CLUB CRICKET

Are the administrative demands placed on clubs
today too onerous? Nick Campion investigates
the good and the bad of Clubmark.

here's been a bit of a brouhaha in this neck of
the woods. After athrilling final weekend in
the league, one of the teams in the division I
play in had its promotion celebrations cut short
when the league committee told them they
would not be promoted as they did not have ECB
Clubmark accreditation. So, an unexpected
bonus for the team that finished third? No, they didn’t
have Clubmark either. So the team that finished fourth,
40 points behind the team in second, were promoted.
There have been howls of protest, partly due to the
arcane procedures of the league, and partly due to the
fact that clubs don't seem to realise that it is the league
alone who make the rules. The main howls, though,
echoed the responses [ received in response to my
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column inthe Julyissue of AOC hemoaning the onerous
nature of Clubmark and bureaucratisation of cricket.
Many readers agreed that Clubmark’s obligations,
particularly around safeguarding, seemed to be pushing
volunteers, parents and children away. Which was,
presumably, not the plan.

There was one exception to our cosy club of righteous
disgruntlement, however: John Swannick, vice-
chairman of Staplehurst Cricket Club in Kent.

“When I took on the job of introducing Clubmark to our club,
we were at risk,” says John. “At the AGM in 2005,  stood up
and said that this club had five to 10 years left unless we did
something about it. Clubmark was a way of focusing people’s
minds and giving the whole membership a cause to get hehind
—acause that had the extra credibility of ECB backing.

“It really did galvanise the club. Since gaining
Clubmark our membership has doubled, income grown by
200 per cent and bar profits by 400 per cent - and half of
that comes in the off-season. Membership numbers have
never been higher, and half of those members are juniors.




