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6    Membership paper for June 2016 Board workshop 
 
The accompanying paper (with minor updates since) was tabled at the AGM and received a generally 
favourable reception. I would suggest the way forward for us now is to: 
 

 Develop a certain number of options in detail 

 Decide whether we have a preferred option or options to put to Conference. This is something which 
may be in conjunction with financial proposals to be considered. 

 
I would suggest four broad options to develop, along the lines of the AGM paper: 
 

(a) Defining Eventor explicitly as a national membership database, but leaving membership itself to be 
administered by the states without any change to the formal constitutional position. 

(b) Having a single membership website, at the national level – members signing up there would be 
simultaneously joining OA and their nominated state (in constitutional terms, this would be best 
achieved by wording the OA constitution such that people became OA members by joining their state 
association, rather than the other way around – this would avoid the need to change state 
constitutions). Membership categories and fees continue to be set by the states, and membership 
revenue is returned to the states. (The role of clubs in such a structure could be considered 
separately).  

(c) As for (b), except with membership categories and fees being determined at the national level and 
being uniform across Australia (this is the triathlon model). 

(d) As for (c), except that membership fee revenue is retained by OA, in exchange for a reduction in state 
payments to OA in other areas.  

 
One aspect to consider is that the ASC has indicated, in its letter this week, its preference for centralised fee 
collection models (the options (b), (c) and (d) above would meet this), and its willingness to support sports in 
develop such models.  
 
Blair Trewin 
President 
16 June 2016  
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6    Options for national membership in orienteering in Australia 
 
The 2015 Annual Conference asked Orienteering Australia to explore further potential options for a national 
membership structure. The purpose of this paper is to outline some of the options, and some of the issues 
involved, as a trigger for further discussion in advance of the 2016 Conference. The Board sees a strong case 
for reform but has not, as yet, taken a position in support of any specific option.  
 
The existence of a single national membership database offers a number of benefits both from the 
orienteering perspective and to other stakeholders. From the internal perspective, administering a single 
database as a shared service would relieve states of the need to do so themselves, while at the national level, 
it makes it easier for Orienteering Australia to monitor national membership numbers and make reports as 
required; having easily verifiable membership numbers at a national level also potentially makes us more 
attractive to funders and to sponsors. This is especially important given that the Australian Sports Commission 
appears to be moving towards a more rigorous model of verifying membership numbers, which is likely to 
feed into ongoing funding decisions.  
 
At the state level, in addition to relieving states of some administrative workload, the experience of some 
other sports is that a move to a national membership model has been viewed favourably in applications for 
state-level grants because of the message it sends about the way the sport is looking at its governance and 
organisational structures. A national database would also allow the Australian Orienteer to be distributed 
centrally, removing another area of workload from State Associations.  
 
Consideration of the issues involved in national membership leads us to three broad options – the first one a 
relatively modest reform, the other two much more substantive. These are as follows: 
 

1. A national membership database operates as a shared service, but individuals continue to join their 
State Associations, under structures determined by the states, and membership revenue goes to the 
States. 

 
2 (a). Membership is restructured so that individuals (or families) become members of their nominated 
State Association and Orienteering Australia simultaneously, with a national set of membership 
categories. Membership revenue is forwarded to the States. 
 
2 (b). As for 2(a), except that membership revenue is retained by Orienteering Australia, in exchange for 
a commensurate reduction in payments currently made by the States to OA.  

 
All three options are likely to look fairly similar to the user, at least to those who are currently individual 
members, but have very different consequences for the formal organisational structures in the sport in 
Australia, and in the case of 2(b), to the financial structures within the sport.  
 
Some issues in a national membership database 
 
The following issues apply to a national membership database regardless of which of the options above were 
to be adopted: 
 

 It would need to be determined how much work needed to be done to maintain a national database), 
whether this work would be handled through volunteer(s) or paid staff, and if the latter, what cost 
would be involved and how it would be funded. Advice from Victoria (which has used Eventor for 
memberships for some time) is that there is a significant workload involved, but much of that is either 
related to the complexity of the current Victorian club/state membership structure, or involves work 
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which would probably continue to be devolved to the state level (e.g. sending welcome letters to new 
members, following up non-renewals and sending contact lists to newsletter editors).  

 We would need to ensure that state and club administrators were able to get whatever reports they 
need (e.g. contact lists for their members), preferably without needing any intervention from the 
national administrator(s).  

 The extent to which state membership is/is not integrated with club membership would need to be 
considered. (The role of clubs varies considerably from state to state, as do their fees (if any)). New 
South Wales and Victoria, which, historically, have had had clubs with a substantial financial base and 
substantial independence, have both moved to a model of integrated club and state membership in 
the last few years.  

 There are currently a number of individuals who are members of multiple clubs and/or state 
associations. If this is to continue to be supported, the database would need to be able to support this 
(state-level Eventor-based membership databases do this so this should not be a major issue).  

 The information to be collected and retained for a membership database would need to be 
standardised. It is possible that state laws on incorporated associations may impose requirements in 
some states that do not exist in others (e.g. a requirement to record the year in which a member first 
joined1), although in practice these requirements may not be followed now. 

 Except under option 2(b), a system would need to be put in place for transferring funds received from 
OA to the states.  

 It would need to be considered whether we should also try to integrate the coaching and controller 
accreditation databases into the system. If this could be successfully achieved it has the potential to 
remove a further administrative workload, and contribute to more effective communication with 
accredited coaches/controllers, which would be expected to help contribute to the ongoing 
professional development, and retention of, individuals in those roles.  

 
In effect, now that all states are using Eventor, Eventor exists in effect as a national membership database. 
However, administration of the database is still done at state level.  
 
Additional benefits and issues with a genuinely national membership model 
 
The ASC is strongly in favour of greater integration between state and national sporting organisations. Whilst 
their primary interest is in ensuring that all levels of the sport are working towards similar strategic 
goals/directions, they are strongly supportive of any initiatives which further strengthen links between state 
and national bodies. 
 
A number of sports have moved to a national membership model in recent years. For example, in triathlon (a 
sport held up by the ASC as a model), joining simultaneously makes you a member of Triathlon Australia and 
your nominated state association. (Club membership is separate, but being a member of a club gives one a 
substantial discount on national/state membership).  
 
A national membership model would require agreement from state associations on a number of points. A 
structure under which individuals joined their state association by joining OA would require constitutional 
change in all states to be effective, so it is only worth pursuing if all states are in agreement. (However, a 
system whereby one joined OA by joining a state association would not necessarily require rule changes at 
state level – Triathlon Australia does this by requiring state associations to have as a condition of 
membership/affiliation that members consent to joining the national body when they join the state body). 
There would also need to be a consolidated and agreed set of membership categories (see Appendix 1), and 

                                                           
1 This was a requirement of the ACT Associations Incorporation Act when I was OACT secretary in the early 1990s; I do 
not know whether it still is.  



4 
 

probably an agreed level of membership fees (although it would be theoretically possible to have different 
fees for different states).  
 
Why might we want to consider moving membership revenue from the States to OA? 
 
As discussed in some detail in a paper presented to the 2015 Conference, there is currently a major imbalance 
between the levels of the sport at which revenue enters the sport, and the levels at which spending occurs. 
OA has substantial spending responsibilities but has very little “independent” revenue – its income is almost 
entirely derived from either ASC participation grants (most of which are forwarded directly to the states) or 
monies received from the states in some form or other. Conversely, the income entering the sport at state 
and (in some states) club level generally outstrips expenditure at those levels. These imbalances are currently 
addressed through large transfers from state to national level (and, in some states, from club to state level).  
 
Such an imbalance is not conducive to the states and OA working together to further the common strategic 
interests of the sport, as it reinforces a perception in substantial parts of the orienteering community that OA 
takes large amounts of money out of the states and provides little in return. There are also benefits in having 
a structure under which both OA and the states have a financial stake in the continued growth of the sport 
through having income which is linked to that growth. At present, OA’s income has only a weak dependence 
on growth in the sport, as the only component of OA’s revenue which is linked to participation or membership 
numbers is event levies (which make up 10-15% of total OA income) – the remainder of OA’s income is not 
directly influenced by growth in membership or participation. .  
 
If it is considered desirable to address this financial imbalance, then this requires spending responsibilities to 
be transferred from OA to the states, or income generation to be transferred from the states to OA (or both). 
It is considered that there is limited scope for transferring spending responsibilities to the states, as the bulk 
of OA spending either takes place in areas which are inherently national in nature (e.g. national teams and 
squads), or in roles where substantial devolution to the states would most likely result in inefficient 
fragmentation and/or duplication (e.g. the administrative components of the roles carried out by the Executive 
Officer and Manager Coaching and Officiating.  
 
If, conversely, an area of income generation is to be transferred from the states to OA, the collection of 
membership fees appears on initial investigation to be the most straightforward option. (An alternative might 
be for some events – e.g. national carnivals – to be run on behalf of OA rather than the states, but this would 
involve a substantial administrative overhead for OA and would likely reduce the incentive for states to host 
such events).  
 
Whilst it is not totally clear from published accounts at the state level exactly how much is collected nationally 
in membership fees (some states do not separate membership fees and Australian Orienteer subscriptions in 
their published accounts), it appears that the total amount currently collected nationally in state association 
membership fees is in the order of $110,000. If these funds were instead received by OA, it would allow (at 
current levels) the abolition of the State Registration Fee in its current form with an approximately revenue-
neutral outcome for OA and for the states in aggregate, although not necessarily each state individually (the 
new Victorian membership structure would be a particular issue here).  
 
Blair Trewin 
President 
Updated 15 June 2016  
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Appendix 1 - Existing membership structures within the states 
 
A wide range of membership structures exist within the states. Under option 2 a uniform set of membership 
categories would need to be introduced; this is also a possibility under option 1, but option 1 could also exist 
with existing structures. 
 
Beyond the standard senior and junior individual memberships, the following categories exist in some states: 
 

Family In NSW, SA and Tas, covers a maximum of 2 seniors and any number of 
juniors 
In ACT and Qld, can also include dependent students (under 25 in Qld, 
under 26 in ACT) 
Restrictions (if any) in WA not clear from website 
This membership type does not exist in Victoria 

Remote associate Exists in SA, Queensland, NSW and WA for country clubs (NSW 
membership form doesn’t say anything about remoteness being a 
requirement for eligibility). Levied at a lower rate by OA. 

Associate groups For schools and similar organisations. Exists in Vic, Qld and SA.  

Concession SA, Tas and WA offer concessions to juniors and health care card 
holders. WA extend this to family memberships where at least one of 
the seniors hold a concession. 

Introductory rates Queensland has a lower rate for first-year members. Several states have 
part-year rates for new members joining mid-year.  

Early bird rates Queensland has a discount for early renewal.  

Vouchers SA has a scheme where the SA Government provides vouchers which 
can be used by juniors towards membership of a sporting club. This 
provides a discount to those eligible from family membership (or free 
membership for juniors, as the voucher value is greater than the SA 
junior membership fee).  

 
It is assumed that all states have life members (or at least provision for them), but this was not checked. It is 
believed (but has not confirmed) that in some states this may also involve a discounted family membership 
for the family of the life member (where applicable). OA has provision for states to have a membership type 
for registered officials but no state is believed to be currently using it (Victoria has done in the past).  
 
Victoria has a new membership structure where one joins OV by joining an affiliated club, with the 
membership fee being a relatively low OV component ($30 senior, $1 junior) plus a club fee. Australian 
Orienteer subscription is separate (at least from OV’s point of view).  
 
Outside Victoria, senior membership fees are in the $60-70 range in most states, except ACT ($90) and 
Tasmania ($50), while juniors are $40-50 except in Tasmania ($25) and WA ($30). Families are $80 in NSW, 
$99 in SA and $105-125 in the remaining states.  


