
 
 
 

Benchmarking  
2008 Comparison: 

Squash New Zealand 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Management Research Centre 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
__________________________________________________________ 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY / LIABILITY 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
The information contained in this report is provided by the Management Research 
Centre for use by the client.  The client may copy and distribute this information for 
internal business use or to external business partners. However, any general public 
release of the information must first be approved by the Management Research 
Centre.  
 
In the event of any misrepresentation of the results by the client to any third party the 
Management Research Centre reserves the right to disclose all the information 
provided in this report to the third party. 
 
The Management Research Centre does not accept liability for any loss or damage 
incurred as a result of the client or any third party relying or acting on the information 
contained in this report.  
 

For any additional information contact 
 
The Manager 
Management Research Centre 
The University of Waikato 
Private Bag 3105 
Hamilton 
New Zealand 

 

 2



Table of Contents                    Page 
 
 
1.0 Introduction ………………………………………………………….  4 

1.1 Ratios – the basis for comparison ………………………  4 

1.2 Interrelationship of ratios………………………………..  4 

2.0 Summary of all Squash districts……………………………………...  5 

3.0 Summary of All Participants…………………………………………  7 

 3.1 Total income……………………………………………..  7 

 3.2 Total expenses……………………………………………  9 

 3.3 Club membership per 1000 people in the region………...  12 

 3.4 Member profile…………………………………………..  16 

 3.5 Graded club members……………………………………  16 

3.6 Sources of income………………………………………..  18 

Appendix 1.0……………………………………………………………...  22 

   1.1 Ratio List………………………………………………….                 22 

   1.2 Ratio Results by District Comparison…………………….                 24 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 3



1.0 Introduction 

 

Squash New Zealand in conjunction with the Management Research Centre, 

University of Waikato has again undertaken a benchmarking comparison study of the 

11 Squash Districts in New Zealand. From five previous studies undertaken 2002, 

2003, 2004, 2005, and 2006, financial and personnel data will be compared with 2007 

financial and personnel data, resulting in a snapshot of each district. This positions 

each district within New Zealand on a ‘level playing field.’ In future studies, 

benchmarking results will be compared with previous year’s results which in turn will 

provide valuable information on the progress of each district. 

 

1.1 Ratios – the basis for comparison 

Squash New Zealand provided all the financial and personnel data which was then 

converted into ratios. A ratio facilitates comparison because it permits the results of 

two related items to be considered on the same scale. 

 

1.2 Interrelationship of ratios 

An understanding of the interrelationship of ratios is important in tracing areas that 

may need attention in each district. A poor performance in one area may be offset by 

an above average performance in another area to produce an acceptable result for the 

“bottom line.” However, if the poor performance in that area was improved, a district 

would find an even better result for the “bottom line” – therefore all poor results 

warrant investigation. For example, even if your results are above the average for ratio 

1, Total Income, this is no guarantee that the performance in all areas is satisfactory.  

 

Points to Note 

The comparison of results for years 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, and 2007, are 

visually portrayed throughout the report in graphs. It should be noted that the 2007 

results are directly compared to the corresponding districts results of 2002, 2003, 

2004, 2005, and 2006. That is, those who read this years study will see the highest 

performing districts of 2007 ranked in descending order (red coloured bar). Their 

2006 results (purple coloured bar), 2005 results (aqua bar), 2004 results (yellow bar), 

2003 results (crimson bar), and 2002 results (blue bar), will be graphed next to their 

2007 result.
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2.0 Summary of all Squash districts 

 

When combining all the comparison results for the districts for years 2002 to 2007, 

there are a number of key differences found as seen in Table 2.0 

 

Table 2.0: Summary of 2002 - 2006 results for all districts combined (Average). 

 
Key Ratios 

 
2002 

 
2003 

 
2004 

 
2005 

 
2006 

 
2007 

2002-
2007*  

Total income $94,154 $111,618 $141,299 $134,844 155,303 161,321 71 % 

Coaching expenses¹ 4.5 % 7.1 % 6.1 % 12.0 % 14.1% 13.1% 191 % 

Development costs1     33 % 34 % 29 % 29 % 25 % 24% (27 %) 

Competitions¹ 28 % 31 % 32 % 24 % 20 % 9% (68 %) 

Admin./Financial 

costs¹      

22 % 19 % 22 % 28 % 28 % 27% 23 % 

Total  expenses¹           91 % 97 % 96 % 102 % 98 % 90% (1.0)% 

Net surplus¹                  9.3 % 0.1 % 3.5 % (3.4 %) 0.4 % 10.3% (11 %) 

        

Income per number 
of members  

$44 $57 $72 $75 $77 $80 82 % 

No. of members per 
club 

87 84 86 80 83 84 (3.4 %) 

        

Grants / Funding¹ 32 % 40 % 50 % 49 % 53 % 53% 66 % 

Sponsorship¹ 5.1 % 3.2 % 1.6 % 1.5 % 2.1 % 2.0% (61 %) 

Levies / SEM¹ 33 % 28 % 23 % 22 % 23 % 24% (27 %) 

Other income¹ 30 % 29 % 26 % 27 % 22 % 23% (23 %) 

        

Jun. male 
members/1000 
jun. males in district 

15.2 14.4 14.9 14.6 14.9 15.5 2 % 

Jun. female members 
per 1000 jun. females 
in the district 

7.8 7.7 7.4 6.9 7.4 7.6 (2.5 %) 

Total male members 
per 1000 males in 
district 

15.2 14.4 15.1 13.8 14.2 13.8 (9.2 %) 

Total female 
members per 1000 
females in the district 

8.1 7.9 8.0 7.1 7.2 7.4 (8.6 %) 

* Overall % increase / decrease 

                                                 
1 As a percentage of total income 
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As noted in Table 2.0 above, there has been a 71% increase in total income on 

average over all the districts since the year the first study was undertaken (2002). On 

average in 2002 the average total income for all districts was $94,154. In 2007 the 

districts combined average is $161,321.  

 

The previous years results regarding all costs (as a % of total income) have been 

steady, apart from the competition costs in general. There was an overall large 

decrease in competition costs (as a % of total income), illustrating that significantly 

less amounts of income are spent on competitions within New Zealand as a whole. In 

addition, the total costs (as a % of total income) reduced significantly from the 2006 

results which led to a larger net surplus overall. This was quite different from previous 

years thus indicating that districts had financial resources to call upon.      

 

The percentage break-up of how income is derived by each district remained 

relatively the same as the previous two years. In terms of membership in general, 

there was an increase in junior male members, but the other groups remained 

relatively consistent with previous years. 

 

A summary of each district will now be presented in the next section. 
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3.0 Summary of All Participants 

 

This section will outline results of all districts operating under Squash New Zealand. 

It will focus on ratio results for all districts and will help illustrate where they 

currently stand in terms of the other districts. 

 

3.1 Total income 

As illustrated in Figure 3.1, Auckland continued to have the highest total income for 

the 2007 year. In fact, Auckland had almost $150,000 more than the next highest 

district. However in terms of percentage increase from the previous year, Bay of 

Plenty (BOP) had the largest increase of 26% from their 2006 total income figure.   

 

Figure 3.1: Total income ($) 

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

$

2002 186,640111,605119,041124,059113,963113,726 99,494 54,254 47,904 45,939 19,074

2003 193,988125,988154,280161,245100,995122,510148,682 60,542 61,208 83,934 14,429

2004 293,146197,895150,311148,068124,992167,387173,770 57,687 125,903 92,616 22,512

2005 254,487186,818139,351132,938151,543151,095190,486117,243 54,263 77,385 27,671

2006 343,341212,868234,959147,575152,273176,470164,177115,617 69,642 72,408 19,006

2007 385,655241,628227,295185,385182,415132,222126,638118,503 88,481 55,112 31,192

Auck Cant Well BOP Waik Cen Sth Otago East Nth Mid

 
 

When comparing the current 2007 totals with those of the original 2002 results, all 

districts have increased their total income. Figure 3.2 illustrates how Otago, 

Canterbury, Auckland, and Wellington have seen significant increases from their 

2002.  

 

 7



Figure 3.2: Percentage increase of total income from the 2002 figure to the 2007 

figure (%) 
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When comparing total income per number of clubs in the district, Canterbury still has 

the largest amount as shown in Figure 3.3. The majority of districts had increases over 

the previous year, but Eastern and BOP Districts had the largest percentage increase 

from their previous year’s result (27% & 26% respectively).  

 

Figure 3.3 Total income per number of clubs in the district ($) 

0

5,000

10,000

15,000

$

2002 4,293 3,888 4,251 4,355 5,394 3,930 2,713 4,522 4,549 2,552 1,060

2003 4,846 4,127 5,510 5,564 7,011 3,483 3,027 6,758 4,900 4,663 802

2004 7,329 6,237 5,368 11,446 6,438 4,310 2,884 7,899 6,974 5,145 1,251

2005 6,919 5,532 4,977 4,933 5,539 5,412 6,514 8,658 6,296 4,552 1,537

2006 8,870 7,803 8,391 6,331 6,149 5,640 6,423 7,463 7,353 4,259 1,056

2007 10,506 8,765 8,418 8,044 7,724 6,756 6,584 6,332 5,509 3,445 1,733

Cant Auck Well East BOP Waik Otago Sth Cen Nth Mid
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When comparing total income per number of club members in the district, again 

Southland was the leader as shown in Figure 3.4. . However, they did decrease from 

their previous year’s total, down from $153 in 2006 to $128 in 2007. This fall resulted 

in Canterbury closing the gap, and BOP had the largest increase of 41% from their 

previous year’s total.    

 

Figure 3.4: Total income per club member in the district ($) 
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200
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2002 74 48 54 27 36 45 39 47 43 29 44

2003 116 58 78 29 41 57 51 41 52 24 77

2004 156 99 68 44 38 102 49 50 66 36 86

2005 177 99 58 43 81 66 49 64 62 48 76

2006 153 104 66 67 75 70 82 59 69 34 68

2007 128 118 93 84 78 75 74 71 57 56 47

Sth Cant BOP Auck Otago East Well Waik Cen Mid Nth

 
 

3.2 Total expenses 

As was mentioned earlier in the report and illustrated in Figure 3.5 on the next page, 

total expenses (as a % of total income) saw the majority of districts reduce their 

overall total costs (as a % of total income). In fact only Northland went ‘into the red’ 

this past year, resulting in almost all districts having money in the bank in 2007.  
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Figure 3.5: Total Costs as a percentage of total income (%) 
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2002 83 101 102 100 70 83 84 76 103 90 106

2003 109 97 91 80 92 91 86 131 99 88 99

2004 88 102 85 83 97 86 88 100 106 121 96

2005 94 116 89 111 115 120 109 85 121 94 73

2006 102 104 98 60 103 123 106 106 79 115 86

2007 105 95 94 93 91 90 89 87 84 83 78

Nth Sth Cen Cant Auck East BOP Waik Well Mid Otago

 
 

From Figure 3.6 we find Southland once again dedicating more financial resources to 

coaching costs than the other districts in N.Z. BOP and Otago increased from the 

previous year’s results, and Central spent significantly less on these costs.   

 

Figure 3.6: Coaching costs as a percentage of total income (%) 
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2002 1 4 10 5 0 3 5 5 5 10 1

2003 4 4 2 7 12 7 7 16 5 8 5

2004 10 4 6 5 4 4 11 11 5 7 2

2005 26 14 13 13 15 7 9 18 10 6 0

2006 28 19 20 8 16 9 5 18 19 6 6

2007 35 20 18 15 12 10 9 8 7 6 4

Sth Auck Well BOP Waik Cant Otago Nth Cen Mid East
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In terms of development costs (as a % of total income) Northland heads the list as 

shown in Figure 3.7. In fact, Northland, Central, and to a lesser extent Wellington and 

Canterbury increased their development costs (as a % of total income). 

 

Figure 3.7: Development costs as a percentage of total income (%) 

0
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80

%

2002 48 47 38 30 34 22 72 15 39 11 0

2003 36 44 29 37 37 57 47 18 34 28 11

2004 29 35 34 37 32 43 41 16 25 22 0

2005 37 41 45 42 41 38 31 17 20 2 0

2006 41 33 56 26 38 36 29 9 4 5 0

2007 54 47 47 34 28 24 17 6 5 1 0

Nth Cen East Well BOP Waik Sth Auck Cant Otago Mid

 
 
In essence, all the districts decreased their competition costs (as a % of total income) 

as shown in Figure 3.8. Only Northland increased from the previous year’s result. 

 

Figure 3.8 Competition costs as a percentage of total income (%) 
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2002 21 45 10 21 56 31 25 35 26 12 24

2003 28 47 33 36 43 11 27 28 33 35 17

2004 18 73 40 26 51 36 31 29 16 21 14

2005 26 64 16 7 28 37 14 34 6 11 18

2006 24 69 12 8 31 18 14 6 8 8 20

2007 16 11 11 11 10 9 8 6 6 4 3

Auck Mid Sth Nth Otago Cant BOP Well Waik East Cen
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Figure 3.9 below illustrates the administration/financial costs (as a % of total income). 

Most of the districts had similar results from the previous year, however a large 

increase for Canterbury, and a large decrease for the Eastern district were the only 

standouts for the past year.  

 

Figure 3.9: Administration / Financial costs as a percentage of total income (%) 

0

20

40

60

%

2002 26 28 32 22 27 16 22 9 25 16 24

2003 27 41 17 24 16 13 20 6 30 12 5

2004 17 54 12 19 25 18 28 4 27 11 28

2005 45 46 34 16 46 30 18 14 28 15 14

2006 26 43 45 27 47 26 24 17 15 12 24

2007 50 43 42 32 28 24 23 16 14 11 10

Cant Auck Otago Waik East BOP Cen Nth Well Sth Mid

 
 
 
3.3 Club membership per 1000 people in the region 

When comparing membership numbers (per 1000 people in the district) from the 

previous years figures, Southland still topped the list, but there has been a slow 

decline in their overall membership numbers as shown in Figure 3.11. Northland, 

Eastern, and Wellington, were the only districts to see an increase in the total number 

of members (per 1000 people in the district). Overall, a small decline in membership 

numbers throughout New Zealand has been the current trend over the last few years. 
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Figure 3.11: Total members per 1000 people in the district 

0
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30

2002 21.6 11.5 11.4 12.0 13.3 12.8 12.5 8.6 8.2 7.2 8.3

2003 20.8 11.5 11.8 11.7 12.0 11.8 11.3 8.6 8.0 6.7 7.9

2004 18.1 13.7 11.7 12.0 12.8 12.1 10.2 9.7 8.3 6.2 8.0

2005 17.4 12.8 11.1 11.5 12.4 11.3 10.8 6.5 7.5 5.8 7.0

2006 17.4 14.1 11.6 12.1 12.9 11.1 10.6 7.8 7.6 6.3 6.1

2007 16.1 13.9 12.7 12.0 11.7 11.0 9.4 9.2 8.3 6.3 5.5

Sth Waik Nth Otago Cen Mid BOP East Well Cant Auck

 
 

As mentioned earlier in the report, junior male members overall have increased from 

the previous year as shown in Figure 3.12. Southland, Northland, Midlands, and 

especially the Eastern district have increased their junior male membership.  

  

Figure 3.12: Junior male members per 1000 junior males in the district 
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30
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2002 32.1 18.9 16.2 17.0 9.4 10.5 12.5 15.6 10.8 9.3 14.5

2003 25.5 19.3 13.7 17.2 8.9 13.6 13.9 14.1 13.0 8.3 11.1

2004 22.2 21.5 17.6 19.5 11.0 14.9 12.3 14.3 11.7 8.6 10.3

2005 21.2 21.5 18.0 18.2 7.2 13.7 13.2 15.6 12.7 8.0 11.0

2006 21.2 18.2 17.5 19.5 8.8 17.0 14.2 15.0 13.7 9.1 9.5

2007 22.8 20.9 19.3 18.6 15.5 15.4 14.2 13.8 12.2 9.6 8.6

Sth Nth Mid Cen East Waik Well BOP Otago Cant Auck
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In terms of junior female members (per 1000 junior females in the district) Northland 

increased significantly over their 2006 result to now lead all districts as shown in 

Figure 3.13. This is a result of increasing development costs (as a % of total income) 

in which they also led all districts. The Eastern district also saw a significant jump in 

junior female numbers this past year.  

 

Figure 3.13: Junior female members per 1000 junior females in the district 

0

5
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15

20

2002 8.6 10.7 6.8 16.4 5.8 10.4 5.7 5.1 4.2 7.6 4.0

2003 12.3 8.7 7.5 11.0 7.3 8.6 6.4 5.9 6.3 6.5 3.8

2004 10.4 10.5 9.3 10.7 6.0 7.9 4.8 6.2 5.2 6.1 4.1

2005 9.4 9.0 9.1 10.0 5.6 8.7 4.0 5.2 5.3 6.0 3.3

2006 9.0 9.8 10.8 10.0 8.1 8.1 4.7 5.4 6.1 5.4 4.0

2007 11.9 10.3 9.8 8.3 8.3 7.7 7.0 6.3 4.9 4.6 4.6

Nth Cen Waik Sth Mid BOP East Well Otago Auck Cant

 
 

Both Southland and Otago now have the highest ratio of senior male members (per 

1000 senior males in the district), followed closely by Waikato as shown in Figure 

3.14. Since these studies have been undertaken most districts have shown slight 

inconsistency in regards to these senior male numbers, except Otago who have shown 

a steady increase over the past few years. Also over the last three years, Southland, 

Midlands, Central, and Auckland have seen decreasing numbers in senior male 

memberships.  
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Figure 3.14: Senior male members per 1000 senior males in the district 
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2002 33 22 19 23 29 22 17 17 23 12 16

2003 36 20 16 26 26 19 16 17 18 11 17

2004 21 21 25 23 28 19 18 21 14 8 18

2005 26 21 22 19 25 25 15 8 17 7 13

2006 26 23 26 24 22 22 14 14 18 9 10

2007 24 24 23 20 19 18 17 15 15 9 8

Sth Otago Waik Nth Mid Cen Well East BOP Cant Auck

 
 

In regards to senior female members (per 1000 senior females in the district), 

Southland and Waikato now lead all districts as shown in Figure 3.15. Waikato in 

particular has shown a large increase from their previous year’s results and to a lesser 

extent Northland also increased in numbers.    

 

Figure 3.15: Senior female members per 1000 senior females in the district 
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2002 26 10 13 13 15 10 16 13 8 6 8

2003 27 10 13 13 12 11 14 11 7 6 8

2004 16 13 11 12 13 15 11 10 7 4 8

2005 20 11 11 10 12 6 12 11 6 4 7

2006 19 12 13 11 10 9 9 11 5 4 5

2007 19 19 16 12 11 11 9 7 7 4 4

Sth Waik Nth Otago Mid East BOP Cen Well Cant Auck
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3.4 Member profile 

In terms of the number of members per club Wellington now lead all districts as 

shown in Figure 3.16. Auckland has steadily declined over the past few years, 

however, Wellington, Eastern, and Northland enjoyed a large increase from their 2006 

total.   

 

Figure 3.16: Average number of members per club  
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2002 109 97 145 105 84 90 76 100 58 61 36

2003 107 97 142 95 84 84 74 90 60 58 34

2004 110 112 142 106 87 74 76 95 60 51 34

2005 101 75 128 102 84 70 81 96 60 49 32

2006 102 90 117 106 96 86 85 94 63 49 31

2007 114 107 105 97 95 89 84 83 73 50 31

Well East Auck Cen Waik Cant Otago BOP Nth Sth Mid

 
 

3.5 Graded club members 

In terms of graded players as a percentage of total membership in each district Figure 

3.17 illustrates that the Otago district now has the highest ratio. In fact, Otago and 

Auckland were the only districts to increase this ratio, with the majority of districts 

decreasing from the previous year’s result. 
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Figure 3.17: Graded players as a percentage of total membership (%) 
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2002 83 88 73 65 75 86 55 73 66 61 60

2003 77 89 74 72 76 80 54 75 65 51 58

2004 74 77 74 74 79 74 51 66 58 63 54

2005 76 79 77 72 76 80 54 66 82 66 61

2006 80 94 81 78 76 82 64 68 76 76 67

2007 84 82 76 72 71 69 68 64 63 62 57

Otago Mid Cant BOP Sth Waik Auck Cen East Nth Well

 
 

Figure 3.18 illustrates that Wellington has the highest ratio of graded players per 

accredited referees in the district. It should be noted that this was a result of the 

reduced number of district accredited referees in the Wellington district, whereas 

Northland reduced their ratio as they added another accredited district referee.  

 

Figure 3.18: Graded players per number of accredited referees in the district 
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2002 88 34 158 147 93 233 71 121 333 84 95

2003 83 29 149 137 93 217 69 114 326 76 89

2004 111 338 154 121 107 207 80 135 294 94 95

2005 114 338 146 269 184 210 67 121 164 92 76

2006 147 405 149 249 251 236 76 152 163 103 106

2007 253 241 225 213 206 196 149 143 142 141 92

Well Nth Auck Cen BOP Waik East Cant Sth Otago Mid

`
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In terms of graded members per number of accredited coaches, Southland continues to 

have the highest ratio as shown in Figure 3.19. Waikato and Wellington reduced their 

ratios significantly, but overall the majority of districts reduced their ratios from the 

previous year’s results.  

  

Figure 3.19: Graded players per number of accredited coaches in the district 
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2002 71 71 118 44 66 74 128 113 83 119 48

2003 70 69 112 41 61 70 110 107 83 111 44

2004 294 143 106 477 58 98 97 99 124 89 63

2005 273 61 140 114 54 50 56 208 72 49 73

2006 271 127 164 132 177 160 101 99 117 79 69

2007 236 149 131 115 104 93 90 78 56 53 49

Sth East Auck Mid Waik Well Nth Cant BOP Cen Otago

 
 

3.6 Sources of income 

The comparison results in terms of the sources of income for each district are noted in 

this section. In terms of grants/funding as a percentage of total income, Auckland and 

BOP increased their total as compared to the previous year as seen in Figure 3.20. 

Forty-three percent of Auckland’s income in 2006 was through grants/funding, 

whereas in 2007 almost two-thirds (63%) of their income was through the same 

means. The majority of districts reduced their ratio from the previous year, but ever 

since the studies started almost all districts have increased this portion of their 

income.   

 

 18



Figure 3.20: Grants/funding as a percentage of total income (%) 
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2002 23 43 75 35 38 32 52 35 2 18 1

2003 17 54 37 48 48 62 54 26 31 32 32

2004 46 51 65 40 71 76 65 46 23 29 37

2005 36 46 60 62 52 55 63 53 55 21 39

2006 43 47 63 62 62 63 70 57 41 58 19

2007 63 60 58 58 58 54 54 53 47 40 35

Auck BOP Sth Nth Cant East Cen Waik Otago Well Mid

 
 

Sponsorship was again sparingly utilised by most districts, with Waikato, Wellington, 

and Southland all securing sponsorship deals in 2007 as shown in Figure 3.21.    

 

Figure 3.21: Sponsorship as a percentage of total income (%) 
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2002 0 2 3 6 12 2 6 0 25 0 0

2003 0 0 23 4 6 0 0 1 0 0 0

2004 0 6 1 3 4 0 2 0 0 0 1

2005 0 0 1 3 2 0 7 0 0 0 5

2006 0 2 0 2 3 0 11 0 0 0 6

2007 6 5 5 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 0

Waik Well Sth Cen Otago BOP Auck Nth East Cant Mid
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Figure 3.22 below provides an overall breakdown of each South Islands districts 

income. That is, each coloured bar represents the percentage that particular income 

was in terms of total income collected for that district. Figure 3.23 on the following 

page outlines the overall breakdown of each North Islands districts income.  

 

Figure 3.22: Percentage breakdown of income for South Island districts for years  
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Figure 3.23: Breakdown of income for North Island districts for years 02 – 07 
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Appendix 1.0  

 

App. 1.1 Ratio List 

 

REGIONAL PERFORMANCE  

1. Total income $ 

2. less Coaching expenses                            ) % 

3. less  Development costs                            ) % 

4. less Competitions                                     )          As a percentage % 

5. less Governance costs                              )           of total income % 

6. less High Performance expenses             )    % 

7. less  Administration / Financial costs       ) % 

8.  Total expenses                                  ) % 

9. = Net surplus                                        ) % 

 

CLUB PROFILE 

10.  Total income per total number of clubs in the region $ 

11.  Net surplus per total number of clubs in the region $ 

 

MEMBER PROFILE 

12. Total number of members per club No. 

13. Total number of members per court No. 

 

GRADING LIST MEMBERS 

14. Grading list members as a percentage of total club members % 

15. Graded players per court   No. 

16. Graded players per referee No. 

17. Graded players per coach No. 

 

SOURCE OF INCOME (as a percentage of total income) 

18. Grants / Funding % 

19. Sponsorship % 

20. Levies / SEM % 

21. Other income % 
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COMPETITION HEALTH 

22. Number of tournaments per District No. 

23. Number of tournaments per number of Clubs No. 

24. Number of National Events per District No. 

25. Number of tournaments per 100 graded players in the district No. 

 

MEMBERSHIP NUMBERS PER 1000 PEOPLE IN THE REGION 

26. Junior male No. 

27. Junior female No. 

28. Senior male No. 

29. Senior female No. 

30. Masters male No. 

31.  Masters female No. 

32. Total male club members No. 

33. Total female club members  No. 

34. Total members No. 

 

EMPLOYED RESOURCES 

35. Total number of members per fulltime equivalent staff No. 

36. Total number of Clubs per fulltime equivalent staff No. 

 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION 

37. Sponsorship per club member $ 

38. Total income per club member $ 

39. Total income per 1000 people in the district $ 
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App. 1.2 Ratio Results by District Comparison 

 
Ratio 1: Total income ($) 
 

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

$

2002 186,64 111,60 119,04 124,05 113,96 113,72 99,494 54,254 47,904 45,939 19,074

2003 193,98 125,98 154,28 161,24 100,99 122,51 148,68 60,542 61,208 83,934 14,429

2004 293,14 197,89 150,31 148,06 124,99 167,38 173,77 57,687 125,90 92,616 22,512

2005 254,48 186,81 139,35 132,93 151,54 151,09 190,48 117,24 54,263 77,385 27,671

2006 343,34 212,86 234,95 147,57 152,27 176,47 164,17 115,61 69,642 72,408 19,006

2007 385,65 241,62 227,29 185,38 182,41 132,22 126,63 118,50 88,481 55,112 31,192

Auck Cant Well BOP Waik Cen Sth Otago East Nth Mid

 
 
 
 
Ratio 2: Coaching expenses as a % of total income 
 

0

10

20

30

40

%

2002 0.7 4.4 9.8 5.5 0.0 3.1 4.9 5.2 5.3 9.9 1.0

2003 4.0 4.0 2.3 7.2 12.3 6.7 7.4 15.5 5.4 8.3 4.5

2004 9.9 4.2 5.7 4.7 3.6 3.9 10.5 10.6 4.8 7.0 2.2

2005 26.0 13.8 13.4 13.5 14.9 7.3 8.5 18.5 10.3 6.2 0.1

2006 27.6 19.3 20.3 7.6 16.3 8.7 5.0 18.0 19.4 6.0 6.4

2007 35.3 20.1 17.9 14.8 12.1 10.0 9.0 7.7 6.7 6.3 4.1

Sth Auck Well BOP Waik Cant Otago Nth Cen Mid East
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Ratio 3: Development costs as a % of total income 
 

0

20

40

60

80
%

2002 48 47 38 30 34 22 72 15 39 11 0

2003 36 44 29 37 37 57 47 18 34 28 11

2004 29 35 34 37 32 43 41 16 25 22 0

2005 37 41 45 42 41 38 31 17 20 2 0

2006 41 33 56 26 38 36 29 9 4 5 0

2007 54 47 47 34 28 24 17 6 5 1 0

Nth Cen East Well BOP Waik Sth Auck Cant Otago Mid

 
 
 
 
Ratio 4: Competition costs as a % of total income 
 

0

20

40

60

80

%

2002 21 45 10 21 56 31 25 35 26 12 24

2003 28 47 33 36 43 11 27 28 33 35 17

2004 18 73 40 26 51 36 31 29 16 21 14

2005 26 64 16 7 28 37 14 34 6 11 18

2006 24 69 12 8 31 18 14 6 8 8 20

2007 16 11 11 11 10 9 8 6 6 4 3

Auck Mid Sth Nth Otago Cant BOP Well Waik East Cen
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Ratio 5: Governance costs as a % of total income 
 

0

5

10

15

20
%

2002 11.7 3.7 3.2 2.2 1.6 2.4 0.6 0.0 4.5 2.4 2.3

2003 17.0 5.0 2.1 4.4 1.7 1.9 0.5 1.3 6.0 0.4 1.9

2004 13.0 3.3 2.4 2.9 0.9 2.2 0.1 0.8 3.5 0.0 0.1

2005 9.5 2.3 2.9 1.4 1.0 2.2 0.3 0.9 10.0 0.0 0.1

2006 15.6 1.9 3.2 2.2 1.7 2.2 0.6 1.1 2.2 0.0 0.3

2007 6.7 2.2 2.1 1.8 1.6 1.6 1.2 0.9 0.7 0.7 0.2

Mid Cen BOP Waik Auck Well Nth Cant East Sth Otago

 
 
 
 
Ratio 6: High performance costs as a % of total income 
 

0

20

40

60

%

2002 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0

2003 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0

2004 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 15 5 0 4

2005 0 27 0 0 17 0 8 9 2 8 11

2006 0 23 3 0 16 0 17 16 9 3 6

2007 49 20 17 16 15 12 12 11 11 5 4

Mid Sth Cant Otago Nth Cen BOP Waik Well East Auck
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Ratio 7: Administration / financial costs as a % of total income 
 

0

20

40

60
%

2002 26 28 32 22 27 16 22 9 25 16 24

2003 27 41 17 24 16 13 20 6 30 12 5

2004 17 54 12 19 25 18 28 4 27 11 28

2005 45 46 34 16 46 30 18 14 28 15 14

2006 26 43 45 27 47 26 24 17 15 12 24

2007 50 43 42 32 28 24 23 16 14 11 10

Cant Auck Otago Waik East BOP Cen Nth Well Sth Mid

 
 
 
 
Ratio 8: Total costs as a % of total income 
 

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

%

2002 83 101 102 100 70 83 84 76 103 90 106

2003 109 97 91 80 92 91 86 131 99 88 99

2004 88 102 85 83 97 86 88 100 106 121 96

2005 94 116 89 111 115 120 109 85 121 94 73

2006 102 104 98 60 103 123 106 106 79 115 86

2007 105 95 94 93 91 90 89 87 84 83 78

Nth Sth Cen Cant Auck East BOP Waik Well Mid Otago
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Ratio 9: Net surplus as a % of total income 
 

-40

-30

-20

-10

0

10

20

30

40
%

2002 -6 10 -3 24 16 17 30 0 -2 -1 17

2003 1 12 -1 -31 11 9 5 -5 6 3 -9

2004 1 -21 -6 -1 7 14 4 17 12 -2 12

2005 20 6 -21 15 -9 -20 -15 -11 7 -16 6

2006 14 -15 21 -6 -6 -23 -3 21 2 -4 2

2007 22 17 16 13 11 10 9 7 6 5 -5

Otago Mid Well Waik BOP East Auck Cant Cen Sth Nth

 
 
 
 
Ratio 10: Total income per club  
 

0

5,000

10,000

15,000

$

2002 4,293 3,888 4,251 4,355 5,394 3,930 2,713 4,522 4,549 2,552 1,060

2003 4,846 4,127 5,510 5,564 7,011 3,483 3,027 6,758 4,900 4,663 802

2004 7,329 6,237 5,368 11,446 6,438 4,310 2,884 7,899 6,974 5,145 1,251

2005 6,919 5,532 4,977 4,933 5,539 5,412 6,514 8,658 6,296 4,552 1,537

2006 8,870 7,803 8,391 6,331 6,149 5,640 6,423 7,463 7,353 4,259 1,056

2007 10,506 8,765 8,418 8,044 7,724 6,756 6,584 6,332 5,509 3,445 1,733

Cant Auck Well East BOP Waik Otago Sth Cen Nth Mid
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Ratio 11: Net surplus per club 
 

-2,000

-1,500

-1,000

-500

0

500

1,000

1,500

2,000
$

2002 -173 -108 839 959 749 1175 -12 -30 -93 106 425

2003 42 -50 775 -1075 493 215 -254 225 284 97 -431

2004 39 -345 461 -28 1628 251 1279 -143 835 -261 621

2005 1311 -1029 -500 807 -1009 -826 -742 -1342 427 95 256

2006 911 1797 -366 -324 -1456 -237 1888 -276 131 -155 65

2007 1442 1362 886 881 837 825 711 339 331 298 -157

Otago Well BOP Waik East Auck Cant Sth Cen Mid Nth

 
 
 
 
Ratio 12: Average number of members per club 
 

0

50

100

150

2002 109 97 145 105 84 90 76 100 58 61 36

2003 107 97 142 95 84 84 74 90 60 58 34

2004 110 112 142 106 87 74 76 95 60 51 34

2005 101 75 128 102 84 70 81 96 60 49 32

2006 102 90 117 106 96 86 85 94 63 49 31

2007 114 107 105 97 95 89 84 83 73 50 31

Well East Auck Cen Waik Cant Otago BOP Nth Sth Mid
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Ratio 13: Number of members per court 
 

0

10

20

30

40

50

2002 32 38 28 34 34 34 40 21 32 37 15

2003 32 34 28 33 31 30 39 22 31 36 14

2004 33 36 32 34 29 33 39 22 27 37 14

2005 31 38 22 28 27 31 34 21 26 36 13

2006 36 37 26 28 25 33 30 22 25 22 6

2007 34 32 31 30 30 28 27 26 23 22 5

Waik BOP East Well Cant Cen Auck Nth Sth Otago Mid

 
 
 
 
Ratio 14: Graded members as a percentage of total club members 
 

0

20

40

60

80

100

2002 83 88 73 65 75 86 55 73 66 61 60

2003 77 89 74 72 76 80 54 75 65 51 58

2004 74 77 74 74 79 74 51 66 58 63 54

2005 76 79 77 72 76 80 54 66 82 66 61

2006 80 94 81 78 76 82 64 68 76 76 67

2007 84 82 76 72 71 69 68 64 63 62 57

Otago Mid Cant BOP Sth Waik Auck Cen East Nth Well
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Ratio 15: Graded players per court 
 

0

10

20

30

40

2002 27 24 25 20 19 22 31 24 24 13 13

2003 25 24 23 19 18 21 28 23 23 11 12

2004 24 26 22 18 19 20 28 22 21 14 11

2005 25 27 21 17 18 18 27 21 20 14 11

2006 29 29 21 18 20 19 18 22 19 17 5

2007 24 23 23 21 20 18 18 18 16 16 4

Waik BOP Cant Well East Auck Otago Cen Sth Nth Mid

 
 
 
 
Ratio 16: Graded players per referee 
 

0

100

200

300

400

500

2002 88 34 158 147 93 233 71 121 333 84 95

2003 83 29 149 137 93 217 69 114 326 76 89

2004 111 338 154 121 107 207 80 135 294 94 95

2005 114 338 146 269 184 210 67 121 164 92 76

2006 147 405 149 249 251 236 76 152 163 103 106

2007 253 241 225 213 206 196 149 143 142 141 92

Well Nth Auck Cen BOP Waik East Cant Sth Otago Mid
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Ratio 17: Graded players per coach 
 

0

100

200

300

400

500

2002 71 71 118 44 66 74 128 113 83 119 48

2003 70 69 112 41 61 70 110 107 83 111 44

2004 294 143 106 477 58 98 97 99 124 89 63

2005 273 61 140 114 54 50 56 208 72 49 73

2006 271 127 164 132 177 160 101 99 117 79 69

2007 236 149 131 115 104 93 90 78 56 53 49

Sth East Auck Mid Waik Well Nth Cant BOP Cen Otago

 
 
 
 
Ratio 18: Grants / funding as a percentage of total income 
 

0

20

40

60

80

%

2002 23 43 75 35 38 32 52 35 2 18 1

2003 17 54 37 48 48 62 54 26 31 32 32

2004 46 51 65 40 71 76 65 46 23 29 37

2005 36 46 60 62 52 55 63 53 55 21 39

2006 43 47 63 62 62 63 70 57 41 58 19

2007 63 60 58 58 58 54 54 53 47 40 35

Auck BOP Sth Nth Cant East Cen Waik Otago Well Mid
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Ratio 19: Sponsorship as a percentage of total income 
 

0

10

20

30
%

2002 0 2 3 6 12 2 6 0 25 0 0

2003 0 0 23 4 6 0 0 1 0 0 0

2004 0 6 1 3 4 0 2 0 0 0 1

2005 0 0 1 3 2 0 7 0 0 0 5

2006 0 2 0 2 3 0 11 0 0 0 6

2007 6 5 5 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 0

Waik Well Sth Cen Otago BOP Auck Nth East Cant Mid

 
 
 
 
Ratio 20: Levies / SEM as a percentage of total income 
 

0

20

40

60

%

2002 35 32 51 36 38 33 35 34 32 24 13

2003 27 31 48 19 28 28 40 29 32 19 9

2004 27 22 39 17 29 31 30 17 20 11 8

2005 29 24 26 20 33 19 25 18 21 24 7

2006 24 20 51 19 33 20 22 17 17 18 7

2007 43 32 31 27 26 21 21 17 16 15 12

Well Cen Mid Nth BOP Otago Waik Cant Auck East Sth
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Ratio 21: Other income as a percentage of total income 
 

0

20

40

60
%

2002 48 19 53 9 28 39 30 29 17 45 11

2003 20 19 35 30 24 51 34 33 17 41 11

2004 22 13 42 27 12 32 24 43 19 38 11

2005 31 21 23 32 30 37 22 17 21 51 11

2006 24 18 36 30 21 30 21 20 20 17 7

2007 33 31 30 25 25 21 21 15 13 12 10

Mid East Otago Sth Cant Auck Waik Nth BOP Well Cen

 
 
 
 
Ratio 22: Number of tournaments per district 
 

0

25

50

75

100

2002 87 60 60 66 55 33 21 22 18 26 9

2003 87 60 60 66 55 33 21 22 18 26 9

2004 96 66 69 75 63 38 23 23 22 26 9

2005 86 62 66 69 68 35 27 24 21 25 11

2006 76 67 68 71 71 33 22 26 25 24 12

2007 75 73 66 65 65 34 31 26 24 21 11

Auck Well BOP Waik Cen Cant East Otago Sth Nth Mid
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Ratio 23: Number of tournaments per club 
 

0

1

2

3

4

2002 1.9 2.6 2.2 2.1 2.3 1.8 1.3 1.1 1.4 0.8 0.5

2003 1.9 2.6 2.2 2.1 2.3 1.9 1.3 1.1 1.4 0.8 0.5

2004 2.1 3.0 2.6 2.4 2.6 2.0 1.4 1.2 1.4 1.0 0.5

2005 2.5 2.8 2.8 2.2 2.5 1.9 1.3 1.3 1.5 1.0 0.6

2006 2.0 2.8 3.0 2.4 2.6 1.7 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.1 0.7

2007 2.8 2.8 2.7 2.7 2.4 1.7 1.5 1.4 1.3 1.2 0.6

East BOP Cen Well Waik Auck Cant Otago Nth Sth Mid

 
 
 
 
Ratio 24: National events per district 
 

0

2

4

6

8

2002 1 2 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 2 2

2003 1 2 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 2 2

2004 6 3 4 3 1 1 3 0 0 1 1

2005 7 2 3 3 0 0 2 2 0 0 0

2006 3 1 3 2 2 1 2 0 1 1 1

2007 4 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0

Auck Waik Cen BOP East Well Cant Mid Otago Nth Sth
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Ratio 25: Number of tournaments per 100 graded players 
 

0

2

4

6

2002 4.0 2.9 3.0 3.3 3.1 1.8 4.1 1.6 2.3 1.9 1.8

2003 4.0 3.1 3.0 3.4 3.4 1.8 4.7 1.7 2.4 2.1 1.9

2004 4.3 3.7 3.2 4.0 4.0 2.5 3.8 1.9 2.8 2.6 2.0

2005 4.0 4.2 4.0 3.6 3.6 2.6 3.7 2.4 2.7 2.4 2.2

2006 3.9 4.1 2.9 3.5 3.3 3.1 3.0 2.3 2.3 2.0 2.1

2007 4.6 4.4 4.2 4.1 3.7 3.4 2.9 2.4 2.4 2.2 2.1

BOP Cen East Well Waik Sth Nth Mid Auck Cant Otago

 
 
 
 
Ratio 26: Junior male members per 1000 junior males in the region 
 

0

10

20

30

40

2002 32 19 16 17 9 11 13 16 11 9 14

2003 25 19 14 17 9 14 14 14 13 8 11

2004 22 21 18 20 11 15 12 14 12 9 10

2005 21 21 18 18 7 14 13 16 13 8 11

2006 21 18 17 20 9 17 14 15 14 9 9

2007 23 21 19 19 15 15 14 14 12 10 9

Sth Nth Mid Cen East Waik Well BOP Otago Cant Auck
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Ratio 27: Junior female members per 1000 junior females in the region 
 

0

5

10

15

20

2002 8.6 10.7 6.8 16.4 5.8 10.4 5.7 5.1 4.2 7.6 4.0

2003 12.3 8.7 7.5 11.0 7.3 8.6 6.4 5.9 6.3 6.5 3.8

2004 10.4 10.5 9.3 10.7 6.0 7.9 4.8 6.2 5.2 6.1 4.1

2005 9.4 9.0 9.1 10.0 5.6 8.7 4.0 5.2 5.3 6.0 3.3

2006 9.0 9.8 10.8 10.0 8.1 8.1 4.7 5.4 6.1 5.4 4.0

2007 11.9 10.3 9.8 8.3 8.3 7.7 7.0 6.3 4.9 4.6 4.6

Nth Cen Waik Sth Mid BOP East Well Otago Auck Cant

 
 
 
 
Ratio 28: Senior male members per 1000 senior males in the region 
 

0

10

20

30

40

2002 33 22 19 23 29 22 17 17 23 12 16

2003 36 20 16 26 26 19 16 17 18 11 17

2004 21 21 25 23 28 19 18 21 14 8 18

2005 26 21 22 19 25 25 15 8 17 7 13

2006 26 23 26 24 22 22 14 14 18 9 10

2007 24 24 23 20 19 18 17 15 15 9 8

Sth Otago Waik Nth Mid Cen Well East BOP Cant Auck
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Ratio 29: Senior females per 1000 senior females in the region 
 

0

10

20

30

2002 26 10 13 13 15 10 16 13 8 6 8

2003 27 10 13 13 12 11 14 11 7 6 8

2004 16 13 11 12 13 15 11 10 7 4 8

2005 20 11 11 10 12 6 12 11 6 4 7

2006 19 12 13 11 10 9 9 11 5 4 5

2007 19 19 16 12 11 11 9 7 7 4 4

Sth Waik Nth Otago Mid East BOP Cen Well Cant Auck

 
 
 
 
 
Ratio 30: Masters male members per 1000 masters males in the region 
 

0

10

20

30

2002 20 14 14 15 14 10 11 9 9 8 7

2003 20 13 13 14 13 9 11 9 8 7 7

2004 22 15 14 15 13 10 11 9 8 7 7

2005 18 14 11 14 11 10 10 10 8 7 7

2006 18 14 14 14 12 10 11 9 8 8 7

2007 16 14 13 13 12 12 10 9 8 8 7

Sth Otago Cen Waik Mid Nth BOP East Cant Well Auck
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Ratio 31: Masters female members per 1000 masters females in the region 
 

0

5

10

15

20

2002 13 8 7 7 4 6 4 4 5 3 2

2003 13 8 7 6 4 6 4 4 5 3 2

2004 15 9 14 7 5 6 4 4 4 3 2

2005 13 9 6 6 5 6 4 4 4 3 2

2006 13 9 6 6 5 6 4 4 4 3 2

2007 11 9 7 7 6 5 4 4 4 3 2

Sth Waik Otago Cen Nth BOP East Cant Mid Well Auck

 
 
 
 
Ratio 32: Male members per 1000 males in the region 
 

0

10

20

30

2002 26 16 15 15 17 18 11 15 11 10 12

2003 25 15 15 16 16 17 11 14 11 9 11

2004 22 16 17 16 17 17 13 13 12 8 11

2005 21 16 16 15 17 16 9 14 11 8 10

2006 21 16 18 16 17 16 10 14 11 9 9

2007 20 16 16 16 16 15 12 12 12 9 8

Sth Otago Waik Nth Cen Mid East BOP Well Cant Auck
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Ratio 33: Female members per 1000 females in the region 
 

0

5

10

15

20

2002 17 8 8 8 9 10 6 7 5 5 5

2003 16 9 8 9 8 9 6 7 5 4 5

2004 14 10 8 8 9 8 7 7 5 4 5

2005 14 10 7 7 8 8 5 6 4 4 4

2006 14 10 8 8 8 7 5 6 4 4 4

2007 12 12 9 8 8 7 7 6 5 4 3

Sth Waik Nth Otago Cen BOP East Mid Well Cant Auck

 
 
 
 
Ratio 34: Members per 1000 people in the region 
 

0

10

20

30

2002 22 12 11 12 13 13 12 9 8 7 8

2003 21 11 12 12 12 12 11 9 8 7 8

2004 18 14 12 12 13 12 10 10 8 6 8

2005 17 13 11 11 12 11 11 6 8 6 7

2006 17 14 12 12 13 11 11 8 8 6 6

2007 16 14 13 12 12 11 9 9 8 6 5

Sth Waik Nth Otago Cen Mid BOP East Well Cant Auck
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Ratio 35: Number of members per fulltime equivalent staff 
 

0

1,000

2,000

3,000

4,000

5,000

2002 4,301 2,505 1,224 1,781 1,600 1,706 1,557 763 1,519 1,041 0

2003 3,058 1,825 1,200 1,774 1,442 1,070 1,448 733 985 1,084 0

2004 2,141 1,956 1,030 1,832 1,512 1,233 731 406 1,521 1,074 0

2005 2,148 1,886 1,024 1,716 1,604 821 685 391 1,454 1,019 0

2006 1,865 1,961 1,267 1,884 1,564 994 748 613 1,532 1,066 0

2007 2,045 1,689 1,372 1,362 1,332 1,172 1,026 992 933 929 0

Auck Cen Well Waik BOP East Cant Sth Otago Nth Mid

 
 
 
 
Ratio 36: Number of clubs per fulltime equivalent staff 
 

0

10

20

30

40

2002 13 30 24 16 21 18 11 17 20 18 0

2003 13 22 19 16 21 18 11 17 13 11 0

2004 8 15 18 16 21 18 9 10 20 11 0

2005 8 17 18 17 20 17 10 10 18 11 0

2006 13 16 18 17 20 17 12 9 18 11 0

2007 20 20 17 16 14 13 12 12 11 11 0

Sth Auck Cen BOP Waik Nth Well Cant Otago East Mid
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Ratio 37: Sponsorship dollars per club member 
 

0

10

20

30
$

2002 2.2 0.0 0.7 2.5 4.2 1.3 1.6 0.0 11.4 0.0 0.0

2003 27.2 0.0 0.1 2.3 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0

2004 0.8 0.0 2.9 2.0 1.6 0.0 0.9 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.3

2005 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.6 1.9 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.2

2006 0.0 0.0 1.5 1.6 1.9 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1

2007 6.0 4.0 3.7 2.2 1.6 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Sth Waik Well Cen Otago BOP Auck Nth East Cant Mid

 
 
 
 
Ratio 38: Total income per club member 
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100
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200

$

2002 74 48 54 27 36 45 39 47 43 29 44

2003 116 58 78 29 41 57 51 41 52 24 77

2004 156 99 68 44 38 102 49 50 66 36 86

2005 177 99 58 43 81 66 49 64 62 48 76

2006 153 104 66 67 75 70 82 59 69 34 68

2007 128 118 93 84 78 75 74 71 57 56 47

Sth Cant BOP Auck Otago East Well Waik Cen Mid Nth
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Ratio 39: Total income per 1000 people in the region 
 

0

1,000

2,000

3,000
$

2002 1,611 536 428 674 343 386 575 374 319 501 222

2003 2,408 475 478 876 387 493 619 283 413 916 231

2004 2,814 679 593 697 608 992 846 442 403 1,011 349

2005 3,085 823 925 625 574 428 763 543 373 844 303

2006 2,659 827 912 694 654 549 892 373 630 790 408

2007 2,051 991 935 872 743 697 668 612 609 601 459

Sth Waik Otago BOP Cant East Cen Mid Well Nth Auck
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