Regents Canoe Club 

Special General Meeting

03/10/11

Minutes

SGM Chaired by Claire Taylor.

Motion One : Capital Expenditure to purchase new boats 
Purpose: Purchase of new boats, and disposal of current boats

Requested  by: Claire Taylor, Equipment officer. 

1) Claire Taylor (CT) shared information on purchases from the 2010 SGM as outlined below:

2010 PURCHASES

At the 2010 SGM it was agreed that we would spend £5-£6k on new boats.  

This is what was purchased:

Jackson Star 

· £623.

· Purchased Nov 2010 

· 1 booking, but used lots on the canal

Wavesport 48 

· £628.

· Purchased Dec 2010

· Used lots on the canal

Liquid Logic Trigger 

· £477

· Purchased Nov 2010

· 14 bookings)(1st trigger –19. 2nd trigger -13 

Wavesport Deisel 65

· £439

· Purchased Nov 2010.   

· 15 booking. 1st Deisel – 18

Perception Sonic 

· £348

· Purchased Nov 2010 

· 9 bookings. 2nd sonic – 25

Pyranha Zone1 – medium 

· £549

· Purchased Nov 2010. 

· 19 bookings

Liquid Logic Hoss

· £477

· Purchased Nov 2010.  

· 13 bookings

Pyranha Inazone x3  

· £345 each

· Purchased Dec 2010.  

· At the pool

Madriver Explorer 15 

· £1097

· Purchased Dec 2010.

· mainly used on the canal

2) CT also shared information in terms of booking and boat hires as outlined below:

REVIEW OF BOAT HIRE 2009 - 2010.  

Comparing boat hire since 2006.  (not complete list of club boats)

	Boat No. 
	Boat
	2006-7
	2007-8
	2008-09
	2009-10
	2010-11

	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 

	22
	Hoss
	 
	 
	 
	 
	13

	48
	Wavesport48
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0

	58
	Spud
	1
	7
	6
	1
	3

	Tracy
	Wavesport X
	14
	10
	13
	5
	5

	80,94,95
	Redline
	56
	27
	25
	17
	14 (7*))

	81
	 I3. 222
	20
	11
	4
	1
	0

	85
	GTX
	 
	 
	 
	9
	8

	86
	Large I3.223
	11
	3
	1
	2
	0

	I4
	I4
	 
	 
	12
	15
	5

	87,96
	Outlaw
	33
	18
	17
	15
	5  (2.5)

	90
	Inazone
	 
	 
	 
	8
	1

	91
	Method Air
	 
	 
	14
	12
	9

	97
	Dagger GT
	 
	 
	 
	8
	8

	99
	Inazone
	 
	 
	14
	15
	8

	111/112
	Lil Joe
	 
	 
	24
	33
	25 (12.5)

	113
	G3
	 
	 
	15
	5
	7

	114
	GForce (S)
	 
	 
	 
	2
	3

	 
	G Force (L)
	 
	 
	 
	2
	0

	116
	S6
	 
	 
	 
	3
	0

	118
	J.  All Star 
	 
	 
	 
	11
	10

	28
	J.  Star
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0

	119
	Karnarli (M)
	 
	 
	 
	15
	8

	120
	Karnarli (L)
	 
	 
	 
	10
	3

	121
	Zone 1 (L)
	 
	 
	 
	16
	13

	122
	Zone 1 (S)
	 
	 
	 
	17
	12

	21
	Zone 1 (M)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	19

	123/124/23
	Trigger
	 
	 
	18
	38
	45 (15)

	125/25
	Sonic
	 
	 
	 
	17
	34 (17)

	127
	Blaze
	 
	 
	 
	12
	17

	130/30
	Diesel D65
	 
	 
	 
	20
	33 (16.5)


	Year (September to August)
	Total Rentals

	03-04
	85

	 04-05
	97

	05-06
	134

	06-07 
	251

	07-08
	176

	08-09
	197

	09-10
	338

	10-11
	324


Boats currently at the pool – 15 boats.  

	Inazone 232 x5
	Wavesport x

	Inazone 240
	Attack

	Jeffe
	Fly

	Spud
	RPN

	Infared
	Kendo

	Paul’s Large i3.
	


3) CT outlined the discussions held in committee about the potential purchases for 2011. The committee has recommended that CT come to the SGM with a proposed budget of around £8k to purchase around 4 new pool boats and 8 new river runners. The exact types of boats would be decided by CT and the SGM.

It was unanimously agreed to purchase boats to the value of £8k.

Specific suggestions:  

· Update some of boats suggested for disposal.

· River runners for smaller and taller paddlers. 

Suggestions from members prior to meeting. 

· More pool boats with adjustable foot rests – particularly larger ones.  

· Trigger (small river runner)

· More of the boats that are popular!

Suggestions from the Meeting:

A discussion followed as to which boat purchases should be made. The discussion covered the following topics:

Top spec boats:

· The purchase of top spec boats such as Mambas, Burns or Ammos was discussed by the SGM. Previously the club has decided not to purchase top spec boats. The pros and cons of this were discussed. 

· Some thought it could change the dynamic of the club. 

· Several members raised the point that top spec boats were geared to harder water whereas most club trips are on grade 2 - 3 water.

· It was acknowledged that top spec boats could be very popular and this could create competition for bookings. A tiered system of rental was mentioned. Perhaps the boats could attract a premium rental or could only be booked on suitable trips (eg grade 3 and above)?

· The idea that these boats are more forgiving and can encourage lazy paddling was raised, but other members could see the benefit in these boats giving people confidence on the water.

Smaller and taller paddlers:

· There was general agreement that the club needed more boats for larger and smaller paddlers. The SGM acknowledged the need for boats for larger paddlers in the pool.

Playboat

· A couple of members voiced a desire for a medium playboat to be purchased. The club has recently purchased new playboats but several of these are not ‘beginner’ boats and the club doesn’t have a medium version.

Variety:

· There was discussion over whether to buy lots of the same kind of boat or to keep variety. Several members pointed out the importance of being able to paddle different kinds of boats in order to develop skills. The SGM acknowledged the need for the club to offer this variety.

Maintenance

· The issue of maintenance was raised. Buying lots of different makes of boat means lots of different outfitting. Some manufacturers have more complicated outfitting than others. All agreed that the issue of maintenance needs to be addressed.

Left handed paddles for the pool:

· The suggestion was raised that we need more left handed paddles in the pool as we now have more left handed paddlers. Claire confirmed she will ensure more LH paddles go to the pool.

Pool boats

· CT has recently surveyed pool boat use and most people favour the newer Inazones because they have foot rests and adjustable outfitting.  

· Another member suggested moonsters as an alternative to the inazone.

· The SGM acknowledged the need for more boats for larger paddlers in the pool.

Suggestions for boats to be purchased included:

· Dagger Axiom

· Dagger Mambas

· Perception Supersonic

· Burns

· Ammo

· Pyranha Verun (medium playboat) or Medium G force.

· 4 x pool boats 

IN SUMMARY:

The SGM agreed that:

· The club could purchase some top spec boats.

· Where appropriate, lower spec club versions (eg Diesel 75s or Karnalis) could be good alternatives.

· All agreed that CT as equipment officer could take final decisions on boats in line with the budget and types of boat outlined above.

4.   Disposals

CT outlined the situation that due to limited storage we have previously agreed a one in one out policy. 

It is hoped that some of this years disposals can be sold.  These will be offered for sale to club members in the first instance.  

Although some of these boats are still very usable, they are not people’s first choice.  Particularly at the pool, where adjustable footrests/backrest are favoured.  

Committee have made some recommendations, but suggest that the final decision is left to committee / CT as it will depend on what boats are purchased.  

CT outlined some suggestions for disposal/sale:

	No
	Boat
	Reason
	Rental
	?

	87
	Dagger Outlaw
	Rarely used either on canal or trips.
	5
	Sell

	96
	Dagger Outlaw
	Rarely used either on canal or trips.
	3
	Sell

	81
	Pyranha i3  222
	Rarely used on trips. 
	0
	Sell

	90
	Pyranha Inazone
	Club spec. 
	1
	Sell

	91
	Perception Method Air
	No bung. Recommend replacing.
	9
	Sell

	113
	Pyranha G3
	Club Spec.
	7
	Pool

	
	RPN
	Seen better days. 
	Pool
	Sell

	100
	Pyranha Attack 
	Seen better days. 
	pool
	Sell

	79
	Wavesport X x2
	Seen better days. No drain bung
	5/Pool
	Sell


Suggestions/ Boats to debate for Disposals from the meeting:  

The SGM agreed for CT and the committee to make the final decision on disposal. All agreed that boats should be offered for sale to club members first if they were not being moved to the pool. The one in one out policy should continue to be enforced.

As there may be competition for some of the disposals it was suggested that they could be advertised with a minimum offer price. 

Motion Two - Expenses for coached trips

CT outlined the Motion proposed by Mark Rowe, Safety and Training officer, on behalf of the committee. Following a recommendation by the Safety and Training officer, the committee has agreed to pilot a motion that certain expenses are paid to members when assisting on trips that have been arranged solely for the purpose of training (eg – Mile End Mill Intermediate weekend, Leadership weekend, Three star training and Assessments)   The committee will use guidance notes to inform their decision on whether the trip is eligible for coaches' expenses. The committee wanted to include the membership in the decision regarding where the expenses should be paid from for this pilot. 

The options are:

1. That the expenses are charged to those on the course

2. That the expenses are payable from club funds

Information on the criteria for the coached trips had been circulated to all members prior to the SGM. The guidance notes have been circulated.

In the minutes these trips will be referred to as coached trips. These trips meet the guidelines outlined by the committee and made available to members. They are in addition to normal club trips.

CT re-iterated key points outlined in the guidance notes which included the selection of coaches, the type of expenses (petrol, accommodation, water fees if appropriate) and the trial of the scheme as a pilot until the AGM.

CT also gave an idea of figures with an example of a potential ratio of 15 students to 6 coaches. For 6 coaches the expenses for an average trip would be around £450. This would add up to an extra £30 per student if the students were to pay. If the coach ratio were higher then the cost could be £40 per student.

CT also outlined the fact that some coached trips had already been run as part of the pilot and the feedback from students had been very positive. They had appreciated the clear purpose and structured nature of the trips.

CT outlined points relating to each method of funding:

If the coaching expenses are paid out of club funds:

· The club can promote more coaching.

· The funds are available (the club is currently in a strong financial position).

· It would make the course open to all equally (an additional surcharge might discourage those less financially able).

· A wider group could benefit.

· It could be seen as another benefit of membership.

If the coaching expenses are paid by those on the course:

· Student commitment might be increased because they are contributing financially.

· Students could have a say in session planning.

· IWWKC is funded this way (though the students are not members at the time of the course).

· It wouldn’t be using club funds.

CT re-iterated that the issue on the table before the SGM was how this pilot was funded NOT the pilot itself. The coaching pilot will be voted on at the SGM. The options on the table for the SGM are:

1. That the expenses are charged to those on the course

2. That the expenses are payable from club funds

Several points were made from the floor regarding the pilot itself:

· Concerns about the ethos of running any ‘coached’ trips in the first place. These were along the lines of those discussed at recent committee meetings. Some members were worried that it was taking the club in a more formal direction. Some already felt they were getting great coaching on trips. Would this disappear?

· Concerns were raised that the committee had made a decision to run the pilot without consulting the membership.

· A member voiced the opinion that this sort of pilot should have been discussed at the training meeting with the membership. 

· There were worries about who would be selected as coaches. How would this be fair?

· A member made the point that if they were to pay for coaching that they might as well hire in a professional coach.

Some concerns were raised about both methods of funding:

· One member was concerned that trips are already oversubscribed. If coaches’ expenses were funded wholly by the club – how would it be decided who would get the places?

Other issues raised:

· Several members raised the issue of the overall strategy of the club. It was suggested that coaches’ expenses should be part of a bigger discussion about the size of the membership and what we provide to members. 

Those present involved in setting up the pilot responded to the concerns raised:

· The committee has the authority to set up such a pilot within the constitution. 

· The pilot is a pilot until the AGM when the whole membership will be asked to vote on the principle of such a scheme.

· MR made it clear that club trips will still happen in exactly the way they have always done. People will still lead and provide informal coaching on club trips. Everyone will still get the same experience. The coached trips with coaches’ expenses are in addition to existing club trips (except that targeted Mile End Mill and leadership trips will now come under the definition of a coached trip).

· The guidance notes outline clearly what constitutes a coached trip and how coaches will be selected. The committee will oversee this process and ensure selection is fair.

· Trips will be advertised to the whole membership and targeted at those most appropriate eg MEM trips for new paddlers, leadership for more experienced intermediates.

· DT made it clear that the pilot is a pilot so we can test the process and see how it works in practice. This will feedback and give us more information so we can iron out any problems and best suit the scheme to the club. 

· MR made the point that at the moment the club skews toward the affluent paddler. Paying coached trip expenses out of club funds would make coached trips an opportunity open to all.

· DT made the point that coached trips where the expenses were funded by the club would encourage people to actively seek training and put together ideas for the coaching appropriate to them.

Other suggestions were made about how to fund the coaching.

· A member suggested that it could be a combination of club and student funded. This would lower the cost to both the student and the club. For example; if the extra per student were £30 then the student could fund an extra £15 and the club funds could make up the shortfall. This would make it more affordable but still allow buy in / investment from the student.

· Another member suggested that different courses could be funded differently. A course which would benefit the club (with students who were likely to contribute to the club; for example Leadership or 3*) could be club funded. An entry level course (eg MEM) could be student funded.

CT brought the discussion to a close and asked the SGM to vote on the motion on the table. There were 18 members present at the SGM.

· 1 member present and 1 proxy voted in favour of coaches’ expenses being charged to the students on the course.

· 10 members present voted in favour of the coaches’ expenses being paid out of club funds.

· 7 members present abstained.

Therefore the motion was carried that coaches’ expenses on coached trips would be paid out of club funds until the pilot itself is voted on at the AGM.
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