O2YYdzyAde f A-
report nor would it be desirable for these communities to lose a key community asset, the
bowling club (refer Appendix 2)

Metric development

Thesesectiors detail how the calculations for venue numbers were develogétk identifiedrange

of demographic and financial metritssuitable for Bowls NZ to use in determining the facility needs
for regions, cities and towns across N&ealand.

These metrics deterine a base number of clubs required for the development and growth of bowls.
This is a baseot a fixed number. Other factorssuch as theurrent state of facilities, geographic
setting, ability to grow (space for greens, etc.) demographic mix, curitestcsmust also be taken

into account, as must the desire to grow the overall strength of the game.

Strategic Recommendatian
I Thesemetrics are used to determine future needs and development of phnerships
- Auckland; population toa venueratio: 20,000(i.e. one venue per 20,000 citizens for
Aucklang
- Other cities/townsg population toa venueratio: 18,000
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- A 2km (for Auckland) and 3km (for otheties) radius of catchment for clubs.
- Average member numbet87.

& There has been a subtleay significant change in terminology in the ratios above. These
NJ ( A 2 & vehubSBIOtEI@0BLITHS is because the rationalisation model (2020
partnerships) discussed in this report is based omemue with multiple clubs, not a single
club per venue.

2020 Partnership Model

¢ KS RS@St 2 LISy (202018 NIK\ES NINRranvddlés §WRecRaBism through which
rationalisation ofvenues care achievedThe2020 partnershigacilitatesthe efficient use of
facilities,financesand so orbetweenclubs that are withiranidentified geographic zone (2km
Aucklandand 3kmin other towns andcities). Thes€020 partnership have attributes that will make
them attractive to the bowlingommunity.

- Clubsdo not have to change or lose their identifgames).

- Clubsdo not have to give up playing and competing for club trophies.

- Clubsdo share facilities.

- The partnershigloeshave a single management structure.

- Allclubs are represented in that structure (controlled within the constitution).

- The struture allows clubs to develop marketing and promotional plans that maximise the
assets and attributes of the partnership clubs.

The2020 partnershipnodel may be seen by some as just another way of describing a merger. This is
not the case as the clubs inived in these partnerships retain their club names and their playing
history through continuing to play for their club trophies, etc. Furthermoreséhgartnerships will

ensure the survival of the clulasmd theirhistory and heritage. That would be sorhatg to be proud

of!

However, the described 2020 partnership model does not preclude clubs from merging if that is
agreed upon by the clubs as the best way forward.

Strategicrecommendation
1 That the2020 partnershipnodel be adopted and used in alit@ire rationalisation projects

Stakeholder engagement and working collaboratively

While there are a number of critical components to the successful implementation of the
recommendations in this report, none aas critical as the support or at least ropposition of
major stakeholdergGovernment agenciespuncils community boards gaming/trust funders) who
support or fund outcomes that are detrimental to te&rateg Sdlesired outcomes.
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Strategic Recommendatian
1 This document and the developethpsarethe basis ér agreement with major
stakeholders on when and in what form their support will be provided.

Important Message
Collaboration between the spd® stakeholders, in particul@ouncils SportNZ,fundersand
community boards is criti@l to this stratege S3uccess. Without an overarching agreement

between these organisations and Bowls NZ describing how these partners will work towards

the achievement of this strategy, the desired outcomes may not be possible.
Home of Bowls

Strategc Recommendation:
Developa Home ofBowlsin Auckland, Wellington and Christchurch
1 Bowls NAandRegional Service Centre®rk with councilsand other partnergo support the
developmen2 ¥ | WBodINS 42 ¥ Kégign S| OK
1 TheRegional Service Caas in conjunction with Bowls N¥epare a detailed development
LI |y Hénk NIBJIwI<LH each of the main regiorsAuckland, Wellington and
Christchurch (in that order of importance)

Core Requirements
- Central locality
- Good parking
- Housed as part o larger project reducgrunning costs.
- Possibility of being part of @portsvill€lype project
- Excellent access to pdgr-play participants @ the population who attend/use the
other sport facilities
- Location suppodone indoors and an outside (naal) green
- Partnering with the community opens additional funding streams.
- Access to the central citiviates in Bowlscorporate bowls, etc.).

Board Action
The following are the suggested motions tila¢ board should pass to start the journey towards

Bowls 202@; Securing our Future

9 Motion 1: The board receives the Mowbray report and its recommendations.

Motion 2: The board adopts the recommendations contained in the
Mowbray report.
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Section 2: Overview

Historical reports

Since 1996/97 there have be severalreports written and meetings held to discuss how club

rationalisation could occur. These historical conversations have relied on perceptions of need,

personal preferences and biasesd/or other agendas (personal, club, centre or nationallyetdr)

to determine how many clubs may be needed and/or which clubs in a community should or should

not be merged. These perceptions and historical discussions have been supported by a number of

reports (Freeman, 2003; Ineson, 20@809 and other$. Whilethese reports have engendered a

great deal of discussigboth critical and complementary, the actions or outcomes have not lived up

G2 lye2ySqQa SELISOGFIGA2yad LG A& FFEAN G2 aleée GKI
and meetings the 8iation that bowls in New Zealand finds its self in is unchamgedeptthat its

membership has declined even further.

Current position

The sport of bowls has experienced a shift in participant emphasis
from the clubfocused participant to onén whid the majority of Membership of bowls
peopleenjoying a game of bowls are casual {fagplay participants.
Bpwls New Zea.lland un.derstands the current number of cl5®3) (s than 17% over the last
simply unsustainable given the small memberships of most clubs. years (07 11)

Some of thes®&83clubs have as fewsal5 members.

clubs has declined mo

Achieves indentified
decline in membershi
4 years earlier than
predicted

A steady and significant decline in membership has been occurring
more than a decadeMembership in Bowls NZ declinbgt more than
17% betweerDeember2007 andDeember 2A.1. In 2007, a report
by Ineson predicted that membership numbeveuld drop to
approximately 41,000 by 2017. The 2011 returns sttt this
decline in membershiwill occur4-5 years earlier thaineson
suggestedhardly the type of performance bowls wanted to achieve.

However pay-for-play participant numbers havemained staticPayfor-play participants now
exceed members by more than 10% annually. Thefpaplay market offerowlingclubs and
Bowls NZ alatform on which the development of the game and club financial security could be
based.

In recent reseattt (Gemba}he X and Y generationgere asked which statemesthey associated
with bowls and othesports(includingsailing, cricket, operdennis andart galleries) The
respondents (aged 164) indicated thatboringe and dfor old peopl& were the stdements that
best described bowls for themVhile not a great result, theame demographic algdentified that,

9

@ Gryphon Management Consultarg$’rivate and Confidential Bowls NZ; Facilities Strategy
(7



for them, bowls was ageless and cared for the community. These are great attributes that help offset

the boring and for old people statementv S 02 Ay A G A 2 ygel@s@s pargcdidriyimporgant W I
as itsuggestshat respondentsdo not see age as a barrier pdaying.

Thegood newssthat the strong support fronpay-for-play
ACIQCEREEIREEREET | ticipants (static numbers in a heavily declining markesthtesa
Bowls was: pathway on which bowls within New Zealand could not only

- Boring regenerate clubs but also develop (longer term) a new crop of
possible members3rong support for the payfor-play (ageless)
model of bowlshighlightsthat casual playersf all ages enjoplaying
bowls when played in a format that suits their needhis indicates
that productssuch agviates in Bowlsnd corporate bowls are

is: satisfying a target audience. They do, however, need to be more

- Ageless heavily marketed in all areas. These and similar pctxlmay provide
- Caring about the Bowls NZ and its affiliated clubs an opportunity to ride the wave of
change in how future generations engage in recreati@aetimes,

for examplebecoming entertainment providerthrough products
e el such asorporate bowlsand Mates in Bowlswhich in turn support
club activities.

- For old people

They also said bowls

community

Declining membership anthe excessive numbers of clubs assueghat have been identified in
reports by Freema(2003", Ineson(2007, 2008, 2008, Mowbray (2011)* and Stevensor(1999*.

The lack of action &m thebowls communityfollowingthese and other reports is an indictment o
the culture and perspective of all those involved in the spdherefore, ifif KA & NB LJ2 NI Q&
conclusions and recommendatioaseto be more than another doorstop and thlspat isto stop

the acceleating decline in membershiphangesmust occur in the culture of all those involved

Partnership with stakeholders

Bowls NZ and its stakeholders need to coordinate their support in assisting the community (clubs
and bowlers) owards a better future. Thse stakeholders includeity councils community boards,
regional sport trustsandgambling and trust fundersll of whommust work collaborativelyto

ensure a coordinated approach.

For example, gambling and trust funders wabllaboratively to ensure funds are supplied
preferentially to clubs identified a®020 partnership", and councilsmust prioritise and coordinate
the renewaland allocatiorof leasedor 2020 partnership. It is through this collaborative approach

! Auckland Bwls Association Facilities Strategy, Freeman and Associates June 2003

Report on the Health of Wellington Bowling clubs in the Upper and Lower Hutt City Council, Régjioins
2009 Report on health of Wellington Bowling Clubi®vember 2008Report on he Capability of Bowls NZ
Centres 2007

3 Strategic review of the status of bowling cly@anterbury)

* A future for bowls in New Zealanti998
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that bowls in New Zealand will reap the ledits of any proposed changes. This is discussed in more
detail later in thereport.

& Collaboration between the spof® stakeholders, imparticular councils, SporiNZ, finders
and community boardsjs critical Without an overarching agreement between these
organisations and Bowls NZ describing how these partners will work towards the
achievement of this strategy, the desired outcomes may not be possible.

The urgency and importance of this cooperative appraatiest demonstrated with data from the
player returns (Tabl8) for all clubs in New Zealand provided by Bowls NZ for 2011. These highlight
that casual player numbers have remained relatively staflléng from51,736in December 2007 to
(48, 764)n Decenber 2012, while membership numbers have declinegd17.67% (9,145ember9

over the same periodThis is a significant and worryidgcline.

A If the current rate of decline (17 %wever four years to December 20]1s left unchecked,
the sport of bowk will essentially disappear from the New Zealand sporting landscape in
less than two decades.

Thisdatacasts a spotlight on the need for action that requires the whole bowls communigdpt

how theirsport andclubs operate The changes recommendédthis report will help facilitate

change. However, none of the recommendations will in themselves achieve the desired outcomes
They require thdoowlscommunityto put asideselfserving agendaand concentrate on

implementing the recommendations of thisport to restorethe game of bowls to the strength it
oncehad.

Community and metropolitan clubs

Discussion on thielealnumbers of clubsnust be based on the followirfgcts Currently in New
Zealandhere are583bowling clubs affiliated to Bowls N@f
these, 2B clubs are based in single club communities. one club
in a small rural community. The remaining club33j3are situated Of the 583 bowling cluf
in metropolitan areasi.e.there are two or more clubs within the §

. . . o in New Zealand, 250 a
boundaries of the town/cityWhile rationalisaibn of clubs across -
New Zealand may be desirabtbere are 2B communities for in single club
whom the bowling club is or could be a key part of the communities
communi& <hfrastructure and community life. It ot a desired
outcome of this reportnor would it be desirabldor these
communities to lose a key community asset, the bowtihup.

The importance oEommunityclubs tothe communitiesthey are inbecame obvious during my visits
throughout New Zealandt was obvious that these clubamnot be treated the samas

metropolitan clubs.Therefore, it is critical thatvhile developinga process for club rationalisation
the community clubs are encouraged to become a community focal pgottexample, the facilities
could be utilised byAlunket groups, play groupsheatre groups and dartstc. These and many other
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community groups would welcome the opportunity to share facilities and would in this process
contribute (in whatever way possible) to the maintenance of the facilities. This strafegy
RSOSt 2 LA yde a Osholadl Begtdveloped in conjunction wjthut separatelyfrom, the
2020 partnership strategy.

Therefore, even though the emphasis of tfasilitiesstrategy is on developingfacilitiesstrategy
for the rationalisation of clubs across New Zedlahe importance of these community clubs has
resulted in the metrics and processes for developiffigcditiesstrategy being focused on the
metropolitan areas of New Zealand. In this repometropolitan is defined as towns/cities in which
two or moreclubs are situated within the confines of the town/city boundaries.

& All clubs identified as community clubs (Refer AppendixsBpuldbe excluded fronthe
calculations of numbers of club@able 12)n this report.

While there are 257 community clubsOT I A T £ OEAOA A@A 1 AT 80
clubs operating from the one venue.
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Bowls is unique

A number of aspectsiake bowlsa uniquesport when developing facilitiesstrategy. Unlike other
sports within New Zealand, bowls owns or independently leases taiiagnand pays for the grounds
used to play the sport. In comparisasther sports such as rugby, cricket, basketball foaiball,

have their facilities requirements mainly meet by councils, local boards or the government.
Furthermore these same sportare in the mairdemanding more space and public funding (e.g.
cricketin Christchurchfrom local councils and community boards or nationally by the government
(e.g.Rugby World Cugrounds).

An evermore fundamental difference is thatvhile other spors ae seeking more help and space

from councilsand governmento provide more facilitiesbowls is actually seeking to reduce the
number of club facilities (venuedlhis proposed rationalisation and development strategy will result
in local bodies and amcils getting useful tracts of land (each approximately 4000sgq metres)
returned to them for use as infill housing or other socially valuable community activities or projects.

Thisdefining difference, thelesire to reduce facility (venue) numbesgpaates this bowls strategy
from the strategiesof other sports.For partners and stakeholders, this means that bowls must not
be lumped in with other sports, but given priority support during the entiredifele of the strategy
implementation. This is aaiwed by providingpriority access to the full range of services and
support provided by their organisations.

A These ratios are fofRenuestot clubs. This is because the rationalisation model (club
partnerships) discussed later in this report is baken avenue with multiple clubs, not a
single club facility.

13
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Section 3: Development of metrics

Securing the future requirghat the bowls communitypowlstakes an informed and pragmatic
approach to determining its needs in relation to the number aodition ofvenues Tte following
discussiordetails amethodthat allows Bowls Nznd their strategic partnersguncils SportNZ,
funders etc.) to identify a base number @€nues required in a regianThis supports the
development of a rationalisatioplan based on the developed process detailed in Section 4

Benchmarking is a trusted method of measuring the performance of one sector against another.
Benchmarkingaises two questiong1) which of the countrieéRefer Table 1is closely aligned to
New Zealand (culturally, the wdhe game is structured, etc.), therelproviding a suitable
benchmarkand @) which demographic metriege applicable within the New Zealand context.

An extensive search of online and hard data found no existing asmalyprocess by which a sport
organisatiorsuch aBBowls NZ could with certainty determine how mamnues a town or citynay
sustain. Therefore, an analysiased orvenueand membership numbemombined with
demographic data was usédr determiningBowf & \eAe&@&ub) needs

Understanding the emographics (population densitgge,etc.) of the population and the various

towns and citiessimportant inthe development ofmetrics For exampleNew Zealand has an aging
population with the estimatesuggesting that 1 in 4 New Zealanders will be aged 65+ by*2030
detrimentaloutcomefor bowlsof this aging population ithat the populationwhichattributed the

adl S Y&iygiakd foaold peopke(Gemba, 2011fo the sport of bowls ar¢he same

population towlsneeds toengage withl 2  S@SNE (KA & &l YS 3ANRdzZL) [ faz |
bowils.

Thisdichotomy of bowlseingperceivedasd T2 NJ 2f R LJS2 LJX S ¢ ahexdeptional 3St Saaé
opportunity for bowls to engagthis aging demographititough innovative formats of the game

anda reassessment of what a good clobks and feels likgo provide the participant with what

they are seekingl'his unique opportunity odnein four New Zealanders moving towards what is

perceived as the ideal ador bowlsreinforeesthe needto review and changbow venues are

structured.Failure to grasp this opportunity will result in tigeentified demographid65+ age group

being enticed byanother sporting/entertainmenpastime.

Thecollected @ta(Tables2,3 and 3 detailsthe number of bowling clubs, membership aoither
demographic data foNewZealand Australig the states olQueensland and New South Wa({bsth
Australia)and the United KingdonmEngland, Ireland, Wales and Scotlafidhese countrieand
states were chosen because of their strong cultural and historical ties to New Zgallamgl with
the long history of playing bowls that these countries shaith NewZealand.

While Auckland(AucklandNorth Harbourand Counties Manukavegions)hasa separate reportthe
dataused in the Auckland strategy is a reflection of the data in this stratemgyclarity the

° http://www.stats.govt.nz/browse_for_stats/people_and_communities/older_people/demograggspects
nz-ageingpopulation.aspx
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population, geographical boundaries and general information relating to Auckland and referred to in
this report is basedponthe defnition of the cityas prescribed in theuper citylegislation.

The following analysigviewsa range of metrics relating to population, club numbhergerage
membershipand financial measurds determineits usefulness as part of an overall procéss
developngafacilitiesstrategy. The desiredutcomewasthe identification d metrics that can be
utilised byBowls NZn future rationalisationprojects.

Demographics

Demographic datés widely usedor a rangeof commercial and noitommercial appligtions to
assistorganisationsfirms and governmergto developa range oftrategiesge.g. marketing,
housing, health, productioneeds,etc. Demographics may be equdhyportant indeterminingthe
spread and density ofenuesin relation topopulationgrowth, membershigprofile, etc. for Bowls
NZ.

Population density

Population density (citizens per square kilometiajicatesthat SydneyTable 2)with a population

density 2058/kmdnay be able tsustain moresenues in a smaller geographic area thatsBane

(346.0/km2) This idecausethe populationbases on whickrenuesdraw are more densely
compactedHowever, W SNB I & { @Ry SeQa LRLJzZ IFIGA2y RSyaAde Aa
Wales (NSWOf which Sydney is the capitdlas a population densitofonly 9.12/kn?. This hdicates

that NSW mayeedless, moregeographically spreagenues. This apparentdisparityhighlightsthat

while the population densitymetric can behelpfulit must beviewedin context(S ®3® { @ Ry Seé Qa vy
are significantly dferent to thoseof the State of NSWhen viewed irisolation).

Analysis of New Zealand (TaB)highlights thatthe population density in our main cities varies
significantly from Auckland (2,700/ki3) to Dunedin (460/krf). Therefore while populationdensity
may be a practical indicator, it is unsuitable as a single indicator afado city's ability to
developkustain multiple bowlingenues. Neither is it a reliabléndicator of the total number of
venues that could be sustained. A maagpropriate metric may be found by reviewing the current
number ofvenues and their ratio to the populations of the cities/towns they ar¢Table 4)

15

@ Gryphon Management Consultarg$’rivate and Confidential Bowls NZ; Facilities Strategy

]



Tablel: Country and Stategpulation densities

Country Population Density
New Zeadnd 16.5/knt
Australia 2.8/km?
Queensland 2.61/knt
New South Wales 9.12/knt
England 395/knt
Ireland 73.4/km?
Scotland 65.9/kn?
Wales 140/kn?
United Kingdom 255.6/knf

Table2: City population densities

aty PopulationDensity
Auckland 2,700/knt
Wellington 890/knv
Christchurch 840/kn
Dunedin 460/kn?
Hamilton 1,500/knt
Brisbane 346.0/kmz
Sydney 2058/km?2

Analysig(Table3) of the selected comparison countries and cities cleigdytifies that in
comparisorto Australia (11,694¢eople per bowls cluh New South Wak(12,358)and Queensland
(13,838)the ratio of population tovenuesin New Zealand7,335people per bowls clukis verylow.
This reinforces the anecdotal evideribat New Zealand ha®o manyvenues. ComparingAuckland
City(14,152) to Brisbang17,500)or Sydney(26,903)highlights thatAucklandhas a loweratio of
populationto venuesthan either of thoseAustralian citiesadding weight to the view that Auckland
has too many venues.

Shifting the focus to lhe United Kingdonandits constituent countries (England, Wales, Scotland and
Ireland) the population tovenueratio is significantly differento that of Australisor New Zealand.

Theratio of members to citizens (Tak®indicatesthat lawn bowls(outdoors)in England, Ireland

and Wales does have the same acceptaauog reachwhen compared tdAustralia New Zealanar
Scotlandlt should be noted that in the case of England, Ireland and Wlaéekactured nature of

the sport of bowlanay have a significant influence on this ddtarexampleindoor bowls is

controlled by a separate national organisatiwhichis notaffiliatedto World Bowlsthe

international governing body of bowlahereas in New Zealand aidistraliaall bowls (imloor and
outdoor) is controlled by a single national governing body. However, the figures clearly show that
England, Ireland and Wales are in a similar or worse situation to New Zealand, a small membership
base andoo many facilities.
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From the data gatbred and an analysis of the organisational structures of bowls in the United
Kingdom and Australia, it is evident thatistralia is likely to providéne best comparisons for
developingvenuebenchmarks for New ZealantHowever, it should be noted thatsignificant
number of venues iustralia have very large social membershiferefore, any data or
comparisons made have had the social membershimbersremoved. This alloga more equitable
comparison to benade.

Table3: Population pevenue

Total Population  Avg playin Ratio
Country / State  Clubs  Members : P dpay .g members to
population  perclub membership .
citizens
New Zealand 583 43,985 4,433,100 7,603 75 1¢ 100,000
Auckland 103 10,070 1,507,700 14637 98 1¢ 149,000
Wellington 34 3475 490,100 14,414 102 1¢ 141,000
hristchurch
Christchure 43 3837 367,700 8551 85 1¢ 96,000
(greater)
Australia 1961 221,132 22,933,010 11,694 112* 1¢ 104,000
New South Wales 591 80,806 7,303,700 12,358 136* 1¢ 90,000
Sydney 172 29,017 4,627,345 26,903 168 1¢ 159,000
Queensland 331 43,571 4,513,850 13,838 131* 1¢ 104,000
Brisbane 68 9009 1,190,058 17,500 132 1¢ 132,000
England 2461 132,116 52,234,000 21,224 54 1¢ 395,000
Ireland 112 6498 6,380,661 56,970 58 1¢ 982,000
Scotland 894 76330 5,254,800 5,877 85 1¢ 69,000
Wales 277 11814 3,006,400 10,853 42 1¢ 254,000
Calculations:

1 Population pewvenue total population divided by totalenues

1 Ratio citizens to members: Population penuedivided by average membership
(gives an ingtation of community involvement in bowl&nues, all numbers
rounded up

6

http://www.bowlsaustralia.com.au/fileadmin/user_upload/bowls_aus/About_Us/Census/1495_QLD_2011 Ce
nsus_Snapshot.pdf
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* Playing membership is those members identified as having played bowls in the 2011
census conducted by Australian bowlkis is approximately 48% of totaénue
membership.

All dayer and club data for Australia was drawn from their 2011 census data, available
at; http://www.bowlsaustralia.com.au/index.php?id=3636

& For the remainder of this analysis Australiand in particular Queensland and &v South
Wales,will be used to develop metrics against which New Zealand can be measured, while
Brisbane and Sydney will be used as benchmarks for New Zealand cities.

Determination of abenchmark number ofenuesfor New Zalanduseda midpoint between the
Queensland13,838)and New Zealan(7,335)to provide aNew Zealanadountryratio of 1 ¢ 10,600

(citizens tovenud. Queensland wassed for three reasongl) thepopulation base was closest to

that of New Zealand?2) the membership base was simil§8) thememberii 2 OA (G AaSas®2a NI A
similar.

For New Zealand citietwo different metrics were develope@&ydney(26,903)was useds the
comparative for Auckland hreereasons supported this choicfl) population density;(2) member

to citizen ratio was similar to Aucklan@) the differencen the member ratidoetweenQueensland

and Sydney wasimilar to theNew Zealand Aucklandratio. Auckland2 @&tio was calculated at ¢
20,000 @ venueper 20,000citizers). To maintain a consistent approach for the smaller New Zealand
cities, the calculation used Sydney and Christchurch (9192). This resulted in a metit&000 (1
venueper 18,000 citizens). The impacttbfs metricon the number ovenues requiredfor the

various levels (New Zealand, Auckland, other cities) is shown ind able

Q The ratios to be used for calculatimgnuenumbers in New Zsdand and its individual
cities/townsare:
1 Auckland City: & 20,000
M Othercities: 1 ¢ 18,000

Thelad ratio in Table3 (members to citizens) measurése penetration of the sport within the
community. Tiis showshat on average in 100,000 New Zealanders are presently members of
bowlsclubs which is remarkably consistent with the results in Austrdlia@4,000), Queensland
(1:104,000) and New South Wales9@,000). Scotland is the best perforn{&r69,000.

Reviewinghe New Zealand citieiglentifiesChristchurch (B6,000)as thecity with the lowest (best)
member to citizen ratipfollowed byWelington (1113,000) and Auckland:(#3,000). This ratio

may reflectthe socieeconomic, demographic and cultural differences between these New Zealand
cities.Comparing theeresultsagainst our comparativeountriesconfirmsthat usingAustralia New
Sauth Wales and Queensland bsnchmarks for metric developmentis supported.

Before continuingit is worthwhile noting that metrics are arbitrary by nature €lffuse carcause
issues ifalocalcontextis notincluded For example, the number ekenueswellingtonneeds based
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uponits population and using the developed metfic18,000), indicate that Wellington needs 2
venues;t currently has 34/enues This is a start point andot an arbitrary number

Developing a rationalisatioplan requiresfurther analysis and acknowledgmentlotal factorse.g.
geographic influences, ability to relinquiltasesthe culture of clubs beingonsideredgtc. This

will require thata comprehensive consultative process be undertaken with the clubs concefmed.
implementation plandiscussinghese and other important components the engagement
processes areutlinedin a separateeport to the board

To demonstrate the disparity betweehe calculated (using the ratio) numberw#nuesin contrast
to the adual number in existence todayhe metrics were applied across New Zealand (TablEhg)
calculationsshow thatAucklandwhich currently has 1®venues, mayneedonly 75venues

although this takes no account of the possible need to develop furtheregfar theNorth Shore
which, given its population increases and other factdras room for expansionThis recognises that
Aucklandand inparticular,North Harbour are some of thdastestgrowing areasn New Zealand
and demonstrates the need for latcontext

Table 3shows that Aucklan@ity (75 venues) is placed betweeBrisbane (6&enueg and Sydney
(172venued, whichg A (i K | dpofulfatiorybBs@ & within a suitable rangEhese calculations
support the use of this metric as one tool dentifying the appropriate number afenues that
Bowlsin NZ needs throughout Neiealand.

The analysis above determined that the defined ratio (population to venue) has credibility when
used to determine the number of venues a specific populationeadylifo need Notethat this is a
base point from which other considerations (geographic, population density, positioning of current

venues, etc.) would be included into the decision process.

Table4: Suggested clulvenuenumbers

Current Suggested

City number  Number Tota! Suggested population

of clubs  of Venues population  pervenue=18-20,000
Auckland 103 75 1,507,700 20,000
Hamilton 36 23 416,000 18,000
Wellington 34 21 393,000 18,000
Christchurch 43 21 367,700 18,000
Dunedn 25 7 126,000 18,000
New Zealand 583 418 4,433,100 10,600
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While the population torenueratio enables the determination @& base pointrfumbers ofvenueg,
it is membership numbers and their abjlto support and pay fovenuerunning costs that
determines if thevenueis sustainableMembers are the key ingredient in makingnues vibrant
and sustainable, hile payfor-play participants add flavour amqmrovideadditional income
However, tle focus on membership should not inhikiénues from movingowards a fully payfor-
play model if the demographics and reseastipportsuch an approach.hE following section
discusses how financial measures can be used in anabyamghealth,and the numbers ofenues
neededfor anarea.

Financial measures

This section starts with justification for using financial measures in-éonqdrofit environment

before analysing théinancialresults froma sampleof venues. After that, the analysiamoves to the
actual costs of running&enueand the average membship needed to support this, assuming each
member pays the average subscription

The use of the average sstyiption feeas the measure of what each member pays accounts for the
difference in membership types and fees by the wide range of membergbgs tyurrently catered
for in clubs.

A financial analysisvolvinga sample of clubs was conducted to determine an average financial
result for operating expenses and revenue for clabd how these compared against a range of
financial measuregn total, 66 club<financial results wer@tilised to conduct this analysi$he
clubswere randomly selected from throughout New Zealdaensuee that there were a mixture of
citiesand country clubsalong with large and smatlubs.

Practical justification

The financial performance and sustainability of clubsmortantto the sport of bowls. A key
outcome of the OneBowls One Visiorstrategy developed by BowidéZand adopted by the service
centres, centres and clubs was the goal of developing strosigisiable clubs. For thigrategy,
GdadNRy3 & dzalinvehegr defihed asOf dzo & ¢

a / f tizd @ay operating expenses as they becomeahgtwhose financial solvency is not totally
dependent on grants fundindurthermore, theyulfil the definitionof a strong sustainable cluds
described in the Partner Clubs programof Bowls NZ

While some may suggest that using financial measures in respect of clubs (incorporated societies) is
not appropriate it is important to remember that even though clubs &€éF G Sy RSa ONA 0 SR
LINE , ®He diedlity is that clubsmustmake an operating surplus to survive. This makes the

application of the measuregsom practical perspectivapplicable in this instance.

" |dentified at $150 including all capitation fees by Bowls NZ and $135 from the survey data
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Section 4: Data analysis
The financial analysidentified two interesting aspects

(1) It is clear from the site visits completed and the financial results reviewed that a number of clubs
run gambling machines as cost centres within their clubs andthiisis a major source of funding

for their operations. It is alsobviousthat this component of club income is far more prevalent in

the North than in the South Island clubs visited

(2) The bars associated with clubs can generate significant income, although this is dependent on
how the club dedes to operatahose bars

What follows is a brief description of the measures used and what they mean. They are coded (A, B,
C,etc.) in Table® & 6 to make identification easier.

Measure A)  This measure indicates tlodub'sability to live within is means. A
percentage greater than 100 indicates that the club is living within its means
(revenue exceedsxpenses).

1. Clubs shoulglanto achieve a minimum 10% of total revenue as a
surplus beforedepreciation.

2. All clubs should aim to have reservegialent to a minimunsix
months of expense expenditure.

Measure B)  This measures the return on revenue (ROR) @areentageg.g. the excess
income over expenses.

Measure C)  This measures the return on assets (ROA). This should be seen as an
indicatoronly. However,it is important that the assets deployed are
maximised. This measure is an indicatothis.

The measures containegdithin the index of public support use the funding obtained from grants or
other chaitable funding sources as the baiis measuring thed f dzo Q & suBtAinabiligyadd thef
impacton the clubif these sources were to cease being available. The individual measures are
significant for clubs because:

Measure D) This measures the percentage of total revenue that is rebancharitable
funding. A benchmark of 20 percent has been used to indicate that clubs
over this percentage are at significant risk if funding ceased.

Measure E) This measures the level of reliance on external charitable funding a club has
in paying itsnormal operating expenses. A benchmarki@fpercent has
been used to indicate that clubs over this percentage are at risk of not being
able to pay their daily operating expenses if funding ceased.
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1. Clubs should endeavour to have a maximum 30% of expeabast
on contributions(trusts, etc.).

The rationale for setting the percentage of revenue obtained from charitable funds at 20 percent is
baseduponthe expectation that clubs will achieve a surplus in operating profit before depreciation.
Thissurplus should be in thet 15 percent rangemeaning thatf all external charitable funding
ceasd, the surplusg to 15 percentand other expense reductions would support the outgoings in
the immediate future, until alternative budgets, funding soes/savingsvere arranged It is

expected the club would be able to find savings in expenses and or other sources of funding that
would make up the shofall.

The analysis in Tabedisplays the results of sawverage clulfrom the sampleWhen compared vth
the percentages described D & Eabove)the results initate that the average club is reliant @s
contributions tosupportrevenue (D) and expenses.(Ehe analysis also displays that the average
club is achieving a 3.5% net surplus (A) whitdsis than theecommendedb%to 15%

Table5: Average New Zealand clubs financidults.

Index Public Support Fiscal Performance
Measure D Measure E Measure A Measure B Measure C
I Total
Total contributions o (Taal revenue-
. contributions Total revenue
(gifts, grants, and . - total expenses) / (Total Revenue
(gifts, grants, and|  divided by total
other . total Total Expenses)/
o other expenses (Ability to
contributions) / o . " revenue(Return on| Total assets (ROA)
contributions) / live within means)
Total Revenue Revenue)
by total expenses
17.6%% 18.2%% 103.58% 3.46% 0.49%

A review of the sample was conducted to ensure the numbers were not being influenced by clubs at
either the bottom or top of the scale. The review highlightedt the mix of clubs used in Talle
included a large number of clubshich earn significantevenue from garimg, rental properties
(some clubswn multiple rental properties producing significantraual incomepr baractivities,
whichappeared to exceed what the majtyriof clubs in New Zealand eaffhe level of net income
generation from thé rental incomepar and garmg operations distorted the results in Tatle

For thisreason another sanple that excluded clubs thaeceivesignificant revenue from gaimg,
bar or properties rental incomeas compiledThis resulted in a significantijfferent picture
emerging regarding the dependence of clubs on grants for their very survival g)able
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Table6: Refined financial view of an average clubs

Index Public Support Fiscal Performance
Measure D Measure E Measure A Measure B Measure C
I Total
Total contributons o (Total revenue
. contributions Total revenue
(gifts, grants, and . - total expenses) / (Total Revenue
(gifts, grants, and|  divided by total
other . total Total Expenses)/
L other expenses (Ability to
contributions) / o . " revenue(Return on  Total assets (ROA)
contributions) / live within means)
Total Revenue Revenue)
by total expenses
33.49% 35.16% 104.99% 4.75% 0.94%

The secondary analysis (TaB)edisplays theesults from 30 clubs, abif which arein the same
geographiarea Theydo notappear tohavethe same level gproperty rental,bar or ganing
income evident in the analysis of clubs presented in Tablhisanalysis presents a significantly
different picture to that in Tablé. It shows that grantsiccountfor over 35% (metric is 10&max
3099 of their expense paymentJotal evenue issimilarlydependent on grant§33.49% compared
with the sample in Tablg(17.64%. Contrasting this, the measure® (surplus) B(return on
revenue)and C(return on assetsy in Table6 showsa better resui than that in Table.

Summary

The analysisighlighsthe disparity in financial health between the majority of clubs and thake
for various reasonfgambling, rental incomeajre in a significantly stronger financial state. The
analysisalsohighlights that for manyclubs grants provide a significant proportion of thexpense
payments(35%). Thikighlightsthat for a large percentage of clubs in N&&alandanyreductionin
their ability to accesgrants willresult in financiahardship ordemise.Furthermore the disparity
(Tabless & 6) between clubs and regions within New Zealamtlighlighted, whicleonfirmsthat
these financial metrics argood indicator®f a clubandor region'sfinancial healthTherefore, just
as in the case of the puoilation toa venuemetric discussed earliefinancial indicators are another
usefultool for developing a more complete pictudd a clul® financial stability

Membership fees

Understanding the membership fee structure and the ability for clubs to im@ome from their
activitiesis critical. Thisecure stream of incomallows a venue (club partnershippme semblance

of control overtheir financial future Understanding and maximising the revenue from their product
(bowls activities e.gMates in Bavls) is critical fothe long-term financialstability of venues To aid

our understandinga range ofjuestions were included in the electronic surwalyich was conducted
throughout New Zealand(n=1229) Theserelated to fees (membership;asualgetc.) ctarged by
clubsand payfor-play fees e.gMates in Bowls

The club survey was answered&fyclubsdrawn from a wide range of regions. The mix of regions
(Table 7suggests that the data fdjrreflectsa range of big and smallubs The average
memberdip fee was calculated as bei®d 35.00 The range of membership fees charged (55
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$240) is also significanthe lower endof the range($55) indicates unrealistic and unsustainable
expectations regarding the level of financial support acquired frorares funding source®
support club expenses and activities

Table7: Regions Represented in Survey Results

Auckland Bay of Plenty Canterbury
Central Otago Dunedin Northland
Nelson North Harbour Taranaki
Southland Wellington Waitakere
Gisborne Kapif

A. Average fee for competitive membership is $135. The range wag $380".

B. The social membership average is $30, with a range o€ $1G5.

C. Associate membership is $40 (approximately)

D. Student membership $5@pproximately)

(Data take from survey results; n = 12p9

* The range of membership fees paid may be higher than that shblemever, this was the upper limit of
those who replied to the survey.

The casual pafor-play market is a significant coiiiutor to club finances for some clubs (500+
participants annually) while other clubs (8+ participants) are failing to maximise the returns that are
available. Anecdotal evidence suggests that the majority of clubs which rdiopplay (e.g.Mates

in Bowlsand corporate bowls evenksire underpricing the value of the product. The fees below
(itemsA¢ E)are indicative of the levels of fees charged by clubs across the country for tHerpay

play participant.

Casual play costs on average $15.

Averag costs per casual player-$80 to compete in corporate bowls.

Average costs per casual player $5 to playlates in Bowls

Average costs per casual player in a tournameng $&0.

Average costs per casual player for social, promotional and themed &8g1$20.

moow»
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Thedata (Table8) highlightsanimportant aspect in relation to the future of bowls in New Zealand
The stable nature of the pafor-play participants suggests that thereoisgoingdemand for
participating inthe sportthrough a payfor-play mechanisme.g.Mates in Bowl®r corporatebowls
Thesevariations of the gamshouldbe marketed and promoted more aggressively than is currently
the case. While not in the scope of this report, the data would suggest that there is significant
revenuegrowth potential available for bowls clufiom these products

For example, a price of $5 (average)Ntates in Bowlss well below that paid for other casual pay
for-play sports For exampleActionindoor Sports charges $10¢ $12 per player to partipate in a
singlegameof netball, soccer, cricket or other indoor spoatstheir venuesthe games last on
average 2810 minutes. In comparison, bowling clutisarge on average $5 and provideaching,
food, bar facilitiesand so onwith games lashg 3-4 hours.This imbalance is hurting club revenue
and should be reviewed:he2020partnership model (discussed below) may provide clubs with the
resource base to better leverage the entertainment potentiapayj-for-play bowlsproducts.

A Consideratian of revenue streams is a critical component to the success of 2080
partnerships.
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Table8: Members vs pajor-play

. Club Members Payfor Play participants
20102011 Regions 06/07 Feb 2012| 06/07 1011
Auckland 5018 14123
755 197
Far North 12404 10070 | 22800 18928
North Harbour 2678 3275
Northland 1619 1333
Northern
Bay of Plenty 2587 2347
i 1146 294
Counties Manukay g0, 6945 | 5254 4221
Thames Vadly 1158 685
Waikato 2054 895
Hawkes Bay 1606 1175
Manawatu 1373 526
Taranaki 7555 1779 6017 4108 1149 3793
Wanganui 786 438
Central Gisborne East
Coast 473 505
Kapiti 1482 875
Wairarapa 6289 414 5173 6093 323 5955
Wellington 3277 4757
Buller 132 52
Canterbury 5096 6963
Marlborough 8152 539 6728 4004 551 8330
Nelson 761 407
West Coast 200 357
Southern Dunedin 3106 2774
North Otago 354 85
1116 1768
Otago Central | 4 7650 | 8538 7537
South Canterbury 780 566
South Otago 382 183
Southland 1920 2161
Totals 51,736 42591 42591 | 50,797| 48764 | 48764
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Club members per club

Determining the number of members\enueneedsto befinanciallysustainablas a key meic in
developing dacilitiesstrategy. A starting point for the development of such a metric gigsn in a
range ofearlierreports (Ineson 2008 & 20¢f%andBiting the Bulle{Roper, 201). Within these
reports,a metricthat usesmembersper green(85¢ 110) has beesuggesteds a requirement for a
sustainable clubHowever, vithin these reports ther@ppears to havdeen no justification given for
this number other than it came from th@neBowls One Visiorstrategy,which was based in part on
the Freeman repor2003.

This calculation appears to have taken no account of the actual cost of running a club (single or
multiple greens, natural turf or mixed natural and artificial turf). It is sugge#tedefore, that a

more pragmatic approach to theumber of members required to makevanueviable is adopted.
The suggested approach is straightforward:

1 Survey data showetthe average subscriptiowas $135.00 pemember (nclusive of GST
and all capitation feey
1 Calculate the average percentage ofeaue obtained from subscriptionSignificantlythis
ranged from a low of 9 percent to over 30 percent (rounded) per club.
- The percentage adopted for thisport was30 percentof revenue from
subscriptions.
1 Calculate the averagexpenses for the abs (Table P Thisequals 81,408.00This was
calculated usinghe datasample used earlier in this report.
- The subscription te@xpensegpercentage (30 percent) is used to calculate how much
of clubexpenseseed tobe collected diredy from member sibscriptions.

The financial datased within this report is based on that available at the time of writing. This
included financial resultsf 66 clubsfor the 20162011year. Bowls clubs associated with
Cosmopolitan ClubendReturned Services Associatiowere excluded from this analysis because
their financial results could not be accurately determined. The calculation (Figah®®&} that
based on the average membership fee identified from the survey ($a385embership o187is
needed

® Report on the Health of Wimgton Bowling Clubs in the Upper and Lower Hutt City Council Relfiarch
2009, andReport orthe Health of Wellington Bowling Clupslovember 2008.
o Biting the Bullet: The rationalisation of Christchurch Bowling Ckedsruary 2011

27

@ Gryphon Management Consultarg$’rivate and Confidential Bowls NZ; Facilities Strategy

]



Table9: Average Revenue Expenses and Grants

Average Total

Average Total

Average Total

Revenue Yr Expenses Yr
Contributions Yr
2010-11
2010-11 2010-11
84,32600* 81,40800 14,87500

* All financial data is based on sample6éfclubs from throughout NZ for the 2010
2011 financial year

RevenueFormula:
A) $84,326 * .30% = $25,297 / $135 = 187 members (rounded)

Figurel: Calculation of average member number needed

& These membership numbers (dependent of amge fee) contributeonly 30 percent
(Figure 2) of the average venferevenue. The remaining0 percent musbe obtained
from other sources.

Themembershipnumberidentified from the calculation doesot infer that the suggestesiumber
would include on} playing members. It is recognised that clubs have a mix of different levels and
types ofmembers.e.g. socialplaying,etc. Therefore, two important facts should be remembered

A. The calculation is based on averdges Therefore,a mixture of fees isustable for
different types ofbowlers.

B. The number of members is a reflection of this. This means if you have a greater
number of low fee generating members yowstthen have significantly more of
themto ensure the average membership numbeadhieved.

This exercisdoesindicate thatfor the average club (financially speaking) requires an average
membership of 187 to make it sustainable. It clearly identifies that the current average club
membership of 75 (Table 3) makes clubs unsustainable in tiyiderm when combined with

declining numbers and poor returns from pty-play participants.Sustainable is defined as the

ability to withstand the loss of grant and or charitable trust funding and still remain financially viable.

& Sustainability is aritical outcome of the facilities strategyThe starting point for this is
that 30% of revenue and 30% of expenses is derived from subscriptions.
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The reliance orfunds fromcharitable or gamingrustsis not sustainable The available pool for
fundingoperations via the gaming or trust sector is not only shrinking but increasingly focused on
ensuring the returns from every dollar spent are maximised.

This indicates that unless venues take a financial sustainability approach to the way they calculate
their members$iees they will forever be reliant on the good will of gaming trusts, etc. for their
survival.

& If the venues wish to maintain the current subscription level, the only option is to
significantly increase the numbers of members in eachtxliihe increase in
members would need to be lifted so 30% of expenses are covered by membership
fees (see calculation earlier). If th@veragesubscription for a club is lower than
suggested ($135), the required membership numbers would be exponentially
more than earlier (untested) suggestions.

Conclusions

The peceding sections have identifiedrange of demographic and finanaiaétricswhich are
suitable forBowls NZ to usi determiring thefacilitiesneeds for regions, cities and towns across
NewZedand. The identified metrics were

- New Zealand, population to venue ratio: 10,600 (average over the country)
- Aucklandg population tovenueratio: 20,000 e.g. oneenueper 20,000 citizens for
Auckland
- Othercities/townsc¢ population to venue ratio: 1800
-l H1Y O0F2NJ ! dzO1flFYyRO YR olY O0F2NJ 2GKSNJ OA
- Calculation of average member numbers needdd7 (refer Figure?)

Thesemetricsallowthe determination ofa basenumber ofvenuesrequiredfor the development
andgrowth of bowls This is a basgot a fixed number. Othefactors(e.g. current state of facilities,
geographic setting, ability to grow (space fpeens.etc.) demographic mix, curresftes,etc.) must

also be taken into account, as must the desirgtow the overall strength of the game. These

factors can only be applied after careful consideration and research into the local factors influencing
the sport of bowls in the relevar#tone in anycity/town.

Selection of the correct sites for developmestiould be supported by an analysis of the financial
state of clubs within the same regiolalentifying and supporting clulibat are already financially

sustainable is criticand this aspect is analysed using the metidestified and used earlier.

- Hscal Performance

A) Total revenue divided by total expenses
B) (Total revenue minus total expenses) divided by total assets
03] (Total revenue minus total expenses) divided by togaknue.
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- Index Public Support
D) Total contributions (grantsand other charitable contributions) divided by
total expenses.
E) Total contributions (grants, and other charitable contributions) divided by
total revenue.

Thedevelopedmetricsare robust and provide the basis on which BoiWand its regions can nkea
rational and well informed decisions on the growth potential aedueneedsof cities and towns
within New Zealand. The financial meassiaee a pragmatic method tadientify thoseclubs that
need more support ittainingfinancial sustainability.

However, it should be emphasised that even in small rural communities where facilities are not close
togetherthe concept opartnership is still a viable option that should be explorEldis is especially

true for those clubs (29 that are alone in smalliral communitiessome of whomin reality, are

close together Partnership in their case is more focused on community partnership rather than
partnership with another bowling club.
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Green utilisation

A componenthich influence the number of venues requiraslgreen utilisation. To assist in
determining themaximum utilisation capability of greens, a survey of green keepers (n= 61) was
conducted.Thisdata was combined with questions included in the club survey Gh=T8e resilts
show that there is no consensus, even among green keepggarding how many days a week a
green can be utilised (Figure 2).

Thisdiscussiornis restricted to discussions of natural turf greens rather than synthetic.

Three 120 % (8)

Four

Figure2: Green utilisatiorg maximumplaying days per week

The common theme in reply to questions and comments identifhat arange of factors relating to
agreer@conditiondetermined how often it could be playazh. Green keepers spoken with said
that greensin excellent condition could be played on over extengedods(e.g.in tournamentg as
long as after the tournament the greens were well maintained and rested for a period afrtwo
three days before resuming normal use

The data showed thatlub membersplayed on average-2 days per

week with the most popular day being Saturddyoweverthis may Club playing days pe

have more to do with tradition than responding to members nee¢le week (in season)
data that shows members would bowl! almost any day, except -3 daysorless =21
Mondayswhich was thdeast popular. The type of bowls was not a [ days = 10

considera,ticimv,vitp 65% of resE)o?d?nts saying they would play -5 days = 14
A9 Kl USOSNLIGH &SRS AY 3
-6 days =13
Greenmaintenance is a critical component of maintaining good playiReACE) SIVAS
surfacesThe majority of green keepers indicattftht they worked on
green maintenance at least every second ,dgyending amaverageof
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3-4 hourson each of these days completing thmintenance.

Clubs(n= &) were asked how many days pgzar the club kld organisedbowling The average was
107 days per year. This suggests that clubs lalganisedoowling for onlyfour months(26-27 day$
peryear. The number of days that this play occurred on was spread across theesk results
suggest thatwhile the season may Her six months otonger,organised bowling only occurs for
part of it. Therefore any determination efiaximum possiblgreen utilisationrcannot be

determined

Anecdotally, the evidence suggests that green utilisation is a function of a club and its m@mbers
willingness to us¢he green. With the data showing that some clubs only play organised bowls twice
a week while others (a rarity) utilise thgjreensto the extent that they roster playing times to

ensure all members caplay.

Howeverwe can make an educated guess Birapolatingthe dataavailable combined with
anecdotal evidencdo reach a number of members a green could cope with. The assumptions are

1 Greensare played orsixdays per week.
1 Eachrink (8 per green hason averagdour playerse.g. playing pair§ (32 players)
9 Threefull games a dagire played

This suggests that an average green could accommodate approxirf@&($2 * 3 * 6 days
individualparticipants However,if we take a more pessimistic approach and say that only 50% of
this number is pasible, it is stilk88 participantsfor a one greer{natural)club, which isignificantly
more thanthe recommended numbers afiembersdiscussedarlier(85-110). This number (288)
would reduce to 24@articipantsif the green was fully utilised for 5 dayper week.

The membership numbers (187) discussed within the financial ragithe closest approximation
that aligrs with the utilisation calculation above.

In conclusion the available data suggests that greens are significantly underutilibedeality is
that until clubsare placed into the position of having to fully utilise the green space avai(alge
through 2020 partnershipkit will be difficult to determine withcertainty what agreen'sfull
utilisation capability isHowever the author is comfetable suggesting that it is significantly more
than the current utilisation of greens.

The next section discusses a proposed model that will allow bowling clubs to leverage the strength
of partnership while maintaining the heritage and hist¢hat are important to clubs some of whom
have been in existence for well over 100 years. The proposed model will also allow bowls to position
itself asthe leadingsport provider for futuregenerations.

°The most poplar form of the game among respondents is triples (755), followed by pairs and fours (both
655), survey n=1229
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Section 5: Avision of the future

The identifiation of metrics while important did not remove a

substantial impediment the bowls community has to any discussion of 2020 partnership
changethat is,a majority of club members opposepposesit. This

oppositionis generallyfocusedon the perceivedoss of club herége, - Clubsdo not change or lose
history and presence (mana) if the club joins with another, forming a neETA® identify (names).
club.However, it is fair to say that not atl the bowlscommunityare - Clubsdo notgive up playing
opposed tochange There are many examples dtibs(such asHowick and competing for club

Y Sy QaworheyfR A NJ Sy K SahdvomeRditathave formed trophies.
partnerships or merged anare the stronger for itTherefore, identifying a EGIIacs i R o NIy
new modelthrough which clubs and members would benefit without thelils SIS ROT partnershigoes

perceivedoss of identity, heritage and histoand that also provided a have a single management

steppirg stone for those clubs that wished tonergewas a key aspect of structure.

this work. - All clubs are represented in
that structure (controlled

The development athe proposed2020partnershipmodelfulfils this within the constitution).

desired outcomeThe role othis partnership is to facilitate the efficient  EEVERRTN Rt Kot sel (o141

use of facilitiesfinancesyolunteersetc. between clubs that are within the plans maximise the assets

identified geographic zorsg2kmin Aucklandand 3kmin other cities). and attributes of the
These2020 partnership have attributes that will make them attractive tofSRETREN NN o
the bowlingcommunity.

- Clubsdo nat have tochange or loséheir identify (names).

- Clubsdo not have togive up playing and competing for club trophies.

- Clubsdo share facilities.

- The partnershigloeshave a single management structure.

- All clubs are represented in that structure (controlled within the constitaji

- The structure allows clubs to develop marketing and promotional plans that maximise the assets
and attributes of the partnership clubs.

The club partnership model was developed from already existing model in operation within the
Auckland regiorand fom the experiencesf other sports anchot-for-profit organisations The

model utilised by thdHowickclub, although slighthdifferent to that being proposed, confirmed that
the developed model was one that would work.
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2020 partnership model.

Aguidingprinciplein the development of theclub partnershigstructurewas that the clubsidentified

will retain (if they wish) theiheritage and historyThe sport of bwlsisone of a small andnique

group of sportsvho can trace their heritagbackto K S S| NX AS&adG GAYSa The bSs Y%
loss ofclub namesand the associated mana, history and heritageot to mention the pride that

members have in their clulisdoes have to be a casualty in thestructuring processThis rationale

guided he development of th€020 partnershipnodeldescribed below. At iteeart, i K 302X

partnershigg Y 2dBeSriot force clubsto merge but rather,allows clubs to maintain their

individualty (e.g. Howick clukglong with theirdeepandrich histoieswhich members take such

great pridein. However, if clubs do decide to merge the path is already laid. Key jpdiots this

modelare:

- The first step sees clubs operating under a unified governance structure

- A2020 partnershicombines the benefits of benging to a larger more financially stable
and secure organisation while maintainiaglub'shistory and heritage

- Clubsdo not changeor lose their identify fames.

- Clubsdo not give up playing and competirigr club trophies.

- Clubsdo share facilites.

- The partnershiploeshave a single management structure

- Allclubs are represented in that structueontrolled within the constitution)

- The structure allows clubs to develop marketing and promotional plans that maximise the
assets and attributesaf KS LI NIy SNEKA L) Y2RSf ¢

Applying this structure to a real situation will allow readers to understand what is invahedet a
taste of the benefits that could be achievelivo example structure ofdo 2 g £ 4 Q LIwéd y S NA K A LJ:
developed.

A The first step indeveloping a 2020 partnership would be developing a single governance
and management structure for the partnef&lubs.

Example I, shown inAppendix 65 & has within it the currenBalmorald Y S y Quioménig)R
Carlton Cornwall, Epsom and Mt Edgubs All of theseclubs sit within a 2kmadius of the Mt Eden
club. There are currently 10 greens (mixed synthetic and natural) seraigiragpective
membershipwithin the partnershipof 416. Mt Eden was choseas the central pointor determining
the radusbecauseof its ability to grow, parkinggeneralaccessppemessto the street,and location
next to a tennis facility andniversity(opportunity for future cooperation and partnershipghese
aspects are all strategically important

Example Z; showvn inAppendix4 & | gincludes the Mangere, Mt Richmond and Otahuhu Railway
clubs. This example is a good contrast to the first example and reinforces the benefitdoinlse
partnership model. There are currently 5.5 greens (2 synthetic) serviciagsibfe membership of
137.0tahuhu Railway was chosen as the location for determining the radius because with only 137
membersin the proposed club partnership thisngle green facility was more thanitable.
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The 2km radiusised in thesealculatons ensures that the population ta venueratio (1¢ 20,000 is
achieved(ties such as WellingtgiChristchurctand Dunedin,etc. require a radius of 3/khto be
used due to theismaller population density.

An additional benefit derived from using t@&nv3km radius ign determining the distance

members travel to play bowlsh& survey data showed that curren®7% of respondents (n=1229)

travel less than 1Einutesto get to theirbowlsclub. A majority of respondentalsoidentified they

would ke prepared to travel up to 20minutes(63%) if they were unable to play at their current club.

¢KS NI RAdza dzaSR oO0H1Y0 Aa ¢Sttt GAGKRhcalthation NI y3IS
used was

1 Average travelling speed = 30km/hr (allowance madéraffic lights,etc.)
1 20-minutes oftravel equals 10km (2Minutes= 1/3 of an hour at 30km/per hr £0km)

If you could not play at your current club, how long would you be
prepared to travel in order to play bowls?

132%

163 %

15 minutes
1520 minutes
. 20-25 minutes
e 25-20 minutes
N 2540 minutes
40+ minutes

ME%

282%

Figure3: Member<preparedness to travel

A It is important to understand that the examples describédy” 1 KS | ad &yt OS a Q
¢ EXAMPLES hey are not intended to be indicative of any proposed 2020 partnerships.

The only purpose they serve is to demonstrate the advantages that groups of clubs may
gain from a 2020 partnership.
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Club partnership in action - Howic k Bowling Club

This club operates out of one premise located at 33 Selwyh&dlick. In the early 1990s a joint

meeting of themenQ @nd women's clubs agreed that amalgamation was the way of the future. The

Nixon Park Bowls Board (NPBB) was formed attifme comprising members from both clubs, to

YIEylF3S GKS [/ fdzo FraasSiasz SyLXz2e aidlFF yR O2y{iNPRf
and women's bowling clubs eacantheir own affairs completely separatelyith the NPBB

overseeing the assetslowick is a strong and vibrant club with a membership of 242 memésds,

excellent facilities includinfive greens (three synthetic).

The Howick Bowling Club is an example of the advantages clubs can gain from using the partnership
model. There is, howesr, one significant difference between the Howick model and that proposed

Ay GKAA NBLRNI O / dzNMBEMEMTI@E (thé gadhershp)edcrpaintdbib yieda | y R
own full committee structure and prepare their own financial accounts. The ghihs the
proposedpartnershipmodelwould not duplicate the committee, financial reporting or management
functions. These functions would be carried out under the contral@@ib partnership board.

@020 pA O O1 A OyEsampedl

This exampl@020 @rtnership(Appendix4 ¢Df) includes. | £ Y2 NI f woMed®y, Qarltort vy R
Cornwall, Epsom and Mt Eden clubsrthe discussion'sake we will assume that the020
partnership is located at the Mt Eden facilitiésr the reasons stated earlieh quicklook at the
combined financegbased on 2011 resultshows thatthe 2020partnershipwould have

Income= $735,705 (includes grants)

Expenses = $505,865 (excludes depreciatfon)

Grants = $22,608

Currentassets=$1,240,563

Projectedmembership fees @&,400 (416 members * $150 membership fee)

= =4 —a —a A

Thesefinancial indicators highlighihe financialstrength this2020 partnershipvould have TheMt
Eden &cilities providgwo natural and one synthetic greewijth the ability to covelin contrast to
indoor) the syntheticgreen thereby providing the ability to plaadl yearround. Asmall green space
at the end of the two natural greersould be developedbr other usessuch as gractice rinkor
kidsCrink.

There will be some who will look at this exampielaask whythese clubs wouldieed to form a
partnership. They are all independentliealthy andsuccessful clubs in their own way. However,
moneydoes not equate tanembers The clubsll sufferfrom the same deadly disease as less
wealthyclubs declinig membership. ey may be financiallgecure but their membership is

Income includes the removal of expenses associated with bar or other revenue where that has been
calculated separately in the accounts.

12 Depreciation has been removed as it incorrectly diminishes the earning of clubs who gain no tax or other
advantage from its inclusion. It should (in my opinion) appear after the bottom line.
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decliningand, while they may take longer to die, they will just as surely die if they do not embrace
the change that is occurring in the sporting landscapere is some proofmembershp in all clubs in
thisexample declined bgin averagel6.29%over the 20092011 period (Table@. This is almost
identical to the national declin€l7%).

If the current trend continus, in 10 years the combined membership416would have declinedo

163. Declining membership is just one factor that demonstrates that these, ¢tutad! their
supposed wealth and advantagesill suffer the same fate as all clubs that do not embrace change.

Tablel0: 2020partnerships- membership decline 0911

Club Membership Dea; 09 Membership Deg; 11 (Ie\ivccl)ir)]/:i/:)
Carltong Cornwall 114 97 -14.9%
Balmoral (combined) 165 114 -30%
Epsom 122 118 -3%
Mt Eden 96 87 -9%

*Membershipnumbers were taken from capitation returns quligd to Bowls NZ for the
corresponding years

@020 pA O O1 A yErammei
Thisexample(Appendix4 ¢He) usesMangere, Mt Richmond and Otahuhu Railvilayighlight the
possibilities These clubs would be exemplars for a significant number of boullibg currently

operating e.g. smallith decliningmembershipsandfinancially strapped Combined their financial
headlines would be

Income = $59,869(includes grants}

Expenses =1%2,257(excludes depreciation)

Grants = $,345

Current Assets $73073

Projected membership fee2$,550(137 members * $150 membership fee)

= =4 —a A A

¥ Income includes the removal of expenses associated with barhar eevenue where that has been
calculated separately in the accounts.
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Tablell: 2020 partnershipsmembership decline 0911

Club Membership Dea; 09 Membership Deg; 11 ;::jizg?/z
Mangere 83 78 -6%
Mt Richmond 55 31 -43%
Otahuhu Railway 129 28 -78%

*Membershipnumbers were taken from capitation returns supplied to Bowls NZ for the
corresponding years

Independentlythe clubs irthis example made financial losses in the 2011 yEégarly they all
suffer frommembership losg some worse than otherdnspecting 4 expense ceas (greens,
power, rates andepairs/maintenance) from the 2011 accounts shdhet these clubspent
$71,000 in thadentified areas.

A 2020partnershipwould providean oppotunity for significant savings. While the memberstap
137, is below that recommended earlier, the combined membership make2®2@partnership
more appealing to new members when compared to joining a club with 28 or 31 members.

The2020 partnershipmodel tha has beerdiscussedn the above examples should not be thought
of as being exclusively for bowling clubee model provides the opportunity for the partnership to
be proactive in approaching other commungyoups,who should be encouraged to use theildies
as their base.This adds strength to the overall structuaad provides additional revenue streams
while also strengthening the hand of the partnership with stakeholdmrsr(cils SportNZand
funderg in relation to all the various types of sugrt available.

In the earlier discussion (Table 4) the population metric was used to determine a total number of
venues for New Zealand. That calculation (1 ven8,600 [NZ]) identified the requirement at 418
venues Table 12 uses the city metrics @land 20,000 & other cities 18,000) combined with
predicted(2012*) population data from the&ensusto calculate venue requirements with the single
commurity venues (clubs) included. Applying these metrics to differently structured population
numbers(e.g. bybowls districtrather thanterritorial authority) maycause somelisparity. This

relates to the different boundaries used by Statistics NZ and those of Bowls NZ in defining their
districts.

14

http://www.stats.govt.nz/browse_for_stats/population/estimates_and_projections/SubnationalPopulationEst
imates HOTPYe30Junl12.aspx
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The2020partnerships ilppendices3 and 4are example®sf how the developed metrics cdre

used to develop &acilitiesplan for a region, city or towr hey are not the only possible
combinationsof clubs that could be used. The process of developirg@n, city or town facilities
planshould be undertake as a holistic plann whichthe entire commurty is engaged in the

process oflevelopment andthe leadership is from within the region and supported by the national
team.

Applying the developed metrics makes the process of selecting which clubs $tioa 2020
partnerships relatively easy in comparison to the decision of where the partnership will be located.
This decision will be the cause of significant discussion. However, the key decision criteria for
selection of the partnerships home should b&sed orstrategic decisiongor example

1 To copewith increased membershipossible triphgin size)
- Club rooms
- Car parking

1 Potential growth

1 Strategic location of the site (is there room to grow)

& The strategic placement of 2020 partnership clutie facilitate the enhanced membership
requirements and the projected increased growthill be critical to their future success.

The examples above would take precedence over aspects such as green condition and the land being
leased or owned. While thesesjpects are important, having the best green is no use if it cannot

cope with the numbers of players. Clubs can always improve green conditions etc, but they cannot
always get more space for greens or car parking etc.

The bowls partnership model may been by some as just another way of describing a merger. This
is not the case as the clubs involved in these partnerships may retain their club names and their
playing history through continuing to play for their club trophies, etc. The financial androeso
strengths achieved through the suggested partnerships offers clubs an opportunity to cement and
grow the sport of bowls in ways that are impossible with the current structure. Furthermore, 2020
partnerships ensure the survival of the clubad theirhistory..

The benefits that clubs may obtain from the 2020 partnership align closely with those Bbthis

NZt I NI yYSNJ Of dzo LINPANI YO HAaHn LI NOYSNARAKALE | NB 02
adzadlr Ayl of SQ Of dzo a | y R sporithakthis h@pensisboddr fatheFthak (1 KS T ¢
later. This desired outcome of the 2020 partnership closely emulates the desired outcomes of the

Partner club program.
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Recommended venue numbers

It is accepted that to reduce the number of venues from thairent level to that suggested in

Table 12 may be seen as an excessive reduction in venue capacity. However, tharg@2@hip
examples outlined in Appendices 3 and 4 demonstrate that a reduction from 35 venues to 11 venues
in the AucklaneNorth Harbou areas is feasible. This 68% reduction in venue numbers clearly
demonstrates that the suggested reduction in number is not impossible to achieve.

Tablel2: Numberof venuesrecommended

Region Population' RecommendedCity population metric)*
Auckland
North Harbour 1,507,700 75
Counties Manukau
Northland
Far North 158,300 9
Bay of Plenty 277,200 15
Thame§ Valley 382,716 21
Waikato
Hawkes Bay 155,000 9
Manawatu
Wanganui 232,500 13
Kapiti
Taranaki 110,1® 6
Gisborne East Coast 46,800 3
Walrarapa 490,100 27
Wellington
Canterbury 558,800 31
South Canterbury
Marlborough 45,700 3
Nelson 46,600 3
We;;ﬁ:e‘;a“ 32,900 2
Dunedin
North Otago 211,300 12
Otago Central
South Otago
Southland 94,900 5
Total 234
Single community 250
Total Venues 484

!> Regional Council population table, predicted popidatas at 2012:
http://www.stats.govt.nz/browse for_stats/population/estimates _and_projections/Subnational Popodist
imates HOTPYe30Junl2.aspx
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New Zealand Venues (10,600 4,433,100 | 418

The importance of developing a national and @pecific population metric is demonstrated in Table
13. Using only the city metric (20,000 [Alend and 18,000[the rest]) identifies that 234 venues are
needed. Whereas, the national metric (10,600) identifies that 418 venues are needed. This disparity
in numbers is not aerror. It demonstrates that the city metric does not allow for single club
communities in the calculation.

Tablel3: Venue Numbers

Venues
Total 234
Plus Single community 250
Total Venues 484
New Zealand Venudmsed on
. : 4,433,100 418
the national metric(10,600)

It is not possible to accuratelyetermine the numbers of clubs on a national or regional basis. This is
because of the disparity of applying a single metric to a diverse @lesreinforces the need for the
use of a mixed metric approaciihe best estimate for the appropriate numberw#nues is between
418 (national metric) and 484 (city metric plus single community clubs).
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Implementation

The process of facilitating and then implementing a progranmwrechieve the desired strategic
outcomeswill require the input, cooperation and cadination of the entire bowls community and

its stakeholdersdgouncils SportNZ, fundersetc.).The desired outcomes will only be achieved when
and if thebowlscommunityandkey strategic partners work collaboratively towarddggfinal

objective

Major change, which is what this report suggests, is disruptive and to a larger extent un

programmable. Handling unforeseen circumstances requires integration and coordination across

and between the various functions and activities of the bowls communitytaratganisations. The
OKIy3aSa adza3SaiGSR IINB y2i aSyRa¢ éryseparktSr¥parSt S AT
has been prepared for thieoard of Bowls NZ which details eoposed implementation proceskKey

to the suggested process is the lewéktooperation between the team charged with implementing

the strategy and the districts and regions. Suggestiegarding these critical relationships are

contained in theboard report.

& It is important that theboard of Bowls NZ leasifrom organisatbns that have undergone
significant change and appligiat learning toits own journey.'®

The implementation of this Facilities Strategy vétjuire the support of Bowls NZ partners, clubs
and memberdy:

Bowls NZ

9 Actingasafacilitator by identifyingpotential partnerswith whom they can develop the
required indoor facilities in their designated priority areas.

1 Evaluating 2020 partnerships aadvisng Councilsand funding bodie¢hat the identified
2020 partnerships arBowls NZ priorities for fundg, lease renewalstc.

1 Promoting, implementng and monitoing progress made in delivering tt2920 partnership
strategy.

1 Workingwith regional service centrés ensure the priority is the development of 2020
partnerships.

1 Engadngwith localand centrdgovernmentagenciesSportNZand funding agencies to raise
awareness ond obtain support for the 202Bartnership strategy.

Regionakentresand service centres

1 Arethe first pointsof contact for alk020 partnershiglevelopment opportunities.

1 Activelyparticipate and assist Bowls Mith leadership ofthe 2020 partnership programme.
Localauthorities ¢ Councils

'® Organisational change in seven selected sports: What can be learned and afpfied™Nz Mowbray,
2011)
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9 Actively support the development of the 2020 partnersHigsprioritising the partnerships
for any available assistance and suppgdirtancial or otherwise)

SportNZ

1 Advocate togovernment councilsand funding bodies to ensure that potential facility
developmentsrealignments or investments are aligned to the 2@20tnershipstrategy.

91 Provide assistance and funding to enable BowlsoN@plement the strategy andhonitor
the effectiveness of the stratedgr its designated implementation phases

Thehierarchyof use for the metrics used tevelop and implement 2020 partnershijgssshown
herealongside other components

Apply the 2km (Auckland) or 3km (other cities) radius

Identify and agree best strategic locations for clubs *

Figure4: Implementationusing the developedhetrics

* Local factors will influence these choicébwever, key aspects are detailed in this report.
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Section 6: Home of Bowls

An integral component of this facilities strategy was the idegdtfon of three possible locations for
the development of indoor bowling centres in the cities of Auckland, Wellington and Christchurch.
Currently, indoor bowling centres are operated in New Zealand (AuckRnkiekoheWaikatog
Frankton Railway, Hawk&ay¢ HeretaungaPuneding Dunedin Bowls Stadiunsouthlandg

Waverley Taranakg Paritutu). Pukekohe is operated as part of a larger cosmopolitan club complex
while Frankton Railway, Heretaung&/averley and the Dunedin Stadium Bowling Club are opdrate
by bowling clubs. Waverley and Dunedin were funded by grants from trustsretieg case of
Dunedin, additional assistance from the council. The question must be:askbd scenario of
significant external funding covering the majority if not all tusts of an indoor centre a realistic
model to base the identified projects on?

Another question that should be discussed and answered is the viability of covered in contrast to
indoor bowling centres. There are many examples of structural design aladdbojects that utilise

the latest in building technologies to produce lightweight structures that would meet the needs of
bowls, some of which are also-lecatable. These structures are in use internationally and in various
regions throughout New Zeaid, e.g. College Rifl@sew covered facilitg, Auckland (Figurs),

Westpac Business HalChristchurch (Figuré).

RETOS AR S

Figure5: College Rifles Auckland Figure6: Westpac Business HalChCh

The osts of a covered gregsuch aCollege Rifl&éxourt shownin Figure5) compared with a

bespoke design and build such as the Dunedin Bowls Stadium are significant. For example, projected
costs for the proposed covered green at Mt Eden bowling club wepeoximately$1.2 million,

where as the estimated build costs for an indoor centre would be clo$8-@®million (land costs

excluded. An example bespoke facility is shown in Figure
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Figure7: Bespoke design and tdiindoor bowling stadium design.

Financing such a building project would be difficult in the best of tirHesever, as the experience
of Mt Eden club (being turned down for a grant) shothiese are not the best of times. Proceeding
with the planning wok on such projects based on the ability to fund through grants without
substantial financial input from the sport would be a waste of time.

There are two possible avenues through which an indoor/covered venue could be developed
1) The combined fundingnd resources of a club partnership, e.g. as discussed in Example 1

(Mt Eden)
2) Partnering with another bodycguncil,sport, etc.) in development of such a project.
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The number of possible club partnerships that may have the financial resources andeafmpe

undertake such a project are limited. Furthermore, development of such a complex would require

the support (via a fee) of all the bowlers within the region (Auckland, Wellington or Christchurch) for

it to be a sustainable operation from a finanaald usage perspective. Putting aside the cost of an

indoor vs covered green/s for the time being, a prerequisite for any such project would involve a

complete financial mockip and analysis of the balance sheets, profit and loss accounts and cash

flow forecasts, together with a sensitivity analysis of all forecasts and assumptions. This should
SylrotS Fy 00dzNY 4GS FAYIFYOALFf | Llahghihitde 2 F | LINE ¢
completion of a feasibility stugyvould clearly show the viabilityf the project. A financial

investment plan should also be drawn up showing:

0 Total project cost: cost of land, construction, equipment, professional fees and marketing
costs.

0 Operating costs: salaries/wages, tax liabilities, rent, rates and gemezdheads.

0 Operating revenue: membership subscriptions, green fees, bar and catering receipts and
revenue from gaming machines (if any).

0 Secondary income: hiring out function or mptirpose rooms, particularly during the

summer months.

New Zealad bowlers pay fees that are not (in the majority of cases) reflective of the costs involved
in maintaining and developing the venues they play at. Membership fees for multipurpose venues
(indoor/outdoor) are substantially different to those currently engalyby New Zealand bowlers. For
example, the membership fees for an indoor/outdoor club in the United Kingdom (Croydon) when
converted to New Zealand dollars* were considerably higher than all clubs in New Zealand. This
raises the questionvould New Zealad bowlers be prepared to pay this amount to bowl?

Full Annual (Indoor & Outdoor) £380.00 ($734.00) Summer Indoor only £250.00 ($483.00)
Annual Indoor only £310.00 ($599.00) Social £24.00 ($46.00)

Junior £20.00 ($38.00) Summer Outdoor only £800 ($154.00)
Winter Indoor only £160.00 ($309.00)

* Conversion rate, 1 NZDO5171GBP (6.07.2012)

An example of a club that built its own indoor bowling centre and supports the costs of running it is
the Warilla Bowls and Recreation club. Some gfscks on the club show how dbuld affordthe
original build and the continuing maintenance costs; etc

The club has 216 gaming machines on site.

These generate approximately $10 million in profits annually.

Theclub has250-300 bowling members.

There ae 20,000 (approximately) social members.

The green (indoor) is utilised for other functions (poker tournaments, etc.)

= =4 =4 4 =4
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The Croydon and Warilla examples highlight three different, but important aspedtthe
development ofanindoor/covered venue withitNew Zealand would require

a. A membership willing to pay a significantly higher membership fee than they do presently.
b. Membership fees that are structured for different playing seasons/usage
c. An internal source of continued funding and support (social mas)lgaming machines)

Using these three aspects as benchmarks for the New Zealand clubs visited or discussed during the
development of this report the following would be observed.

9 Scaling fees (a & b) to the level required would be difficult if nqoissible.
9 Security of funding (c) is unlikely as the clubs with gaming machines do not have the
necessary level of return required.

The issues that arise when these aspects are neglected or are missing are exemplified in the
experiences of the Bowls Dedin Charitable Trust. After getting into severe financial difficulty with
excess debt and an inability to repay loans, the stadium has been saved from financial disaster
through the dedication of a band of volunteers (50 plus a volunteer manager). Usieghing

volunteer labour to sustain an operation in this manner is unsustainable and is not the basis on
which any development of an indoor/covered venue should be based. With one club next door and
another less than tinuteSdrive away, plus others witn the 3km radiusthe Dunedin Stadium is a
perfect example of where a club partnership should have been instigated.

Therefore, Bowls NZ must utilise the described club partnership model and partnering with external
bodies ¢ouncils sports, community pups) to leverage and develop proposals that will join
partners together in a collaborative effort that results in a wiim situation.

Q StrategyRecommendation;
Develop a Home oBowls

1 Bowls NAandregional service centragork with councilsand other partnersto support the
developmen2 ¥ | WYBoRINS g2 ¥ Kegign S| OK

9 Theregional service centraa conjunction with Bowls NZhould prepare a detailed
RS @St 2 LIY Sy BHomefBoywl<hiFeadilofithe m¥ain regiorsAuckland, Wellington
and Christchurch (in that order of importance)

Corerequirements
- Central locality
- Good parking
- Housed as part of a larger project redsgenning costs, etc.
- Possibility of being part of @portsvill€lype project
- Excellent access to pay for play fp@pants va the population who attend/use the
other sport facilities
- Location suppodone indoors and an outside (natural) green
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- Partnering with the community opens additional funding streams.
- Access to the central citi@ates in Bowlscorporate bowlsetc.).
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Appendix 1: National Venue Data z Lease, Facilities and Green Condition

Region Club Name Facilities | Overall
Leased or Owned Condition Greer.1§
1-Poor, 5 Condition
Excellent 1-Poor 10 5

Excellent

Auckland Auckland Leased 4 3
Auckland Avondale Owned 2 4
Auckland Balmoral (incl Womens) Owned 3 4
Auckland Blockhouse Bay Leased 4 4
Auckland Bridge Park Leased 3 3
Auckland Bucklands Beach Leased 3 3
Auckland Carlton Cornwall Leased 5 4
Auckland East Tamaki Leased 2 3
Auckland Edendale Leased 2 2
Auckland Ellerslie Leased 3 4
Auckland Epsom Owned 4 4
Auckland Glendowie (incl Wome®) Leased 4 3
Auckland Glen Eden Owned 4 4
Auckland Grey Lynn Owned 2 3
Auckland Henderson Leased 4 4
Auckland Hillsboro (incl WmenQ) Owned 3 3
Auckland Howick (incl Wome®) Owned 4 4
Auckland Mangere Leased 3 4
Auckland Maraetai Leased 2 3
Auckland Mission Bay Leased 3 3
Auckland Mission Bay Women Leased 3 3
Auckland Mt Albert Owned 3 4
Auckland Mt Eden Leased 3 4
Auckland Mt Richmond Leased 1 2
Auckland Mt Wellington Leased 2 3
Auckland New Lynn Owned 2 4
Auckland Okahu Bay Leased 2 2
Auckland Onehunga Owned 4 3
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Auckland Onehunga RSA Leased 2 2
Auckland Oneroa Leased closed
Auckland Oratia Leased 2 2
Auckland Otahuhu Railway Owned 2 2
Auckland Pakuranga Leased 3 4
Auckland Papatoetoe RSA Leased 3 4
Auckland Piha Leased 3 3
Auckland Point Chevalier Leased 3 4
Auckland Point Chevalier RSA Leased 3 3
Auckland Ponsonby Owned 2 3
Auckland Pringle Park Leased 4 3
Auckland Rawhiti Owned 3 3
Auckland Remuera Owned 4 3
Auckland Rocky Nook Leased 3 2
Auckland Sandringham Leased 2 2
Auckland St Heliers Leased 4 3
Auckland Te Atatu Peninsula Leased 3 4
Auckland Te Papapa Leased 1 2
Auckland Titirangi RSA Leasel 3 2
Auckland Victoria Park
Auckland West End Owned 3 2
Auckland Waiheke Owned 2 2
Auckland Te Atatu Peninsula Leased
Auckland Te Papapa Leased
Auckland Waiheke
Bay of Plenty Arawa Council 3 3n-4
Bay of Plenty Bowls Cosmopolitan no longer exists
Bay of Plenty Edgecumbe Council 2 1n-2
Bay of Plenty Gate Pa Council 3 2n-4
Bay of Plenty Katikati Owned 3 2n-3
Bay of Plenty Kawerau Council 3 2s-3
Bay of Plenty Lakeland Council 3 1n-3
Bay of Plenty Matua Council 4 2n-4, 1s5
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Bay of lenty Mount Maunganui Council 5 2n-3, 1s5
Bay of Plenty Ngongotaha Council 3 2n-4
Bay of Plenty Ohope Owned 3 253
Bay of Plenty Omanu Council 3 2n-4
Bay of Plenty Omokoroa Council 3 2n-4
Bay of Plenty Opotiki Owned 3 1n-3, 1s5
Bay of Plenty Papanoa Sports Council 3 1s3
Bay of Plenty Reporoa Council 3 1n-3
Bay of Plenty Rotorua Mer® Council 3 3n-3
Bay of Plenty Rotorua Wome@ mergedwith men
Bay of Plenty Rotorua East Council 3 2n-3
Bay of Plenty Rotorua West no longer exists
Bay of Renty Taneatua Council 2 1n-3
Bay of Plenty Taupo Council 3 1n-3,1s5
Bay of Plenty Tauranga Council 3 2n-3
Bay of Plenty Tauranga RSA no longer exists
Bay of Plenty Tauranga South Owned 4 3n-5
Bay of Plenty Te Puke Cosmopolitan 3 2n-3
clubowns
Bay of Plenty Turangi Council 2 1s3
Bay of Plenty Whakatane Owned 4 2s5
Buller Granity RSA closed
Buller Karamea Owned 3 2
Buller Murchison Owned 2 3
Buller Westport Owned 4 3
Buller Westport R8 Owned 4 3
Canterbury Akaroa Bowling Club Leased 3 artificial
Canterbury Allenton Bowling Club Leased 3 5 (1 natural,
1 artificial)
Canterbury Amberley Bowling Club Leased 4 3
Canterbury Ashburton Bowling Club Leased 3 4
Canterbury Ashburton MSA Bowling Leased 2 3
Club
Canterbury Barrington Bowling Chu Leased 4 3
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Canterbury Beckenham Bowling Club Leased 4 4
Canterbury Belfast Bowling Club Leased 5 4
Canterbury Bowls Oxford Leased see 4 4
Oxford WMC
Canterbury Bowls Papanui Leased 5 4
Canterbury Bowls Woolston Owned 4 3
Canterbury Burnside Bowlin€lub Leased 5 5
Canterbury Burwood Park Bowling Clul Merged/
Dallington
Canterbury Canterbury Bowling Club Owned 3 3
Canterbury Cashmere Bowling Club Leased 4 3
Canterbury Cheviot Bowling Club Leased 2 3
Canterbury Christchurch Bowling Club Owned 4 3
Canterbury Christchurch Richmond | Closed Merged
Bowling Club at Edgeware
Canterbury Coalgate Bowling Club Owned 3 artificial
Canterbury Cust Bowling Club Owned 3 2
Canterbury Dallington Bowling Club Leased 4 3
(Now Avon Park)
Canterbury Darfidd Bowling Club Leased 4 4
Canterbury Diamond Harbour Bowling Leased 4 3
Club
Canterbury Dunsandel Bowling Club Leased 4 artificial
Canterbury Edgeware Bowling Club Leased 3 2
Canterbury Elmwood Bowling Club Leased 3 3
Canterbury Fendalton Bowling Citu Leased 5 4
Canterbury Greta Valley Bowling Club Leased 3 2
Canterbury Halswell Bowling Club Leased 3 1 naturall
artificial
Canterbury Hampstead Bowling Club Owned 1 2
Canterbury Hawarden Bowling Club Leased 4 2
Canterbury Heathcote Valley Bowling Disaffiliated
Aub
Canterbury Hinds Bowling Club Leased 1 2
Canterbury Hornby Domain Bowling Leased 4 3
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Club

Canterbury Hornby WMC Bowling Cluk Closed Closed Closed
Canterbury Kaiapoi Riverside Bowling Leased Building Initially 1
Club new club artificial
Canterbury Kaiapoi WMC Owned 4 3
Canterbury Kirwee Bowling Club Leased 4 3
Canterbury Leeston Bowling Club Freehold 4 3
Canterbury Lincoln Bowling Club Leased 4 4 (1 natural,
1 artificial)
Canterbury Linwood Bowling Club Leased 1 2
Canterbury Mandeville Bowling Club Leased 3 3
Canterbury Methven Bowling Club Leased 3 3
Canterbury Morrison Ave Bowling Club Leased 4 3
Canterbury Mt Pleasant Bowling Club| Merged Redcliffs
Canterbury New Brighton Bowling Cluf Owned 3 3
Canterbury Opawa Bowling IGb Owned 2 3
Canterbury Oxford WMC Bowling Club Owned 0 0
Canterbury Papanui Club Bowling Clul Owned 5 4
Canterbury Parklands Bowling Club Leased 3 3
Canterbury Rakaia Bowling Club Leased 1 3
Canterbury Rangiora Bowling Club Leased 4 3
Canterbury Redcliffs Bowling Club Owned 4 3 (1 natural,
new
artificial)
Canterbury Riccarton R/C Bowling Clul Leased 4 3 (1 natural,
1 artificial)
Canterbury Sheffield Bowling Club In recess 0 0
Canterbury Shirley Bowling Club Closed quake
Canterbury | South Brigton Bowling Club Leased 3 2
Canterbury Southbridge Bowling Club Freehold 4 3
Canterbury Spreydon Bowling Club Leased 4 2
Canterbury St Albans/Merivale Bowling Owned 4 3
Club
Canterbury Sta I NJiBowli@giClub Leased 3 2 (1 natural,
1 artificial)
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Carterbury Sumner Bowling Club Owned 3 2
Canterbury Sydenham Bowling Club Leased 3 3
Canterbury Tai Tapu Bowling Club Leased 3 2
Canterbury Tinwald Bowling Club Leased 1 2
Canterbury United Bowling Club Closed
Canterbury Waiau Bowling Club Freehold 3 2
Canterbury Waikari Bowling Club Leased 2 2
Canterbury West Melton Bowling Club Leased 3 2
Canterbury Woodend Bowling Club Leased 3 2
Canterbury | Woolston Park Bowling Clu| Leased 3 3
Counties Clarks Beach Bowling Clul Leased 3 1n green-5
Manukau

Caunties Clevedon Bowling Club Leased 2 1s-2
Manukau

Counties Grahams Beach Leased 3 In-2
Manukau

Counties Homai Bowling Club Leased 3 2n-1@ 3,1
Manukau @2
Counties Hunua Bowling Club Leased 3 in-2
Manukau

Counties Karaka Bowling Club Leased 2 1n-3
Manukau

Counties Manurewa Cosmopolitan Cosmopolitan 5 1.5s-5
Manukau Bowling Club clubowns

Counties Marne Road Papakura Leased 2 2n-2
Manukau Bowling Club

Counties Onewhero Bowling Club Leased 3 in-2
Manukau

Counties Otaua MemoriaBowling Club no longer

Manukau Club exists

Counties Papakura Bowling Club Crown Lease 4 2n-4,1s?2
Manukau

Counties Papakura East End Bowlinl Cosmopolitan 5 1n1
Manukau Club club owns

Counties Papakura RSA Bowling Cly Owned by RSA 5 2n-2
Manukau
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Couries Papatoetoe/Hunters Cornel Leased 4 2n-4, 1s4

Manukau Bowling Club Inc

Counties Patumahoe Bowling Club Leased 3 in-2

Manukau

Counties Pukekawa Bowling Club Leased 2 1n1

Manukau

Counties Pukekohe Cosmopolitan Owned by 5 2 outdoor. s

Manukau Cosmopolitan 3,indoor.S 5

club

Counties Te Kauwhata Bowling Cluk Owned 3 1n-3

Manukau

Counties Tuakau Bowling Club No longer exists

Manukau

Counties Waipipi Bowling Club Leased 2 1n-4

Manukau

Counties Waiuku Bowling Club Leased 3 2n-2

Manukau

Countes Weymouth Cosmopolitan & No longer exists

Manukau Sports

Dunedin Andersons Bay Owned 3 4

Dunedin Balmacewen Owned 3 2

Dunedin Brighton Owned 2 3

Dunedin Caledonian Leased 2 2

Dunedin Caversham Owned 3 3

Dunedin Dunback Owned 1 1

Dunedin Fairfidd Owned 3 4

Dunedin Forbury Park Leased 3 3

Dunedin Green Island Owned 3 4

Dunedin Kaikorai Leased 4 5

Dunedin Karitane Owned 2 3

Dunedin Leith Leased 1 2

Dunedin Logan Park & Business Leased 1 2
Women

Dunedin Macandrew Bay Owned 2 2

Dunedin Mornington Owned 3 4

Dunedin Mosgiel Memorial RSA Owned 2 3
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Dunedin North East Valley Owned 4 5
Dunedin North Taieri n/a n/a n/a
Dunedin Opoho Leased 1 1
Dunedin Otago n/a n/a n/a
Dunedin Outram Leased 3 4
Dunedin Palmerston Owned 2 2
Dunedin Port Chalrers Leased 2 4
Dunedin Portobello Owned 3 4
Dunedin Roslyn Owned 1 2
Dunedin St Clair Owned 3 4
Dunedin St Kilda Leased 2 3
Dunedin Taieri Owned 5 5
Dunedin Tainui Leased 2 3
Dunedin Waikouaiti Leased 1 2
Dunedin Wakari Leased 3 4
Dunedin West Habour Leased 1 2
Dunedin Westpac Stadium Leased 5 5
Far North Coopers Beach Bowling Clu Owned 4 3
Far North Far North RSA Bowling Clu Owned 4 3
Far North Hokianga Bowling Club Leased 2 2
Far North Houhora Bowling Club Leased 2 2
Far North Kaeo Bowtig Club Owned 2 2
Far North Kaikohe Bowling Club Owned 3 3
Far North Kaitaia Combined Bowling Owned 3 3
Club
Far North Kaitaia Church Road Owned 3 4
Far North Kawakawa Bowling Club Leased 3 1
Far North Kerikeri Bowling Club Leased 3 3
Far North Kohulohu Bowling Club Leased 3 3
Far North Okaihau Bowling Club Leased 2 3
Far North Opononi Bowling Club Owned 3 3
Far North Oruru Bowling Club Owned 2 3
Far North Russell Bowling Club Leased 3 4
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Far North Waimamaku Bowling Club Owned 3
Far North Waitangi Bowling Club Leased 3
Gisborne East Gisborne Bowling Club Owned 2.5n-4

Coast
Gisborne East Kahutia Bowling Club Owned 2n-4
Coast
Gisborne East| Poverty Bay Bowling Club Owned 1s-4
Coast
Gisborne East| RiversidéN.Bowling Club Courcil 2n-4
Coast
Gisborne East Ruatoria Bowling Club Club no longer
Coast exists
Gisborne East Te Karaka Bowling Club Owned 1n-3
Coast
Gisborne East| Tolaga Bay Bowling Club Owned 1n-3
Coast
Gisborne East Wairoa Bowling Club Owned 2n-3
Coast
HawkesBay Bay View Bowling Club Council 1s5
Hawkes Bay Bluff Hill Bowling Club DOC land 1n-3
Hawkes Bay Bowls Heretaunga Cosmopolitan 2s5
club owns
Hawkes Bay Bowls Napier Inc Council 3n-4
Hawkes Bay Bowls Taradale Owned by 2s3
Cosmopolitan
club
Hawkes Bay Bowls Wairere Council 2n-3
Hawkes Bay Hastings Bowling Club No longer exists
Hawkes Bay | Havelock North Bowling Clu Owned 2s5
Hawkes Bay Kia Toa Bowling Club Owned 1n-3,1s5
Hawkes Bay National Service Bowling Cosmopolitan 1n-3,
Club club owns
Hawkes Bay Norsewood Bowling Club | No longer exists
Hawkes Bay Omarunui Bowling Club Councill 2n-3,1s2
Hawkes Bay Otane Bowling Club No longer exists
Hawkes Bay Port Ahuriri Bowling Club Council 3n-2
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Hawkes Bay Waipawa Bowlig Club Owned 3 1s3
Hawkes Bay | Waipukurau Bowling Club Owned 3 1n-3, 1s2
Kapiti Central Levin Owned 4 Natural 4
Kapiti Kapiti Leased 4 Artificial 3.5
Kapiti Levin Owned 4 Natural 4,
Artificial 3
Kapiti LevinRSA Owned 3 Artificial 3.5
Kapiti LevinV@ YSy Qa Leased 3 Natural 3.5
Kapiti Manakau Bowls Owned 3 Natural 3.5
Kapiti Otaki Owned 4 Artificial 3.5
Kapiti Otaki RailwaylLease green
from Manakau Bowls)
Kapiti Paekakariki Owned 3 Natural3
Kapiti Paraparaumu Beach Leased 4 Natural 4
Kapiti Raumati South Owned 4 Natural 4,
Artificial 3
Kapiti Waikanae Owned 3 Artificial 3.5
Kapiti WaikanaeBeach Owned 5 Natural 3.5
Kapiti Waitarere Beach Owned 4 Natural 4
Manawatu Ashhurst Bowling Club Leased 2 3
Manawatu Bulls Bowling Club Leased 2 3
Manawatu Dannevirke Bowling Club Owned 3 3
Manawatu Foxton Beach Bowling Clul Owned 3 2
Manawatu Himatangi Beach Bowling Leased 3 3
Club
Manawatu Hokowhitu Bowling Club Leased 4 2
Manawatu Johnston Park Bowls Inc Leased 4 2
Manawatu Kimbolton & Distrits Leased 2 2
Bowling Club
Manawatu Northern Bowling Club Leased 3 4
Manawatu Pahiatua Bowling Club Leased 2 2
Manawatu Palmerston North Bowling Owned 4 4
Club
Manawatu Shannon Bowling Club Leased 3 3
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Manawatu Takaro Bowling Club Leased 3 3
Manawatu Te Kawau Bowling Club Leased 1 2
Manawatu Terrace End Bowling Club Leased 2 3
Manawatu Woodville Bowling Club Owned 2 3
Marlborough Awatere Owned 1 2
Marlborough Blenheim Bowling Club Owned 5 3
Marlborough | Blenheim WMC Bowling Cly Now Riverside
Marlborough Havelock Bowling Club Owned 4 2
Marlborough Kaikoura Bowling Club Owned 3 3
Marlborough Picton Bowling Club Leased 3 3
Marlborough Renwick Bowling Club Leased 3 3
Marlborough Riverside Owned 3 3
Marlborough Springlands Bowling Club Owned 3 3
Marlborough Takahanga Bowling Club Leased 3 3
Marlborough | Waterlea Bowling ClugNow Leased 3 4 (Artificial)
Whitehead Park)
Nelson Maitai Bowling Club Leased 4 5 (natural) 1
(artificial)
Nelson MapuaBowling Club Leased 4 2
Nelson MotuekaBowling @b Leased 4 2
Nelson NelsonBowling Club Owned 4 3
Nelson NgatimotiBowling Club Leased 3 2
Nelson NgawhatuBowling Club Leased 3 2
Nelson PoharaBowling Club Leased 3 2
Nelson RichmondBowling Club Leased will be new
artificial
Nelson RiwakaBowing Club Owned 4 3
Nelson StokeBowling Club Owned 4 4
Nelson TahunanuBowling Club Leased 4 5 (1 artificial,
1 natural)
Nelson TakakaBowling Club Owned 4 2
Nelson United Bowling Club Leased 3 3
Nelson WakefieldBowling Club Owned 4 4 (1 natural 1

artificial)
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North Harbour

Beach Haven

Leased

3 3
North Harbour Belmont Park Leased 3 4
North Harbour Birkenhead Owned 4 5
North Harbour Bowls Orewa Leased 4 4
North Harbour Bowls Wellsford Leased 3 3
North Harbour Browns Bay Owned 4 4
North Harbour Devonport Leased 3 2
North Harbour Glenfield Leased 3 3
North Harbour Helensville Owned 3 5
North Harbour Hobsonville Leased 4 3
North Harbour Kaukapakapa Closed 0 0
North Harbour Mahurangi East Leased 3 3
North Harbour Mairangi Bay Leased 4 3
North Harbour Manly Leased 4 3
North Harbour Milford Leased 4 4
North Harbour Northcote Leased 3 3
North Harbour Omaha Beach Leased 3 3
North Harbour Point Wells Owned 3 2
North Harbour Riverhead Leased 3 3
North Harbour Silverdale Closed 0 0
North Harbou Silverdale RSA Owned 3 3
North Harbour Stanley Owned 3 3
North Harbour Sunnybrae Leased 4 5
North Harbour Takapuna Owned 4 4
North Harbour Takapuna Serv/Social Owned 3
North Harbour Waimauku Owned 3 4
North Harbour Warkworth Owned 3 4
North Harbaur Waimauku
North Harbour Warkworth
North Otago Awamoa Leased 4 3
North Otago Dunback Leased 2 1
North Otago Hampden Owned 2 2
North Otago Kurow Owned 1 2
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North Otago Maheno Owned 3 3
North Otago Meadowbank Owned 4 3
North Otago Otematata Leased 2 2
North Otago Palmerston Owned 1 2
North Otago Phoenix Leased 3 5
North Otago Pukeuri n/a
North Otago RSA Leased 2 3
North Otago Twizel n/a
North Otago Weston n/a
Northland Arapohue Owned 3 3
Northland Dargaville Owned 4 4
Northland Hikurangi Leased 4 4
Northland Kamo Leased 4 4
Northland Kensington Owned 4 4
Northland Leigh Leased 3 3
Northland Mamaranui Owned 3 3
Northland Mangawhai Leased 4 4
Northland Maungakaramea Leased 3 3
Northland Maungatapere Leased 3 4
Northland Maungaturoto (Country Owned 4 4
Club)
Northland Mt Manaia Leased 3 4
Northland Ngunguru Leased 4 3
Northland One Tree Point Owned 3 3
Northland Onerahi Leased 4 3
Northland Ruawai Owned 3 3
Northland Te Kopuru Leased 2 2
Northland Waipu Owned 3 4
Northland Whangarei Owned 4 4
Northland Whangarei RSA Owned 3 4
Otago Central Alexandra Bowling Club Leased 5 4
Otago Central | Arrowtown Bowling Club Leased 4 4
Otago Central | Bannockburn Bowling Cluk Leased 3 3
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Otago Central Clyde Bowling Club Leased 4 5
Otago Central Cromwell Bowling Club Leased 3 4
Otago Central Hawea Bowling Club Leased 3 3
Otago Central | Middlemarch Bowling Club Leased 4 3
Otago Central Millers Flat Bowling Club Leased 3 3
Otago Central Naseby Bowling Club Owned 1 1
Otago Central Omakau Bowling Club Leased 3 3
Otago Central Patearoa Leased 3 4
Otago Central | Queenstown Bowling Club Leased 4 4
Otago Central | Alexandra RSA Bowling CI{ Owned 4 5
Otago Central Ranfurly Bowling Club Owned 4 3
Otago Central Roxburgh Bowling Club Leased 3 3
Otago Central Waipiata Bowling Club Leased 3 3
Otago Central Wanaka Bowling Club Owned 5 4
Sth Canterbury Aorangi (Merging with Leased 3 2
Timaru)
Sth Canterbury Ashbury Owned 1 2
Sth Canterbury Fairlie Leased 3 3
Sth Canterbury Geraldine Leased 5 3
Sth Canterbury Kia Toa Women N/A
Sth Canterbury Kia Toa Men Owned 5 5
Sth Canterbury Park Leased 3 5
Sth Canterbury Pleasant Point Owned 1 3
Sth Canterbury Temuka Leased 4 5
Sth Canterbury Timaru T & C Women N/A
Sth Canterbury| Timaru (Mowvg to Aorangi) Leased 3 3
Sth Canterbury Timaru T & C Men Leased 3 3
Sth Canterbury Victoria Park N/A
Sth Canterbury Waimate Leased 4 5
Sth Canterbury Westend Owned 5 5
South Otago Balclutha Bowling Club Leased 5 4
South Otago Clinton Bowling Club Owned 3 2
South Otago | Clutha Valley Bowling Cluk Owned 2 3
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South Otago Finegand Bowling Club Owned 1 3
South Otago Kaitangata Bowling Club Owned 4 4
South Otago Kaka Point Bowling Club Owned 4 2
South Otago Lawrence Bowling Club Owned 2 2
South Otago Milton Bowling Club Owned 4 4
South Otago Owaka Bowling Club Leased 2 2
South Otago South Otago Town & Owned 3 3
Country Bowling Club Inc
South Otago Stirling Bowling Club Owned 3 2
South Otago Waihola Bowling Club Owned 3 3
Southland Balfour Leased 3 2
Southland Bluff Leased 3 2
Southland Drummond Owned 3 4
Southland Edendale Leased 2 3
Southland Georgetown Owned 3 2
Southland Gordon Leased 3 3
Southland Gore Leased 3 4
Southland Gore RSA Leased 3 4
Southland Heriot N/A
Southland Hokonui Leased 4 5
Southland Invercargill Leased 4 3
Southland James MacPherson Leased 1 1
Southland Kew Leased 3 3
Southland Kingston Owned 1 1
Southland Limehills Owned 3 4
Southland Lumsden Owned 3 3
Southland Makarewa Leased 2 3
Southland Mataura Owned 3 4
Southland Nightcaps Owned 2 3
Southland Northend Leased 4 3
Southland Ohai Leased 2 1
Southland Orepuki Owned 3 4
Southland Otatara Owned 3 3
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Southland Otautau Leased 2 2
Southland Pukemaori Owned 2 2
Southland Riversdale Owned 3 3
Southland Rverton Leased 3 3
Southland Riverton Rocks Owned 1 1
Southland Southland Leased 2 3
Southland TeAnau Leased 4 2
Southland TeRangi Leased 3 3
Southland Thornbury Leased 2 2
Southland Tokonui Owned 1 1
Southland Tuatapere Owned 2 4
Southland Waihopa Leased 5 5
Southland Waikaka Leased 1 1
Southland Waikiwi Leased 3 4
Southland Waverley Leased 5 4
Southland Winton Central Leased 3 3
Southland Winton RSA Leased 3 3
Southland Woodlands Leased 2 3
Southland Wyndham Leased 2 2
Southland Youth Bovs N/A

Taranaki Alton Bowling Club Owned 3 3
Taranaki Awakino Bowling Club Owned 2 2
Taranaki Clifton Park Bowling ClyMerged with Waitara)

Taranaki Fitzroy Bowling Club Leased 4 4
Taranaki Hawera Bowling Club Owned 3 3
Taranaki Hawera Park Bolimg Club Leased 5 4
Taranaki Inglewood Bowling Club Owned 3 3
Taranaki Kaponga Bowling Club (Closed)

Taranaki Lepperton Bowling Club Owned 3 2
Taranaki Manaia Bowling Club Owned 3 3
Taranaki New Plymouth Bowling Clul Leased 5 4
Taranaki NolantownBowling Club Leased 3 3
Taranaki Oakura Bowling Club Owned 3 3
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Taranaki Okato Bowling Club Owned 3 4
Taranaki Opunake Bowling Club Owned 4 3
Taranaki Otakeho Bowling Club (Closed)
Taranaki Paritutu Bowling Club Owned 5 5
Taranaki Patea Bowling Gb (In recess)
Taranaki Pihama Bowling Club Leased 2 2
Taranaki Port View Bowling Club Leased 2 3
Taranaki Rahotu Bowling Club Owned 3 3
Taranaki Smart Road Bowling Club Owned 4 3
Taranaki Stratford Bowling Club Owned 4 4
Taranaki Tariki Bowling Qb Owned 3 3
Taranaki Tasman Bowling Club (Closed)
Taranaki Urenui Bowling Club Owned 2 2
Taranaki Vogeltown Bowling Club Owned 5 5
Taranaki Waimea Bowling Club Owned 4 4
Taranaki Waitara Bowling Club Leased 4 4
Taranaki West End Bowling Club Leased 5 5
Thames Valley Coromandel Owned 3 in4
Thames Valley Il I dzZN> 1 A 2 2] Council & Golf 2 in4
Club
Thames Valley Hauraki Council & Golf 2 1n4
Club
Thames Valley Hikutaia Leased 2 1n-3
Thames Valley Kerepehi Leased 2 2s3
Thames Valley Leander Pk Cosmopolitan 5 1s-3
clubowns
Thames Valley Mercury Bay Leased 4 1n-3
Thames Valley Paeroa Leased 2 2n-4
Thames Valley Pauanui Golf Cours®wns 5 2n-4
Thames Valley Tahuna Leased 2 1n1
Thames Valley Tairua Inc Leased 3 2n-3
Thames Valley TairuaCountry Cosmopolitan 3 1n-3
clubowns
Thames Valley Te Aroha Domain Leased 2 1n-1
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Thames Valley ¢KFYSa 22Y{ Mergedwith
men
Thames Valley Thames Owned 3 2n-3,1s5
Thames Valley Thames Coast Leased 3 1n-5,1s3
Thames Valley Tui Park Leased 3 2n-3
Thames Valley Waihi Beach Owned RSA 5 1n-3
Thames Valley Waihi Leased 3 2n-1
Thames Valley 2 A02F 2 2Y| Mergedwith
men
Thames Valley Waitoa Leased 3 1n-5
Thames Valley Whangamata Leased 3 2n-4
Waikato Arapuni Leased 3 1n-3
Waikato Beerescourt Leased 3 2n-3
Waikato Cambridge Leased 3 2s3
Waikato Central Leased 4 1n4,1s5
Waikato Claudelands Leased 4 2.5n3
Waikato Frankton Jct Cosmopolitan 5 2n-4
clubowns
Waikato Frankton Rly Leased 4 1s4
Waikato Glenview Cosmopolitan 2 1n-3
club owns
Waikato Hamilton City Leased 3 2n-3, 1s5
Waikato Hamilton Cosmo Cosmopolitan 3 1s3
club owns
Waikato Hamilton United Leased 3 1n-3
Waikato Hillcrest Leased 3 3n5
Waikato Hinuera Owned 3 In-5
Waikato Huntly Owned 3 1n-3
Waikato Huntly West Leased 3 1n-2
Waikato Kawhia No longer exists
Waikato Kihikihi Leased 2 2n-3
Waikato Leamington Leased 3 2n-3
Waikato Manunui Owned 3 1n-3
Waikato Matamata Owned 2 1n-3, 1s2
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Waikato Matamata RSA Owned by RSA 3 1n-3
Waikato Matamata RSA Women Ownedby RSA 3 1n-3
Waikato Morrinsville Leased 3 2n-3
Waikato Morrinsville RSA Owned by RSA 3 1n-3
Waikato Ngaruawahia Leased 4 1n-4
Waikato Ohaupo Leased 2 1n-2
Waikato Orini No longer exists
Waikato Otorohanga Leased 3 2n-4
Waikato Pio Pio Owned 3 1n-3
Waikato Pirongia Leased 4 1n-3
Waikato Putaruru Owned 3 1n-3, 1s5
Waikato Raglan Cosmopolitan 3 1n4, 1s3
club owns
Waikato Rewa Cosmopolitan 4 2n-4
club owns
Waikato Taumarunui Leased 3 1n-3
Waikato Taupiri Owned 3 1n-3
Waikato Te Awamutu Leased 3 2n-4
Waikato Te Kuiti Leased 3 1n-3, .5s4
Waikato Te Rapa No longer exists
Waikato Tokoroa Cosmopolitan 3 2n-4
club owns
Waikato Tokoroa Cosmo Cosmopolitan 3 2n-4
club owns
Waikato Waharoa No longer exists
Waikato Walton No longer exists
Wairarapa Masterton Bowling Club Owned 3 5
Wairarapa Masterton Park Bowling Clul Leased 3 2
Wairarapa Lansdowne Bowling Club Owned 3 3
Wairarapa Carterton Bowling ClugNow Owned 3 3
Carrington BC)
Wairarapa Greytown Bowling Club Owned 3 Recentlyre-
laid
Wairarapa Eketahuna Bowling Club Owned 3 4
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Wairarapa South End Bowling Cl§how Carrington BC) Closed Closed
Wairarapa Featherston Bowling Club Owned 3 4
Wairarapa Martinborough Bowling Cluk Owned 3 2
Wanganui Aramoho Owned 4 4.5
Wanganui Caslecliff Owned 3.5 4
Wanganui Centennial ParMMerged with Marton BC)

Wanganui Durie Hill Leased 3 4
Wanganui D2y @At tS 23 Leased 2.5 4
Wanganui Gonville Owned 4 5
Wanganui Hunterville Owned 3 3
Wanganui Laird Park Leased 5 4
Wanganui Marton Owned 4 3.5
Wanganui Ohakune Owned 4 3
Wanganui Raetihi Owned 4 3
Wanganui Rapanui Leased 3 3
Wanganui Taihape Leased 3 3
Wanganui Victoria Owned 3 1
Wanganui Wanganui Owned 5 4.5
Wanganui Wanganui East Owned 4 4.5
Wanganui Waverley Leased 5 5
Wellington Berhampore Leased 1 1
Wellington Central(Now Petone Central) Leased 3 3
Wellington Eastbourne Owned 3 2
Wellington Hataitai Owned 2 1
Wellington Hutt Owned 4 4
Wellington Island Bay Owned 4 3
Wellington Johnsonville Owned 3 4
Wellington Karoi Owned 3 3
Wellington Khandallah Owned 4 4
Wellington Lower Hutt WomengNow Massey Avenue) Closed Closed
Wellington Lyall Bay Owned 3 3
Wellington Miramar Leased 2 2
Wellington Naenae Leased 4 5
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Wellington Newtown Owned 2 3
Wellington Park Avenue Leased 3 3
Wellington Petone(Now Petone Central) Closed Closed
Wellington Plimmerton Owned 4 3
Wellington Porirua City Leased 2 1
Wellington Porirua Hospita|Closed) Closed Closed
Wellington Seatoun Owned 4 2
Wellington Silverstream Leased 4 3
Wellington Stokes Valley Leased 3 3
Wellington Taita (Closed)
Wellington Tawa Leased 4 4
Wellington Tawa Services Owned 2 4
Wellington Terawhiti Leased 3 3
Wellington The Park Leased 3 2
Wellington Thorndon (Closed)
Wellington Titahi Bay Owned 3 3
Wellington Upper Hutt Owned 4 4
Wellington Victoria Leased 3 3
Wellington Vogelmorn Part Leased 2 1
Wellington Wainuiomata Leased
Wellington Wellington (Closed)
Wellington Whakatiki (Closed)
Wellington Whitby Owned 4 3
Wellington Wilton Leased 5 4
Wellington Woburn(Now Massey Leased 3 3

Avenue)
Wellington Workingmen's Leased 2 3
West Coast Blaketown Leased 3 2
West Coast Cobden Owned 4 3
West Coast Dobson Owned 3 2
West Coast Greymouth Sold FH playing

out of Cobden

West Coast Greymouth RSA Closed
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West Coast Hokitika Owned 4 3

West Coast Karoro Leased 4 3

West Coast Reefton Owned 2 0
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Appendix 2: Country Clubs z One club communities

Country Clubs
Region Club Name District Formed Natural Atrtificial
Auckland Piha Combied Bowling Club Auckland 1955 1 0
Bay of Plenty Edgecumbe Bowling Club Edgecumbe 1956 1 0
Bay of Plenty Katikati Bowling Club Katikati 1929 2 0
Bay of Plenty Kawerau Bowling Club Kawerau 1955 0 2
Bay of Plenty Ngongotaha Bowling Club Rotorua 1935 2 0
Bay of Plenty Ohope Bowling Club Ohope 1950 0 2
Bay of Plenty Opotiki Bowling Club Opotiki 1904 1 1
Bay of Plenty Reporoa Bowling Club Reporoa 1979 1 0
Bay of Plenty Taneatua Bowling Club Taneatua 1910 1 0
Bay of Plenty Te Puke Club Inc Te Puke 1909 2 0
Bay of Plenty Turangi Bowling Club Turangi 1 1
Bay of Plenty Whakatane Bowling Club Whakatane 1907 3 0
Buller Karamea Bowling Club Karamea 0
Buller Murchison Bowling Club
Canterbury Akaroa Bowling Club Akaroa 1
Canterbury Amberley Bowlinglub Amberley 1 0
Canterbury Bowls Oxford Oxford 1 0
Canterbury Cheviot Bowling Club Cheviot 1 0
Canterbury Coalgate Bowling Club Darfield 1
Canterbury Cust Bowling Club Cust 1 0
Canterbury Darfield Bowling Club Darfield 1 0
Canterbury DiamondHarbour Bowling Club Lyttelton 1 0
Canterbury Dunsandel Bowling Club RD2 Leeston 1
Canterbury Greta Valley Bowling Club Christchurch 2 0
Canterbury Hawarden Bowling Club Hawarden 1 0
Canterbury Hinds Bowling Club Ashburton 1 0
Canterbury KirweeBowling Club Kirwee 1 0
Canterbury Leeston Bowling Club Leeston 1 0
Canterbury Lincoln Bowling Club Lincoln 1 0
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Canterbury Mandeville Bowling Club Kaiapoi 1 0
Canterbury Methven Bowling Club Methven 1 0
Canterbury Rakaia Bowling Club Ashburton 1 0
Canterbury Rangiora Bowling Club Rangiora 2 1
Canterbury Sheffield Bowling Club 1 0
Canterbury Southbridge Bowling Club Southbridge 1 0
Canterbury Tai Tapu Bowling Club Tai Tapu 1 0
Canterbury Tinwald Bowling Club Ashburton 1 0
Canterbury Waiau Bowling Club Waiau 1 0
Canterbury Waikari Bowling Club Nth 1 0
Canterbury

Canterbury West Melton Bowling Club Christchurch 1 0

Counties Clarks Beach Bowling Club Auckland 1974 1 0

Manukau

Counties Clevedon Bowling Club South 1923 1 0

Manukau Auckland

Counties Grahams Beach Bowling Cluk Waiuku 2005 1 0

Manukau

Counties Hunua Bowling Club Papakura 1952 1 0

Manukau

Counties Karaka Bowling Club Papakura 1952 1 0

Manukau

Counties Onewhero Bowling Club Tuakau 1953 1 0

Manukau

Counties Pukekawa Bowling Club Franklin 1952 1 0

Manukau

Counties Te Kauwhata Bowling Club Franklin 1953 1 0

Manukau

Counties Tuakau Bowling Club Franklin 1922 2 0

Manukau

Counties Waipipi Bowling Club Waiuku 1947 1 0

Manukau

Counties Waiuku Bowling Club FranHin 1907 2 0

Manukau

Dunedin Dunback Bowling Club Otago 1935 1 0

Dunedin Karitane Bowling Club Karitane 1946 1 0
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Dunedin Outram Bowling Club Dunedin 1900 1 0
Dunedin Palmerston Bowling Club Otago 1898 1 0
Dunedin Port Chalmers Bowling Club Dunedin 1892 1 0
Dunedin Portobello Bowling Club Dunedin 1935 1 0
Dunedin Waikouaiti Bowling Club Dunedin 1907 1 0
Far North Coopers Beach Combined Mangonui 1961 0 2
Bowling Club
Far North Hokianga Bowling Club Rawene 1925 1
Far North Houhora Bowling Club Far North 1982 1
Far North Kaeo Bowling Club Kaeo 1957 1
Far North Kaikohe Bowling Club Kaikohe 1925 0 1
Far North Kawakawa Bowling Club Kawakawa 1912 2
Far North Kerikeri Bowling Club Kerikeri 1949 0 1
Far North Kohukohu Bowling Club Kohukohu 1960 1
Far Norh Okaihau Bowling Club Okaihau 1951 1
Far North Opononi Bowling Club Opononi 1985 1
Far North Oruru Bowling Club Taipa 1952 1
Far North Russell Bowling Club Russell 1923 1
Far North Waimamaku Combined Bowling Waimamaku 1955 1
Club
Far North Waitangi Bowling Club Pahia 1953 1
GisborneEast Te Karaka Bowling Club Gishorne 0
Coast
GisborneEast Tolaga Bay Bowling Club East Coast 0
Coast
GisborneEast Wairoa Bowling Club Wairoa 0
Coast
Hawkes Bay Bay View Bowling Club Napier 1976 0 2
Hawkes Bay Norsewood Bowling Club 1948 2 0
Hawkes Bay Otane Bowling Club Hawkes Bay 1937 1 0
Hawkes Bay Waipawa Bowling Club Hawkes Bay 1904 2 0
Hawkes Bay Waipukurau Bowling Club Hawkes Bay 1908 1 1
Kapiti Coast Kapiti Bowling Club Kapiti 1949 0 2
KapitiCoast Manakau Bowling & Sports Clu  Via Levin 1999 1 0
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Kapiti Coast Paekakariki Bowling Club Kapiti 1932 1 0
Kapiti Coast Paraparaumu Beach Bowling Kapiti 1939 3 0
Club
Kapiti Coast Raumati South Bowling Club 1945 1 1
Kapiti Coast Waitarere Beach Bomng Club Levin 1954 1 0
Manawatu Ashhurst Bowling Club: Ashhurst 1982 1 0
Manawatu Bulls Bowling Club Bulls 1919 2 0
Manawatu Dannevirke Bowling Club Dannevirke 3 0
Manawatu Foxton & Beach Bowling Club Foxton Beach 2006 2 0
Manawatu Himatangi BeacBowling Club Himatangi 1992 1 0
Beach
Manawatu Johnston Park Bowls Inc Feilding 2007 3 0
Manawatu Kimbolton & Districts Bowling Feilding RD 7 1987 1 0
Club
Manawatu Shannon Bowling Club Shannon 1904 2 0
Manawatu Te Kawau Bowling Club Rongotea 1980 1 0
Manawatu Woodville Bowling Club Woodville 1899 1 0
Marlborough Awatere Bowling Club Marlborough 1927 1 0
Marlborough Havelock Bowling Club Marlborough ~ 1936 1 0
Marlborough Picton Bowling Club Marlborough 1906 0 0
Marlborough Renwick Bowling Club Marlborough 1948 1 0
Nelson Mapua Bowling Club Nelson 1927 1 0
Nelson Motueka Bowling Club Motueka 1909 1 1
Nelson Ngatimoti Bowling Club Nelson 1945 1 0
Nelson Pohara Bowling Club Nelson 1949 1 0
Nelson Riwaka Bowling Club RD 3 1947 1 0
Nelson Takaka Boling Club Nelson 1907 1 0
Nelson Wakefield Bowling Club Nelson 1911 1 0
North Harbour Bowls Orewa Auckland 1950 1 2
North Harbour Bowls Warkworth Warkworth 1923 1 1
North Harbour Bowls Wellsford Wellsford 1950 0 1
North Harbour Helensville Bowling Gtu Helensville 1912 2 0
North Harbour Omaha Beach Bowling Club Auckland 1993 0 1
North Harbour Point Wells Bowling Club Warkworth 1956 1 0
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North Harbour Riverhead Bowling Club Auckland 1961 1 0
North Harbour Waimauku Bowling Club Auckland 1938 1 0
North Otago Bowls Palmerston Inc Otago 1922 1 0
North Otago Dunback Bowling Club Dunback 1 0
North Otago Hampden Bowling Club North Otago 1920 1 0
North Otago Kurow Bowling Club North Otago 1944 1 0
North Otago Otematata Bowling Club North Otago 1 0
Northland Arapohue Bowling Club Dargaville
Northland Dargaville Bowling Club Dargaville
Northland Hakaru Womens Bowling Clut  Mangawhai
Northland Hikurangi Bowling Club Hikurangi
Northland Leigh Bowling Club Leigh
Northland Mamaranui Bowlig Club Dargaville
Northland Mangawhai Bowls
Northland Maungakaramea Bowling Cluk
Northland Maungatapere Bowling Club Maungatapere
Northland Maungaturoto Bowling Club  Maungaturoto
Northland Mt Manaia Bowling Club Whangarei
Northlard Ngunguru Bowling Club Ngunguru
Northland One Tree Point Bowling Club Ruakaka
Northland Ruawai Bowling Club Ruawai
Northland Te Kopuru Bowling Club Te Kopuru
Northland Waipu Bowling Club Waipu
Northland Waipu Womens Bowling Club Waipu
Otago Central Arrowtown Bowling Club 0
Otago Central Bannockburn Bowling Club 1908 1
Otago Central Clyde Bowling Club 1921 0
Otago Central Cromwell Bowling Club 0
Otago Central Hawea Bowling Club Wanaka 0
Otago Central Middlemarch Bowhg Club Middlemarch 0
Otago Central Naseby Bowling Club 1930 0 0
Otago Central Omakau Bowling Club 1911 0
Otago Central Patearoa Bowling Club 0
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Otago Central Queenstown Bowling Club Queenstown 0
Otago Central Ranfurly Bowling Club 1904 2
Otago Central Roxburgh Bowling Club 1913 0
Otago Central Waipiata Bowling Club Ranfurly 1937 0
Otago Central Wanaka Bowling Club 1926 1
South Otago Clinton Bowling Club Clinton 1897 1 0
South Otago Clutha Valley Bowling Club Balclutha 1958 1 0
South Otago Kaitangata Bowling Club South Otago 1886 1 0
South Otago Kaka Point Bowling Club South Otago 1951 1 0
South Otago Lawrence Bowling Club Lawrence 1883 1 0
South Otago Milton Bowling Club Milton 1878 1 0
South Otago Owaka Bowling Club Owaka 1924 1 0
South Otago Stirling Bowling Club Balclutha 1903 1 0
South Otago Waihola Bowling Club South Otago 1982 1 0
Southland Heriot Bowling Club 1946 1 0
Southland James Macpherson Bowling Cht RD4 1937 1 0
Southland Kingston Bowling Club Kingston 199 1 0
Southland Limehills Bowling Club Winton 1948 1 0
Southland Limehills Womens Bowling Clu Winton 0 0
Southland Lumsden Bowling Club Lumsden 1938 1 0
Southland Makarewa Bowling Club Invercargill 1938 1 0
Southland Mataura Bowling Club 1906 1 0
Southland Nightcaps Mens Bowling Club ~ Southland 1922 1 0
Southland Ohai Bowling Club Southland 1940 1 0
Southland Ohai Womens Bowling Club Southland 0 0
Southland Orepuki Bowling Club Southland 1909 1 0
Southland Otatara Bowling Club Otatara 1949 1 0
Southland Otautau Bowling Club Otauatu 1906 1 0
Southland Pukemaori Bowling Club 1951 1 0
Southland Riversdale Bowling Club Southland 1940 1 0
Southland Tapanui Bowling Club 1906 1 0
Southland Te Anau Bowling Club Te Anau 1970 1 0
Southland Thornbuy Bowling Club RD3 1950 1 0
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Southland Tokanui Bowling Club RD5 1992 1 0
Southland Tuatapere Bowling Club 1934 1 0
Southland Tuatapere Womens Bowling Clt 0 0
Southland Waikaka Bowling Club Southland 1994 0 1
Southland Woodlands Bowling Club RD2 1911 1 0
Southland Woodlands Womens Bowling 0 0
Club
Southland Wyndham Bowling Club RD4 1910 1 0
Sth Canterbury Fairlie Bowling Club Fairlie 1924 1 0
Sth Canterbury Geraldine Bowling Club Geraldine 1909 2 0
Sth Canterbury Pleasant Point Bowling Club Peasant Point 1938 1 0
Sth Canterbury Temuka Bowling Club Temuka 1906 2 0
Sth Canterbury Waimate Bowling Club Inc Waimate 1894 1 0
Taranaki Alton Bowling Club Patea 1948 1 0
Taranaki Awakino Bowling Club Mokau 1927 1 0
Taranaki Bowls Waitara Inc. Waitara 1907 2 1
Taranaki Fitzroy Bowling Club Fitzroy 1903 2 0
Taranaki Inglewood Bowling Club Inglewood 1905 1 1
Taranaki Lepperton Bowling Club New Plymouth 1933 1 0
Taranaki Manaia Bowling Club Manaia 1899 1 0
Taranaki Oakura Bowling Club Oakura 1956 1 0
Taranaki Okato Bowling Club Okato 1932 1 0
Taranaki Opunake Bowling Club Opunake 1903 2 0
Taranaki Opunake Womens Bowling Clu ~ Opunake 0 0
Taranaki Pihama Bowling Club New Plymouth 1899 1 0
Taranaki Rahotu Bowling Club Rahotu 1920 1 0
Taranaki Smart Road Bowling Club Waitara 1948 1 0
Taranaki StratfordAvon Bowling Club Stratford 1900 3 0
Taranaki Tariki Bowling Club Inglewood 1920 1 0
Taranaki Urenui Bowling Club Urenui 1929 1 0
Thames Valley Coromandel Bowling Club Coromandel 1909 1 0
Thanes Valley Hauraki Bowling Club Thames 1946 1 0
Thames Valley  Hauraki Womens Bowling Cluk Pokeno 1952 0 0
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Thames Valley Hikutaia Bowling Club Paeroa 1922 1 0
Thames Valley Kerepehi Bowling Club Paeroa 1948 1 1
Thames Valley Leander Park Bowling Club  Whangamata 1993 0 1
Thames Valley Mercury Bay Bowling Club Whitianga 1 1
Thames Valley Paeroa Bowling Club Paeroa 1904 2 0
Thames Valley Pauanui Bowling Club Pauanui Beacl 1984 2 0
Thames Valley Tahuna Bowling Club Morrinsville 1948 1 0
Thames Valley Thames Coast Bowling Club Thames 1969 1 1
Thames Valley Waihi Beach Memorial RSA  Waihi Beach 1948 1 0
Bowling Club
Thames Valley Waitoa Bowling Club Te Aroha 1948 1 0
Thames Valley Whangamata Bowling Club ~ Whangamata 1952 2 0
Waikato Arapuni Bowling Club Arapuni 1 0
Waikato Hinuera Bowling CIui§5 Hinuera 1 0
minutes from matamata)

Waikato Manunui Bowling Club Taumarunui 1
Waikato Ngaruawahia Bowling Club ~ Ngaruawahia 1 0
Waikato Ohaupo Bowling Club Hamilton 1 0
Waikato Otorohanga Bowling Club Otorohanga 2 0
Waikato Pio Pio Bowling Club Pio Pio 1 0
Waikato Pirongia Bowling Club Te Awamutu 1 0
Waikato Putaruru Bowling Club Putaruru 1 1
Waikato Raglan Bowling Club Raglan 1 1
Waikato Taumarunui Bowling Club Taumarunui 1 0
Waikato TaupiriBowling Club Taupiri 1 0
Waikato Te Awamutu Bowling Club Te Awamutu 2 2
Waikato Te Kuiti Bowling Club Te Kuiti 1 1
Wairarapa Carterton merging with Sthend  Carterton 1897 1 0

moving to Carterton
Wairarapa Eketahuna Bowling Club Eketahuna 1910 1 0
Wairarapa Featherston Bowling Club Featherston 1905 1 0
Wairarapa Greytown Bowling Club Greytown 1903 0 0
Wairarapa Martinborough Bowling Club  Martinborough 0 0
Wairarapa South End Bowling Club Carterton 1960 2 0
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Wanganui Centennial Park Bowling @lu Marton 1 0
Merged with Martin

Wanganui Hunterville Bowling Club Hunterville 1909 1 0
Wanganui Marton Bowling Club Marton 1904 2 0
Wanganui Ohakune Bowling Club Ohakune 1 0
Wanganui Raetihi Bowling Club Raetihi 1 0
Wanganui Rapanui Bowling Club Wanganui 1 0
Wanganui Taihape Bowling Club Taihape 1909 1 0
Wanganui Waverley Bowling Club Waverley 1897 1 0
Wellington Wainuiomata Bowling Club 1971 2 0
West Coast Dobson Bowling Club 1939 1 0
West Coast Hokitika Bowling Club 1907 1 0
West Coast Reefton Bowling Club 1911 0 0
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Appendix 3: Example of metrics applied to Auckland z Nth Harbour

Club Number Club Number

Beach Haven 1 Belmont Park 2
Birkenhead 3 Browns Bay 7
Devonport 8 Glenfield 9
Mairangi Bay 14 Milford 16
Northcote 17 Stanley 23
Sunnybrae 24 Takapuna 25

Takapuna 26

Services

Image © 2012 Terralinkjnternational Ltd
Image © 20/1_2 GeoEye
DatagS|0, NOAARLEST Navy, NGA, GEBCO

v

Figure9: Nth HarbourClubs

The red circles (Figure 4) show an area that is currently not serviced by a club. Paissibkearea
of growth for bowls on the north shore.
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Appendix 4: Examp le of metrics applied to Auckland z Central

‘ lmagéﬂi‘l 2012’:GeoE.ye . \ 7S g : g, \ .
FigurelO: Map showing Bowls Partnerships * Each circle covers an approximately 12.5fkm
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The yellowcirclesin Figure5 clearly identifyclubs thatmay be possibilities fa2020 partnership
sites.

Area 2020 partnership Membership*
A Pringle Park (37), Te Atatu Peninsula (45) (451122)
B Avondale (2), Mt Albert (22), New Lynn (26 (60257(?85)
C Grey Lynn (14), Ponsonby (36), Pt Chevalier 354
Rocky Nook (42), West End (49) (30,61,55,44,50)
D Balmoral (3), Carlton Cornwall (7), Epsom (1 376
Mt Eden (23) (65,33,88,75)
£ Hillsboro (16), Onehunga (28), Onehunga R¢ 409
(29), Te Papapa (46), (unknown green) (45,105,90,37)
F Rawhiti (40), Remuera (41) (9231(; 6)
G Mission Bay (20), Mission Bay Womens (21 456
Okahu Bay (27), St Heliers (44) (69,72,63,118)
H Mangere (18), MRichmond (24), Otahuhu 137
Railway (32) (39,48,24)
I Birkenhead (3), Northcote (17) ( 15358(78)
3 Sunnybrae (24), Takapuna Bowling (25), 214
Takapuna Services (26) (96), (118), (? **)
K Belmont Park (2), Stanley (23) (44;4(31)
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