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Response to “Membership Modernisation Consultation” document dated November 2012. 
 
Introduction. 
There is real difficulty in responding to this document. It claims that its purpose is to modernise the 
processes for dealing with affiliations, but then immediately launches into proposals that would have the 
effect of changing the nature and structure of the whole organisation. That is not to say that we cannot 
conduct a debate couched in general terms about possible changes to the nature of the organisation, but it 
seems fairly obvious that we need a more important reasons for doing that than just changing the affiliation 
process. 
Further, it is difficult to respond to a document that is little more than a series of unsupported assertions, 
without evidence, analysis or significant argument. 
Immediate confusion arises from the way in which the document refers to “membership of Archery GB” 
when Archery GB is simply a trading name and membership relates directly to the Grand National Archery 
Society, as described and regulated within the Memorandum, Articles and Laws of that body. 
When the membership is asked to approve changes to the nature and structure of the Society, it can only do 
so in General Meeting. The devil is in the detail and so at some point it is going to be necessary to place 
before the membership in general meeting the specific changes that are proposed to the Memo, Articles and 
Laws etc. There is no recognition within the consultation document that constitutions that the Society has 
acknowledged at club, county and regional level, support the existing membership structure and will also 
require significant change and re-submission to the Society. These changes will need to be synchronised 
with the changes to the GNAS Memorandum, Articles and Laws. 
The consultation document makes little reference to the way in which membership is attracted, recruited  
and retained. It is important to recognise the processes that give rise to membership applications and to have 
an administrative system for dealing with membership that supports these processes effectively and 
recognises the resulting relationships. It is important to make a sound judgement as to whether the changes 
will improve or damage the recruitment and membership retention processes and will result in an 
acceleration or deceleration in the recruitment and retention rates.  
Beyond this question, it seems important first to address those proposals that give rise to changes that would 
need amendment of the Memo, Articles and Laws and only then to look in detail at the working implications 
of the procedural changes. 
The structural and procedural changes need to be examined from three standpoints. These are labelled here 
in no particular order.  First, the implications for the full-time staff at headquarters; second, the implications 
for the volunteers who manage the membership issues at club, county and regional level; and third, the 
implications for members dealing with their own membership of the Society at various levels. 
 
Question. Membership recruitment. How will it work? 
Individuals join archery clubs because they want to do archery. Very few people start with a desire to join 
the national body as opposed to a club. At the end of a beginners course, when a club invites a group of 
individuals to join the club and the additional fees required for membership of county, region and national 
body are explained, there is often some resistance to the extra payments, but clubs are skilled at explaining 
the situation and very few sales are lost. If instead, the club collected only its own fee and distributed forms 
and information required for individuals to join county, region and national organisation at their own 
volition, it is not unreasonable to suppose that the strike rate would probably be somewhat lower. Not only 
that, but administratively, the process would be much more complex; it would require confirmation from the 
centre; the date of joining club and other levels could be significantly different from each other and a club 
would have to deny to the individual the right to shoot at the club, until after membership at the other levels 
had been confirmed. 



It’s unlikely that the Society and its members would be happy with such an arrangement, so we need the 
consultation document to include an explanation of how the recruitment process would work under the new 
arrangements.  
Proposals that affect the Memo., Articles and Laws. 
Article 7(i) – Whether there shall continue to be Club Electors needs clarification. 
Article 7(iv) – The position of Associate Electors needs clarification. 
Article 8 – May need change, depending upon the clarification of Articles 7(i) and 7(iv) 
Article 10 (b) – May need change, depending upon the clarification of Articles 7(i) and 7(iv) 
Article 26 – Will certainly need amendment and requires very careful consideration and debate. The 
committee that drafted the existing Memo and Articles came up with the concept of a Club Elector after very 
careful consideration of the implicit issues. The concept was debated widely in the Society before it was 
adopted. One of the issues was economy. The Club Elector arrangement limits the requirement for notices, 
agendas and reports to one per club and reduces the labour and the cost significantly. (See Articles 59 & 62). 
It also recognises the need to try to force debate at club level in face of the fact that many (perhaps even the 
majority of) club members have little or no interest in GNAS matters. It concluded that though individual 
votes have the appearance of greater democracy, the reality was that fewer individuals would take an interest 
and fewer votes would be cast. There was something of a safety net in that those individuals who wished to 
be directly involved could become Direct Members and exercise a personal vote. 
Law 4 – The changes proposed are highly likely to cause existing constitutions at Club, County, Regional 
and Associated Organisation level to come into conflict with the Society Memo, Articles and Laws required 
to implement the new proposals. E.g. examination of the Constitution & Rules of the Bedfordshire County 
Archery Association shows several instances of changes that will be necessary. 
Law 7 – Requires amendment. 
Law 9 – Requires amendment. 
Law 15(a) – Requires amendment. 
Law 15(b) – Requires amendment to cover only the fee paid by an Associated Club to secure affiliation and 
public liability insurance. The insurance situation needs careful explanation since individuals may often be 
undertaking activities for the club that may not be covered by the insurance that is part of Direct 
Membership of the Society (mowing the field; preparing tea; maintaining buildings etc) 
Law 15(c) - Requires amendment. 
Law 18 – Will require considerable amendment. Under current arrangements, while all fees are paid through 
the club at one time, County and Regional fees are not difficult to deal with. However, once a club collects 
only its own subscription and payment of the GNAS subscription falls directly on the individual, the 
question arises as to how County and Regional fees are to be paid. For the present, County and Regional 
fees are part of the subscription for a Club Member, but are, in effect, voluntary for a Direct Member. A 
Direct Member who chooses not to affiliate to a County and/or Region is not eligible for County/Region 
activities nor to benefit from County/Region services. Such a member is instead, entitled to expect similar 
services to be provided by the national body. It is a very small issue currently but could become a much 
larger issue under the proposals. 
Law 20(b) - Requires amendment. It uses the term “subscription year” which is a useful label when the 
subscription year is the same for everyone. Technically it would still work, but it makes little sense since the 
intention is clearly to prevent an archer from shooting for different teams in a single shooting season. 
Law 20(b)(iii) – can still apply technically, but it would mean that every member would have to notify 
County and Region and that would be ponderous and unlikely to work – we need a more practical and 
simple way of dealing with this matter if the proposals for change are adopted. 
Law 21 (a) and (b) – amendment needs to be considered. 



 
Rules of shooting 
Most of the Rules are likely to be un-affected, but handicap and classifications that are reviewed annually 
may need to be looked at to see whether a variable membership year creates any problems. The creation of a 
category of membership for archery providers outside the traditional membership categories of the Society is 
also likely to require examination of the way that the Rules would apply to this category. 
Identification of members at shoots appears initially to be more of a problem under the new proposals. At 
present, the possession of a current GNAS membership card is proof that an individual is either a Direct 
Member of GNAS or has paid a GNAS subscription through the Club-County-Region route. Under the new 
arrangement everyone will be a Direct Member and the implication is that it does not matter whether 
individuals are paid up members of club, county and region. That clearly cannot be right for events at county 
and regional level so the implication is that additional proof of club, county and regional membership will be 
required. 
 
Implications for full time staff at Headquarters. 
The proposals would change the relationship between headquarters staff and the individual members of the 
Society and the clubs to which they belong. Headquarters appears to want a more direct line of 
communication to individual members of the Society. It is unclear why this would represent an 
improvement. The cost is likely to be greater than at present since more staff time would be required, 
resulting almost certainly in a requirement to increase the number of HQ staff. Given the limited interest in 
HQ matters by most members of clubs this could be very wasteful and it would almost certainly be better to 
improve the way in which the Society uses the voluntary administrative structure at club, county and 
regional level. To take just one example, the change to the direct issue of membership cards (rather than 
sending them as a bundle to clubs) is judged by many to be a less efficient and more costly process than the 
previous one. Has anybody actually compared the costs of the two methods, including dealing with errors 
and other queries arising? The proposals take this change to distributed communication even further and it 
would appear to be quite important to analyse the additional labour requirements and costs that would arise 
from the new proposals. 
The proposals invite us to infer that the existing voluntary structure for managing and communicating about 
activities at the level of the club archer are inadequate or incompetent and need to be short circuited by 
direct information from HQ. Alternative communication routes can easily give rise to contradictions and 
confusion. It is doubtful whether the introduction of Direct Membership for all and increased direct 
communication to members from HQ will actually displace communication at club etc level, since it is 
doubtful whether most archers will address any questions to HQ. It may however contribute to the 
devaluation of the efforts of volunteers and deterioration in the relationship between these volunteers and 
HQ. 
 
Implications for the volunteers who manage the membership issues at club, county and regional level. 
In the description of the proposals the claim is made that there will be “less work for club secretaries”, but 
the claim is not backed up by system descriptions and is open to considerable doubt. Volunteers seem 
universally to see more, rather than less work in the proposals. The proposals seem to consider only the 
sending of information to GNAS and ignore the considerably increased opportunity for error that arises out 
of the splitting of data and the transfer of responsibility for sending data to GNAS from the club to the 
individual. It is unclear who will take responsibility for pursuing and correcting errors if the individual fails 
to submit the information or gets it wrong, but it will presumably be an extra task for paid HQ staff, as will 
the responsibility for communicating the correct data to club and for reconciliation of the club membership 
data and the GNAS membership data? 
The present arrangements involve the club in membership renewal activities once a year. The new 
arrangement means that it has to be dealt with all the year round. Most volunteers do not seem to welcome 
this change.  



The simplicity of administration at club level that follows from having all club members sharing the same 
membership year is ignored in the proposals. Variable membership years require the checking of 
membership cards on each shooting occasion and may play havoc with the appointment of officers and 
administrators and periods of office. It seems likely also that club members will require more than one 
membership card, since the holding of a GNAS card will no longer guarantee that the individual is a 
member of a club, county or region. 
 
Implications for individual members. 
The current system requires a single payment by the individual to a club officer and is prompted by a single 
reminder. The new system requires at least two reminders and two payments. The separation of the two 
payments gives rise to the possibility that one or other of them will be delayed relative to the other, or will 
not be made at all. Additional tasks will arise from the possible discrepancy and will require more effort by 
the member, the club volunteer and the HQ staff. 
Errors made by the individual using the current system are picked up face-to-face at club level with back-up 
at county and regional level so that there is a high probability of clean and correct information reaching HQ. 
The new system will depend upon HQ staff to recognise and deal with errors made by individuals in 
completing a GNAS Direct Member application or renewal and will depend upon remote communication 
processes for the correction of those errors. Additional communication to clubs, counties and regions will be 
needed to maintain membership synchronisation at these various levels while errors are corrected. 
The separation of payments at various levels may lead to more challenges to some of these payments and 
may lead to questions by some clubs of the requirement for all of their members to be paid up members of 
GNAS. 
 
Overall Organisational Implications. 
The proposers need to be much clearer about what is meant by a “Direct Member”. It is not just a name, nor 
is it simply a convenient label to describe a subscription payment method. The vast majority of members of 
GNAS do not come to it directly and are not therefore, in real terms, direct members. They are first and 
foremost members of archery clubs and that is where their primary interests lie. They become members of 
GNAS because of the relationship of their club to GNAS and because of the benefits that arise from having 
a national body dealing with issues that cannot be dealt with at club level. We would be wise to continue to 
recognise the importance of the relationship between clubs and GNAS and to avoid changes that appear to 
be designed to degrade and weaken that relationship. Clubs are our recruiters and a discounted subscription 
level for members of clubs is a very strong vector in the polygon of recruitment forces. 
The aim of realistic direct membership for all seems perverse. Individuals join archery clubs and as a 
consequence are drawn into membership of a county, a regional and a national organisation. For a limited 
number of individuals who follow paths that lead to greater involvement in archery (through increasingly 
higher levels of competition, coaching, judging, administration, governance) relationships with levels of the 
organisation structure higher than club level grow in importance and it is valuable to have a type of 
membership that can recognise these changes, but it doesn’t make much sense to try to apply it to everyone. 
Many of the elements of the proposals are inadequately supported by evidence of benefit. Junior clubs for 
example are seen by many as a very useful part of the structure of the Society and the reduced membership 
cost for such clubs is an effective aid to recruitment. None of the proposals or notes offer challenge to these 
benefits, neither do they offer beneficial alternatives to them. 
Similarly, the Student proposals appear to be very complicated and there is a need to see the implications, 
both for HQ and at other levels, described more fully. 
The material on Coach, Leader/Instructor and Judge/Official membership is very unclear and needs much 
more explanation. Are these new modes of membership i.e. is it proposed to add Coach members, Judge 
members etc to the list of types of members of GNAS and if so how is it proposed that this shall be reflected 
at levels other than national level? Is it intended that there shall be different levels of subscription for these 
new membership categories? 



There is value in the concept of Social membership, but if the subscription is to be significant (and it needs 
to pay for magazine and other communication) then voting rights need to be considered, as does the question 
of insurance if Social members become involved in assistance to a club. 
No attempt has been made to comment on the section of the document headed Institution Membership 
because it gives so little hard information and depends entirely upon the validity of material earlier in the 
document. The omission of any kind of comment on County and Regional bodies is significant. 
 
Closing. 
It is very surprising that a document of this importance should be published in so informal a way and 
without any indication of the authority from which it arises. One would have expected some indication that 
it had passed through the Finance and General Purposes Committee and that the Board would have 
commented in some way on its stance in regard to the issues raised. 
If the paper arose out of complaints or comments from the membership then it is surprising that those 
complaints/comments are not set out. 
As it is, the paper leaves the impression that someone in administration was anxious to take us into the use 
of credit cards, online payments, direct debits etc, which may be laudable aims in themselves, but then 
launched off into ideas that would, if carried through, change the nature of the Society to such an extent as 
would mean a major re-write of the Memorandum, Articles and Laws. If that is really the intention, then it 
should be said so right at the beginning. 
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At first reading, the majority of the comments in the above document appear to show an advantage to the 
proposer comprising words cleverly strung together without actually conveying sufficient information for us 
to give an informed response.  However, taking an impartial approach, let us consider what the advantages 
might be to clubs and their officials.  None, that is apparent at this time! 
 

Individual affiliations: With the present system, club officials can be sure that their members are affiliated 
and  insured because they deal with this aspect.   The obvious disadvantage of the current proposal  is that 
Club Secretaries will have no knowledge of whether their members have affiliated and are insured. 
It is true that Club Secretaries have a little work to do at present but we think that most secretaries do not 
consider it an undue problem.  However, there would be an on‐going concern for Club Secretaries/officials 
trying to keep abreast of members’ cover throughout the year, particular bearing  in mind that the annual 
year would be according to a member’s first affiliation date. 
 

Have AGB any idea of how they might keep Club Secretaries informed of this vital information?  Presumably 
they could not make available an up to date  list  ‘online’ of members affiliating for each club because we 
suspect  this would  infringe  current data protection  laws.    They do not  explain how  this  very  important 
subject might work to everyone’s satisfaction. 
 

When  it comes  to beginners who have  just completed an  introduction  to archery course, will  it not be a 
complete “turn off” when they are advised that they must first affiliate themselves to AGB before they can 
join the club and continue shooting?    If they do affiliate, what  immediate proof will AGB provide so that 
clubs  can accept  them as new members covered by  insurance?     Here again,  they do not  say.   For new 
archers who  are  border‐line whether  or  not  they wish  to  take  up  archery,  the  possible  period  of  non‐
participation could be  the decision maker not  to!    In our view,  this would not support  the promotion of 
archery at its embryonic stage throughout the country. 
 

Having  been  invited  by  Archery  GB  to  consider  and  comment  upon  their Membership Modernisation 
Consultation document,  it  is probably  timely  to make a  thorough appraisal of all  it entails.   For example, 
what  is to prevent County and/or Regional Societies taking out an equivalent  insurance cover and  issuing 
Membership Cards.  After all, if this concept of individual choice of affiliation is to be considered, perhaps 
individuals might  also  think  about  their personal  requirements  in  archery whereby  they might have  the 
choice as to which governing body best suits their individual needs, be it County/Region/Archery GB.  Only 
one  service provided by GNAS/Archery GB  is  a MUST HAVE  and  that  is  INSURANCE  for  the majority of 
archers in the country. 
 

A large proportion of club members take up the sport as a social activity and have no intention of entering 
competitions outside  the  county. Why  then affiliate  to Archery GB other  than  for  insurance?   The  same 
might be  said of new  archers having  completed  an  introduction  course because National  affiliation  can 
always be taken up at a later stage, if required.   
 

If one pursued this train of thought, the main advantage would be that archers could affiliate to whichever 
Society best suited their aspirations, whether it be National, Regional, County or Club.  It would mean that 
at every competition (at whatever level) the relevant Membership Card would have to be presented. 
 

Obviously, due  to  the  insurance  requirement  the  club/county/regional  affiliation  fees would have  to be 
increased which would also include a part time salary for the Membership Secretary.  As an example, other 
associations such as  the British Longbow Society and  the National Field Archery Society have  fees which 
cover their members with insurance at a much lower cost. 
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With the excellent safety record within our sport, perhaps some enterprising insurance agent might like to 
think about  the business potential of  the above system, offering quotations which could be  taken up by 
club,  county or  regional  societies  in  the  country  ‐  should  they decide  to  take  this  route.    In  the  current 
economic climate what an excellent business opportunity this could offer! 
 

Coaching: 
According to the AGB spread sheet, only Qualified Coaches will be insured to coach, although they are not 
covered for public liability and nor is any other category except Clubs.   It is also clear from the same sheet 
that Adult Full members WILL NOT be insured to coach.   
 

As  for  the  PROMOTION  of  archery  and  IMPROVEMENT  of  archers,  will  AGB  make  funds  available  to 
counties  in order  to  reduce  the cost  for  their members attending Coaching courses  to become qualified 
coaches? 
 

The following table indicates the services provided by each group 
 

GNAS/ARCHERY GB  REGIONS  COUNTIES  CLUBS  
Services provided  Seniors £38 

Juniors £23 
Seniors ? 
Juniors ? 

Seniors ? 
Juniors ? 

Seniors ? 
Juniors ? 

Staff paid / Unpaid  Staff paid & unpaid  Unpaid Officers  Unpaid Officers  Unpaid Officers 
Insurance  Insurance       
Club Shoots        Club Shoots 
Open Shoots      Open Shoots  Open Shoots 

County Shoots/Champs      County Shoots/Champs   
County Teams      County Teams   

Inter‐County Shoots    Inter‐County Shoots     
Inter‐County Champs    Inter‐County Champs     
National/World Shoots  National/World Shoots       

National Champs  National Champs       
National Teams  National Teams       
Annual Awards  Annual Awards  Annual Awards  Annual Awards  Annual Awards 
Magazines  Magazines       
Websites  Websites  Websites  Websites  Websites 

Membership cards  Membership cards       
Sports Grants  Sports Grants  Sports Grants  Sports Grants  Sports Grants 
Coach Training  Coach Training  Coach Training  Coach Training   
Judge Training  Judge Training       

Judges  Judges  Judges  Judges   
Coaches  Coaches  Coaches  Coaches  Coaches 

Squad Meetings  Squad Meetings       
Coach Meetings  Coach Meetings  Coach Meetings  Coach Meetings   

Equipment        Equipment 
“Come & Try It” sessions        “Come & Try It” sessions 

Beginners Courses        Beginners Courses 
Social Occasions        Social Occasions 

 
 
 
 

Tom and Iris Major / December, 2012 
 



 Membership Modernisation KAA consultation Response. 
 

December 2012  

  

 

Archery GB - Membership Modernisation  

 

The following paper outlines possible changes to the current affiliation processes to Archery GB with 

the thoughts and comments from Kent Archery Association included in blue.  

 

 

General Outline  

 

Broadly speaking the proposals outline the following:  

 

. There are two categories of membership – individual and institution  

KAA response: the two categories of membership need more detail as it is not clear as an individual if 

one or more categories will need to be completed. Also an indication of the level of charges needs to be 

given as these proposals appear to be revenue raising. 

 

. All individual members will now join directly.  

This will make it very difficult for Clubs and Counties to ensure current membership. 

 

. All clubs, schools, universities and other archery providers will only make one affiliation,  

regardless of what archery discipline they offer.  

. There will be no single joining date. You will be able to join at any time of the year and a  

membership will run from that point for 12 months.  

. All new memberships and renewals can be done online as well as by post.  

. It is expected that the fee for an adult will remain very similar to the current rate.  

This expectation does not indicate as to which current rate it is to be similar to. 

 

Individual memberships  

 

1. Junior membership (Under 18s)  

 

Proposals:  

 

a. Removal of junior club enbloc membership.  

KAA is against this proposal as we feel that as juniors are the life blood of any sport to increase the 

cost by any amount will be counter productive. 

 

b. Create new individual under 18 membership.  

c. Allow individualised member renewal at any time of the year.  

 

Notes:  

 

a. Accurate recording of junior membership.  

b. Better ability to plan and provide services tailored towards the junior market.  

c. Removal of multiple single club affiliation.  

d. An opportunity to tailor communication to junior members.  

 

 

2. Adult (over 18) members  

 

Proposals:  

a. All archers join on an individual basis and directly to AGB.  

b. Online and direct debit available.  



c. No set annual renewal date. Archers renew at any time of the year.  

d. Current membership fee remains the same.  

 

KAA does not support this proposal as there is no detail as to the membership of counties and the 

safeguards that members who join AGB also join KAA and Clubs.  
 At the moment all new archers who join the clubs attend a beginner’s course before joining us & AGB, 

insuring they have a good grounding in shooting safely. If these new proposals go through, you will get 

people joining AGB on line, buying their equipment on line & just turning up to shoot. Ok at a club a new 

person turning up would hopefully be challenged before they can do any damage, but at a busy tournament 

were they have also entered on line could undermine the safety of all and put the TO’s in a difficult position 

on what it a stressful day. These proposals at first glance seem to undermine the activities of the 

Regional, County and Clubs.  

 

Notes:  

 

a. Allows better direct member – NGB relationship.  

b. Member takes control of membership.  

c. Less work for club secretaries, especially those successful clubs with high membership.  

d. Ability for members to establish standing orders.  

e. Accountable democracy – every member able to cast a direct vote.  

 

 

3. Disabled archers  

 

Proposals:  

 

a. Removal of enbloc disabled club membership.  

b. Archers join at same rate as juniors, if insurance is needed. (Certification may be required).  

c. Clubs may join ontarget, where a new ‘Disability Specialism’ will be created.  

 

KAA disagrees with this as we feel that the en-bloc club allows for a section of society to engage in our 

sport in a safe controlled environment whilst in many cases providing therapy for their condition. 

Those that “step outside” of this arrangement could be given reduced membership in a mainstream 

club. As one of a few counties that run a specific Disability Tournament we get half of the entries from 

en-bloc clubs and feel that the number of entries overall would reduce. KAA strongly  believes that the 

current arrangements should remain. 

 

 

Notes:  

a. A consistent membership approach.  

b. Ability to better record and plan for disabled participation.  

c. Better focus on enhanced disabled archer integration.  

KAA does not agree that this will be the result, the en-bloc clubs are a two way street to advise clubs on 

the requirement of a new member with a disability while being a valued step to helping archers with a 

disability join the local clubs. 

 

Membership fee to act as an incentive.  

KAA would ask an incentive to what? 

 

e. Direct member relationship.  

 

 

4. Students (over 18s)  

 

Proposals:  

 

a. Removal of University Club enbloc option.  

 



b. Offer a new Student membership which offers insurance and normal full membership  

benefits.  KAA supports this aspect of the proposals although we do feel that this route for new 

members would dry up as fewer students will have the chance to enter the sport. 

 

Notes:  

 

a. Makes current data on student membership more valid.  

b. More ability to tailor support to FE/HE environments.  

c. Notes:  

a. Students who only shoot within FE/HE environments should not need our insurance  

(and therefore should not need to join as a ‘Student’).  

b. Any student who wants to shoot outside of the FE/HE environment, needs the  

‘Student’ membership.  

c. Concession available on proof of status.  

 

 

5. Coach membership  

 

Proposal:  

 

a. All qualified coaches register with AGB.  

b. This provides the coach with insurance for coaching activities whether on a voluntary basis  

or a paid basis.  

 

KAA believes that all coaches are currently known to counties and regions so this proposal beggars the 

question “is the individual a coach that shoots or an archer that coaches? KAA would like more 

information on this aspect as well as whether it is to be a fee based registration. 

 

Notes:  

 

a. A need to accept that many coaches get paid and they are a key aspect in growing the sport.  

b. Direct coach relationship.  

 

 

6. Leader/Instructor membership  

 

Proposal:  

 

a. Leaders/Instructors to be offered membership.  

b. No insurance provided.  

c. Services to be offered – Communication, CPD, etc.  

 

Apart from listing those leaders out there KAA can see no benefit to this. What would make the 

individual join? 

 

Notes:  

 

a. Leaders/Instructors are key in driving participation and therefore must be supported.  

b. Better ability to record data and plan for development.  

c. A need to establish a better relationship  

d. A need to replace the current system  

 

 

7. Judge/Official membership  

 

Proposal:  

c. All judges/officials register as a judge. Must be qualified (where applicable).  

d. This provides insurance for judging whether on a voluntary basis or a paid basis.  



 

KAA believes, like the coaches, judges are known so is this intended to be a fee based registration and 

therefore can only be seen as revenue raising. 

 

Notes:  

 

c. Direct judge relationship.  

d. A need to support judges/officials better.  

 

 

8. Social membership  

 

Proposals:  

 

a. Simple affinity membership  

b. Magazine delivered quarterly  

c. Better ability to provide supporter services  

d. No insurance provided  

e. No voting rights  

 

a lot of clubs include this category of membership at zero cost but it is noted that no indication of costs 

is mentioned therefore this also appears to be revenue raising. 

 

 

Notes:  

 

a. Offers a membership for those no longer wanting to shoot, but wish to remain in touch.  

b. Allows tailored communication.  

 

Institution membership  
 

9. Club membership  

 

Proposals:  

 

a. Clubs no longer register individual members with us.  

b. A single club affiliation, which provides club services but no insurance to individual  

members.  

c.Public liability insurance included.  

 

KAA disagrees with this proposal and would require more information. This is currently at no cost but 

included in the current fees and therefore if a fee for a club was to be set this would result in an 

increase in costs to the member as the members are the clubs. To say that the fees will remain the 

same is misleading as this cost would be un-proportionate to individuals depending on the size of the 

club. 

 

 

Notes:  

 

a. Simple clear structure.  

b. Less work for club secretaries as they do not register members with Archery GB.  

c. A need to capture registration of clubs – one single entry and no multiple clubs. E.g.  

Separate adult and junior sections  

d. The Membership offers services for clubs – Ontarget, promotion, competition, grants, etc.  

e. Better understanding of ‘clubs’ for non-members.  

f. Tailored communication  

 

 



10. School membership  

 

Proposals:  

 

a. Create new affiliate school membership  

b. No insurance but access to support services  

c. Can enter any future Archery GB school competition  

 

  

KAA do not support this proposal.  Following the work of the Kent County Council Archery 

liaison officer we asked one of the most successful school clubs in the region to comment. 

 

Archery GB have for a number of years strive to develop the idea of archery in schools taking 

on the established sports off football, athletics and Rugby etc. and it must be said they have 

made strong progress. My school, Sittingbourne Community College, as an example have a 

strong Archery club affiliated to Archery GB and proud to be, unfortunately if the unblock fee 

is removed all that will be lost. In the first instance NO other sport requires the school to 

register individuals to take part thus making them free unlike archery even now. Schools only 

diversify in sport if they can see a direct return for their financial input. Currently the small 

membership fee makes Archery a viable option with the flexibility of large numbers of students 

taking part. If they make the fees individual and all though the single fee is small the club fee 

would be large for example if Archery GB charge £7:50 per junior my schools membership will 

go from £60 to £420 an increase that would spell the end of the club. If Archery GB remove the 

en bloc schools will not pay individuals fee, and this will be passed onto parents/guardians and 

yes the fee is small but it again needs to be looked at against other school sports that do not 

charge, so it again becomes questionable if the archers will come forward to start with.  

  

My school club is based in a deprived area of the county and the students come from 65% 

single parent families I have worked closely with the Headmaster, and the parents to develop 

the young people, I am convinced that if we had made any form of charge the club would not 

have moved forward as it has and possibly not started at all. The school currently pay for the 

young archers to shoot at 4 events a year, 2 of them being the Junior National indoor and 

outdoor champs. This year it cost my club £1000 in entry fees, is there not enough profit from 

that to maintain and support the en bloc fee for the schools. I have been asked why we affiliate 

to AGB and up to now I have been able to justify it not only in my own mind but more 

importantly with the results my archers have achieved, however I will have great difficulty 

justifying the increase in fees when the school will not see any return within further large 

investment. We are looking to grow in size to 60 active archers within the club, all of which I 

would hope to bring to the outdoor champs. At last years fee £33.50 per head that means an 

entry fee cheque of £2010 a bill large enough to make any headmaster unhappy without 

membership fee increases on top.  

  

Kent currently has a growing number of School based archery clubs, they strive to develop the 

young people to become archers and feed those archers out to the larger world of archery clubs 

when possible or provide a safe environment for them to shoot and develop in within the 

school. If the school clubs falter where will we find your new juniors from, archery is not a 

cheap sport and we must encourage new blood to join us in any way we can.  

Adam Kenyon SCCAC 

 

KAA do not believe these proposals will help with the development of our sport. 

  
 

 



Notes:  

 

a. Schools and teachers do not want to register and administer a club  

b. Schools do not require insurance for curriculum and in most cases after-school delivery  

c. Improved access to school community and a chance to build a relationship with this  

sector.  

d. A chance to tailor communications to this audience.  

e. Any pupil who wants to shoot outside the school, needs to become a Junior member.  

 

 

11. College/University membership  

 

Proposals:  

 

c. Remove University Club enbloc option.  

d. Offer a new Affiliate FE/HE Membership which offers no insurance, but support services.  

 

KAA sees no benefit in this and does not support the proposal. Please see the comments above under 

Students. 

Notes:  

 

d. Makes current data on student membership more valid.  

e. More ability to tailor support to FE/HE environments.  

f. Students who only shoot within FE/HE environments should not need our insurance (and  

therefore should not need to join as a ‘Student’)  

g. Any student, who wants to shoot outside the FE/HE environment, needs to become an  

individual adult member.  

 

 

12. Business/Other membership  

 

Proposal:  

 

a. A new membership category for archery providers outside of the traditional membership  

categories.  

b. Acknowledgment of vital role these play in the growth of archery  

c. Better ability to create support services for this sector and develop better relationships.  

 

KAA agrees with this aspect of the proposals but would like more information as to the membership 

rights or voting rights. The extent of the scope of this membership category could lead to commercial 

pressures influencing the direction of the society.  

  

 Archery GB is the trading name of the Grand National Archery Society, a  

company limited by guarantee no. 1342150 Registered in England.  

 

In addition to the above comments we would like to add the following: 

How are Clubs, Counties  and Regions going to know who has joined or who should join? Are these 

bodies going to be given secure access to ascertain membership? This will need the clubs to 

monitor the membership to ascertain compliance with the insurance requirements and therefore 

increasing the work load of the clubs and counties. This also puts a increased burden on 

Tournament Organisers to ascertain compliance and therefore insurance requirements.  



 

Membership Modernisation Consultation  

Archery GB  

Lilleshall National Sports & Conferencing Centre  

Newport  

Shropshire  

TF10 9AT 

Dear Sirs 

Archery GB Membership Modernisation Proposals. 
 

I am in a position that I can’t support the proposals as I believe there is a lack of information to make 

an informed opinion. Therefore I neither agree nor disagree with the proposals. 

The proposals raise a few questions and concerns: 

The proposal says that the fee will be very similar to the current rate but which one, the club fee or 

the direct member fee. I understand that there is a formula for working out the new junior fee but 

no indication of the others is detailed.  

It does not explain how the mass renewal in September is to be spaced out during the first year as 

even though we will be renewing directly it still means they are processed at the same time. This 

could be an unnecessary administration burden. One solution would be to stagger the first electronic 

renewal by offering a 6 month membership as this could suit those that do not shoot in the winter, 

as well as a proportion of existing members. This could be a short term offer that expired after a 

short period. 

How are Clubs, Counties  and Regions going to know who has joined or who should join? Are these 

bodies going to be given secure access to ascertain membership? This will need the clubs to monitor 

the membership to ascertain compliance with the insurance requirements and therefore increasing 

their workload. Will there be an online yes or no facility to ascertain membership renewal date for 

TO’s. 

What is to stop non-club members, those that only join AGB? I believe this could be an increased risk 

to the image and name of our sport as the clubs play a major role in monitoring or ensuring safety. 

At the moment new archers are required to attend a beginners course or safety assessment before 

they are let out to the wider field of play. What is to stop someone undertaking an online serch 

finding AGB, joining AGB, picking up equipment from an on line auction site, selecting a shoot from 

AUK and turning up to shoot with only having shot at a target in the garden. 

With regard to the Institution Membership there is no mention of a fee, if there is a fee this is a 

hidden increase in the cost of membership as it is the club members that will have to pay. And by 

the same score I question whether the Coach, Leader or Judge carries a fee and is in addition to the 

individual membership? This would seem a disincentive to become further involved, in fact I would 

go further and suggest that Coaches and Judges would resign. I would have thought that a shooting 

member would register these roles at the time of membership whereas a non-shooting individual 

would join via one of these categories. This also is an extra income stream. 



Will the Clubs, Counties or Regions be able to ascertain membership? 

As I have stated above I do not support the proposals as there is not enough information and it could 

be seen as an hidden attempt to raise monies from the membership by introducing additional costs. 

As with a lot of these surveys I feel the questions are loaded to provide the answers desired. 

Nowhere is there the opportunity to voice concerns, we have been asked if we support the 

proposals and as to why, asked which aspects we would not support and why. The question about 

other changes seems of little worth and would enable some to use the lack of suggestions as 

agreement by default.     

That said In answer to the 5 questions in the survey I would answer as follows: 

1. Overall do you agree or disagree with the proposed changes to Archery GB 

Membership?  I disagree in principal due to lack of information. 

2. What aspect(s) of the proposed Membership changes are you supportive of? I neither 

agree nor disagree with the responsibility for renewal to be with the individual and not with the 

clubs, this will ease the burden on the clubs at that time of year but will increase the workload in 

policing membership. I believe this is only a transfer of workload from the paid staff in the office to 

the unpaid, unsung workhorse that is the club secretary. I welcome the online ability to renew as 

well as the direct debit facility. 

3. What are your reasons for supporting these changes?  I don’t. Please see the comments 

above. 

4. What aspect(s) of the proposed Membership changes would you not implement, and 

why? Without the full intentions and implications relating to the classes of memberships within the 

two categories it is difficult to know if they should be implemented or not. 

5. Are there any other changes you would like to see Archery GB implement in regards to 

modernising our Membership offer? Many other organisations manage to work with today’s 

technology, so should we. Work needs to be done to develop an affiliation process to support the 

structure of the society and provide better service to its members.   

 

 

Bob Beaney 

GNAS No 876810, 



In Response to the proposed changes of fees and structures 

National Observations 

I remember some 4yrs ago we had a similar review of membership changes for juniors, at that time I 
was chairman of  the  Junior Committee.  I received a  lot of correspondence  from clubs questioning 
the proposal  to  remove  the en‐bloke  fee  for  junior clubs. And  for  juniors  to pay  for an  individual 
rate,  to  do  this  would  be  catastrophic  for  clubs.  Junior  Clubs  are  formed  on  this  generous 
membership  fee.  Many  clubs  operate  under  very  strict  payment  terms  and  are  budgeted  into 
schools budgets, whereby  schools pay  for  the  fee of £50,  to now move  this  to  the parent would 
destroy  this and  the club would cease  to operate.  I am aware of many Clubs who  rely on  this  so 
please please do not change this. If you are looking at the revenue you receive against what you give 
away i.e. Archery UK magazines, I suggest you should check the addresses these are sent to, you will 
find many are duplicated, to review this would save £1000’s, I know of a club which receives 20 extra 
copies a publication, a rough calculation would be a saving of £350 per year, which should justify the 
non‐change to this membership  

Regional Observations 

SCAS has  for  the past 10  yrs. have developed archery  in  Schools  Sport Colleges and  formed  very 
strong links between them and clubs. 10 years ago we had 973 boys and 261 girls in the region, we 
have now 1836 boys and 774 girls, you will note the percentage growth in the girls some 44% against 
the boys. This  is what  the Sports Council and Sport England wanted  to developr.  Junior Clubs also 
have grown from 56 to 110, School Clubs grew too from 1 in2001 to 16 in 2009, since that date they 
have dropped but  it would not be diplomatic to pursue this. SCAS hold each year their own Junior 
outdoor championship with over 100 competitors taking part, this has grown to from 40 entries.We 
also hold our own Fita Championship which has been added  to  the  shooting  calender during  the 
same period, do you really want to take the risk  in changes these fees and destroy what you have 
encouraged.    

County Observations 

In  the County we have developed  a player pathway  from  school  to  club  ,finding, bringing better 
children  into a  club environment. We hold a School  competition each year whem at  least  twelve 
schools come together and compete with their own school team, many of these children are from 
area’s of poor deprivation, this activity would cease as parents would not be able to afford the fees 
whatever the cost.  

I have been for some 10 years The Child protection Officer for my County Essex and my Region SCAS, 
reading some of  the proposed changes  in membership  I am a  little concerned  to  the membership 
applications  being  passed  to  an  individual  from  the  Club  and  County  secretaries.  All  clubs  run 
beginner courses which gives Club coaches to ascertain the suitability whether membership should 
be given to the trainee, opening the door for membership direct to Archery GB would not give the 
club  this  consideration, and where many  clubs have grounds  shared with other  sports  this would 
again give those undesirables the opportunity to perpetrate clubs. Club secretaries to have to chase 
club  members  to  re‐  join  the  club  on  numerous  occasions;  this  alone  will  cause  unnecessary 
problems. 



Club Observations 

In response to the proposed changes in fees, I would like to drawer your attention to the affect it will 
have on our club junior membership. We have over 50 junior archers which is our clubs future. I was 
under  the  impression that when Archery GB applied to Sport England  for  funding  they  included  in 
their  whole  sports  plan  that  to  encourage  juniors  they  were  giving  junior  archers  special  club 
membership  fees  to develop  junior sections.  If you are so desperate  for extra money why do you 
distribute Archery UK magazines the way you do. Currently a number of our club members receive 2 
or maybe 3 copies of the magazine, I presume this happens to most clubs so you could address this 
issue first maybe. 

Our  Coaches  have  been  working  in  schools  for  a  number  of  years  and  all  of  our  new  junior 
membership  comes  from  this  source,  Many  schools  are  in  areas  of  poor  deprivation  such  as 
Northwick Park School on Canvey Island has a high level of deprivation  ie 45% of the pupils currently 
at the school are   eligible  for  free school meals. These children have  for the  last Three years have 
used archery as a means of engaging disaffected pupils, to engage them as a means to encourage 
and to develop their community awareness. Rayleigh Archery club has given some of these children 
the opportunity to join into club archery on the player pathway programme. For Archery GB now to 
ask for fees from parents would indeed stop this initiative.  Rayleigh Town have also subsidised this 
opportunity with Free club membership,  this will now stop should  this  ludicrous scheme be  taken 
away. 

I ask you now to consider the proposed changes with thought, we say archery is for all, this will have 
to change maybe to for those who can afford it and not live in areas of poor deprivation. 

 

John Willson 

Regional Development Officer ‐ Child Protection Officer for SCAS and Essex 
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From: TARGETDAYS@aol.com [mailto:TARGETDAYS@aol.com]
Sent: 03 January 2013 02:12
To: andywoodger@yahoo.co.uk
Subject: Re: Proposed Changes to GNAS Membership

 

dear Andy

 Happy New Year and best wishes for your health and happiness in 2013,

 

I am sorry, I will be on holiday and unable to attend the meeting

 

 

 as to the debate over membership changes I am very definitely not in favor, of the changes as they have been presented

 It destroys the work we have been doing with the disabled and schools/ universities and  takes archery out of the safe controlled area we have created over the years 

Losing the Junior Clubs means a lot school kids will not have clubs to join , that are affordable

 the nonsense over who is and isn't insured , who can enter what shoot,where, is ridiculous,  

    it may well work in a professional set up where weapons are not used , such as a sports center but not in our sport,

 

 I deal with calls every week from people who have bought bows from the Internet and quite openly lie about their level of experience, and it is only our strict assessment of all people who claim to be able to shoot that we ensure those coming into the clubs as members, are safe and competent,

 we don't offer membership to those that are not!!

 Worse still I see a lot more people will start shooting in their gardens, or in open spaces  having decided that they don't want to join a club at all, why bother ?when you can join the sport without going to a club!

 more importantly what clubs can they join ? most clubs have limited time and resources  and are only as good as their volunteers working on their behalf, this seems to assume that clubs have professional full time staff, admin, coaches, a work force and that they are paid  and have spare capacity,

we know from experience that this is not the case ,many clubs do not run more than one beginners course a year and are all ready full or as large as they want to be and what do we do with them when they can't find a club? help them get their money back

 

 I can only assume that this has been thought up by someone who has worked in a different sport and thinks that a one size fits all approach can work, they do not understand  that the systems we now have in place have evolved over many years, and much as he would like to offer a more casual approach to joining our sport joining through the clubs really is the best and safest way  for all

 

 I am  archer, a judge and a coach, I work inside my sport for free , when working else where I am paid

 when working outside my sport I have my own professional insurance cover , which by the way covers me for all the things not covered by our membership policy when taking part inside the sport  

 

 Maggie Woolf

 Middx CCO

 Middx Development officer 
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Membership Modernisation Consultation 
Archery GB 
Lilleshall National Sports & Conference Centre 
Newport 
Shropshire 
TF10 9AT        1st January 2013  
Dec 2012  
 
Subject: Membership Modernisation Consultation 
 
Dear Sir(s) 
 
Having read the proposed modernisation plan and many of the e-mails from other 
counties and regions, Middlesex County would like to add its voice to the proposals 
 
Although the plan seems comprehensive, it leaves many questions unanswered, giving 
rise to fears of financial and administration difficulties. 
 
Financial: 
 
Are Coaches and Judges going to be charged extra for being in a separate category? 
Or as they are the life blood of the sport will they be charged less for their services to 
the sport? You state that many get paid but the vast majority do not. They are in the 
most part volunteer club and county coaches. 
 
Safeguards: 
 
What safeguards will be in place to ensure that new members are competent and safe 
to shoot, if not introduced via clubs? Your plan would appear to open the flood gates 
to all and sundry, so long as they pay their fee. 
 
Administration: 
 
You state that there will be less of a burden for club secretaries. This is not the case. 
Clubs will still need to maintain a register of members and obtain club, county and 
regional fees with the added burden of ensuring that each member has renewed their 
AGB membership on the anniversary of their date of joining. This is an unacceptable 
new task, continuing throughout the year. 
 
What changes will be put in place at AGB to ensure that membership will be dealt 
with efficiently?  Currently it can take several weeks and even months to get 
membership cards delivered. 
 
We believe that any changes should not only be to the benefit of the grass root 
membership nut also for those that have to administer it. 
 
For and on behalf of the County of Middlesex 
 
 
Colin Okin (hon. Secretary and elected County President) 



Views from the Secretary of the Bowmen of Ardleigh (486) on the GNAS Consultative Document. 

The  document  is  too  thin  on  detail  to make  an  informed  response  to  but  I  do  understand  the 
purpose is to obtain views on the matter before going further down the road.  I hope the following 
will be considered objective rather than negative. 

My first thought is how will Club Secretaries be informed by ArcheryGB when one of their members 
joins?    Presently  we  know  they’ve  joined  because  we  send  the membership  off.    I  envisage  a 
scenario where we tell an archer who’s completed a beginner’s course to arrange their membership 
with  ArcheryGB  and  that  they  can’t  shoot  until  they  can  produce  a  membership  card,  unless 
ArcheryGB notify us  separately when  they have paid.   The  same would  apply,  I  think,  to existing 
members. 

Would the insurance aspect of these proposals mean that each member would have individual cover 
when  they  shoot  at Archery  grounds, or will Clubs  still be  responsible  for  cover  in  the proposed 
registration  fee and,  if  the current membership  cost  for adults  is  to  remain about  the  same, how 
much will Club registration cost? 

Would,  in some cases, very experienced Club Coaches, not necessarily part of the official coaching 
system (like me, for example, coaching archers up to County and Regional level) still be covered on 
the insurance scheme?  These proposals seem to be separating individual things out. 

I’ve read various views about the possible changes, some bordering on hysteria with others grabbing 
hold,  I think, of the wrong end of the stick, from various sources, but Archers can be a strange  lot 
and  I expect you’ll have  lots of differing views.   Most,  I  like  to  think, aren’t against change where 
things might  improve, but are certainly against change for the sake of  it, or to bring things  in  lines 
with what other sports do, which isn’t really relevant. 

Having  individual votes  for Archers may seem more democratic but we know how  interested  they 
are  generally  in  the Annual General Meetings of GNAS  except,  perhaps, when  fees  go up.    Even 
getting proxy votes from Clubs is like getting blood out of a stone so most will consider it irrelevant. 

As it stands, Archers join Clubs, Clubs send off membership fees to County and Region and to GNAS.  
Everybody knows where they are and Clubs know  insurance cover  is  in place and the world carries 
on spinning. 

It would seem  from this document that our National Association, now they don’t operate through 
Counties and Regions, wish also to cut the Clubs out of the membership  joining process and this  is 
where I think you need to tread carefully!  Archers join GNAS because:‐ 

1. This is how it has always been done by Clubs. 

2. So they have the GNAS Insurance cover. 

Our Club is, I think fairly average and  the majority of our members don’t shoot outside our Club and 
none of them shoots outside our County, except when they are selected for Inter‐County Matches so 
this raises the following questions:‐ 

a) Why be a member of the County when I don’t shoot outside the Club? 



b) Why be a member of the Region when I don’t shoot outside my County? 

c) Why be a member of GNAS when I don’t shoot outside my region? 

Which brings us again to the note above.  For the Insurance! 

How long is it going to be before some enterprising County or Region decides to arrange insurance 
cover and takes memberships direct?  Other Counties or Regions may follow suit and have reciprocal 
arrangements  between  them. GNAS  could  find  itself with  a  very  elite membership  that  includes 
Olympic squads and those who wish to shoot further afield than their County or region and that’ll be 
about  it.    I don’t  imagine  that  finding  alternate  insurance  cover would be much of  a problem  as 
Archery, due in no small part to the work of GNAS, is a very safe sport and providing people follow 
the guidelines of the Rules of Shooting, it will remain so.   

There may be ways the membership process may be improved, but I really don’t think all the aspects 
of the consultative document have been properly thought out. 
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