
South West Federation of Croquet Clubs AGM 
Draft Minutes 

Date Sunday 23rd November 2025 

Time 10.00 – 2.20 – by Zoom 
 

1 Welcome & Introductions 

a. Delegates were welcomed to the meeting and Committee members were introduced 
 

2 Present and Apologies 
a. See Appendices for list  

 

3 The meeting was confirmed as quorate 
 

4 Minutes of 2024 AGM 
a. These were agreed as correct 

 
5 Matters arising 

a. Committee completed all action points 

b. Re: proposal 8 – aligning League Rules with CqE Regs – no instances were identified – 
the proposing club was informed of this and invited to come back to us 

i. They did not respond and no further action was taken – some instances have 
been raised in this year’s proposals 

6 Chair’s report 

a. Previously circulated (see Appendices) – summarized – no questions 
 

7 Treasurer’s report 
a. Previously circulated (see Appendices) – summarized – no questions 

b. Pauline confirmed no response yet from HMRC 

c. Notification of fees: no increase is proposed as we have enough reserves 
i. No objections 

ii. Action: Treasurer / SWF Committee 
 

8 Appointment of Independent Examiner 
a. Bob Whiffen, who has done this for several years, is not able to continue in this role 

b. We are seeking a replacement – so far with no success 

c. The meeting agreed to authorize the Committee to continue the search and appoint a 
suitable person 

i. Action: Treasurer / SWF Committee 
 

9 League Secretary’s report 

a. Previously circulated (see Appendices) – summarized – no questions 
 

10 Short Croquet Teams Report 
a. Previously circulated (see Appendices) – summarized – no questions 

 
11 Coaching Officer’s Report 

a. Previously circulated (see Appendices) – summarized – no questions 

 
12 Development Officer’s Report 

a. Previously circulated (see Appendices) – summarized – no questions 
 

13 Handicapping Report 

a. Previously circulated (see Appendices) – summarized – no questions 
b. David clarified he will be setting up workshops for clubs – content and format to be 

developed 
i. Action: David Green / SWF Committee 

 

14 Welfare / Safeguarding Report 
a. Previously circulated (see Appendices) – summarized – no questions 
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b. Chris confirmed he will be developing guidelines on working with young people and is 
keen to hear from clubs working with this group 

i. Action: Chris Ham / SWF Committee 
c. Noted that an account of Cheltenham’s work will be in the next Cygnet and articles from 

other clubs on this topic are welcomed 

 
15 Report from CqE Trustee 

a. Previously circulated (see Appendices) – summarized – no questions 
 

The Chair thanked all members of the Committee for their work this year. Sadly some are standing down 

but we look forward to continuing to work with them on particular projects. 

 

16 Volunteer of The Year 

a. Citations previously circulated and summarized 
i. The Volunteer of the Year is Steve Leonard – many congratulations to him 

ii. Certificates to all nominees will be in the post on Monday 
b. We recognize these nominations are just the tip of the iceberg and many others are 

doing equally sterling work in their clubs 
i. Some clubs are reluctant to nominate them for an award, finding it hard to 

choose and the number of nominations has significantly reduced this year 

ii. Therefore we do not propose running it in the forseeable future 
 

17 Election of Committee and Officers 
a. Nominations previously circulated and voted en bloc 

 

For: 41 Against: 0 Abstentions Carried 

 

18 Proposals  

a. All proposals may be found in full in the Appendices and a summary of decisions may be 
found below 

b. Noted that: 
i. 4 clubs have instructed their delegates how to vote 

ii. 6 clubs have given them discretion 

iii. 10 clubs – a mixture of both 
c. The Committee and all clubs submitting proposals were thanked for the time and effort 

they have put into this 
 

19 AOB 

a. None 
 

20 Date of next AGM 
a. 22.11.26 

 
The meeting closed 2.20pm with thanks to everyone for their persistence and input and to Dave 

Kibble who managed the polling. 

 
Stephen Custance-Baker and the remaining delegates thanked Linda for her work in Chairing the 

meeting. 
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Summary of proposals and decisions 
 

Section 1: Decision Making 
 

C1 To clarify what constitutes a majority vote at a general meeting 

 For: 40 Against: 2 Carried 

Notes • With 44 votes in the meeting at the time, the threshold of a 
two-thirds majority of votes available was met’ 

• Further voting therefore used the new (more usual) method of 
determining the vote by simple majority of votes cast. 

 

P35 That the process of agreeing changes to League Rules is improved 

 For: 38 Against: 2 Carried 

Notes • That the result of the vote would have immediate effect 
• The aim is to undertake a consultation and development process earlier 

in the year to allow for planning and consultation before deadline for 
proposals to AGM have to be submitted 

• This process to be written to provide transparency and accountability 
• There is a difference between major and minor amendments – minor 

ones can be included in the working party remit 
• Committee should ‘own’ the rules and be prepared to change them at 

short notice if warranted 

 
Section 2 General tidying up 
 

C2 To correct inconsistencies in the Constitution relating to 
numbering structures 

 For: 40 Against: 0 Carried 

 

P20 That terminology be amended to reflect that used by CqE 

 For: 40 Against: 0 Carried 

 

P21 Extend guidance on Alternative Venues to include all matches. 

 For: 38 Against: 4 Carried 

Notes • There was strong feeling that the home team should not have a veto on 
a proposed venue change if the clubs are more than 2 hours apart. The 
motion became the first to be put through the new structure of going 
to a working party. 

 

P24 Strike the mention of stoppages from the SWF Rules 

 For: 39 Against: 0 Carried 

 

P29 Improve consistency of wording re play-offs 

 For: 42 Against: 0 Carried 

 

P31 Remove reference to National Handicapper’s powers 

 For: 41 Against: 1 Carried 

 

P27 Consistent terminology re League for Advanced Play 

 For: 40 Against: 0 Carried 
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P23 That terminology be amended to reflect that used by CqE 

 For: 41 Against: 0 Carried 

Notes  

 

P2 That SC Rules be amended to simplify access to information about 
conversion of handicaps 

 For: 42 Against: 0 Carried 

Notes • Action: David Green to familiarize himself with this 

 
Section 3 Proposals that affect all the Rules 
 

P1 That League Rules concerning re-arrangement of fixtures be 
amended 

 For: 41 Against: 0 Carried 

Notes • Clarification: request must be made before 30 June; and more than one 
alternative date should be proposed (in line with existing rules). 

• Mention was made of being able to also change fixtures after 30 June, 
by agreement. 

• Vote to implement this through a working party detailing it under the 
new system. 

 

P14  
 
 
P32 

To provide guidance for abandoning a fixture in the event of 
extreme hot weather 
 
To provide guidance when a match is abandoned for reasons other 
than the condition of the lawns 
 
The proposals were amended to: Revise the rules for extreme 
conditions through a working party 

 For: 38 Against: 0  Carried 

Notes • It was felt that the Cheltenham proposal was too detailed and specific 
and should be generalised and perhaps refer to guidelines elsewhere 
rather than bulk up the League Rules (x3). 

• Mention was made of croquet in Australia where the State (the 
governing body, equivalent to Croquet England) sets quite specific 
rules that are followed automatically - e.g. "over 32 degrees, stop 
play" 

• Also mentioned were occasional swarms of insects attracting  
aggressive seagulls to the lawns. 

 

P5 To enable two clubs to enter joint teams into Leagues 

 For: 41 Against: 0 Carried 

Notes • This was warmly welcomed and popular but a number of issues need to 
be worked through, such as blocking creating super-teams by picking 
minus players across clubs even though one club could field a 
respectable team.  

• Some of the details like each team must contain members of each 
club could be problematic. 

• There should be a joint team name 
• Vote to implement this through a working party detailing it under the 

new system. 



5 

 

 

P33 To state the action to be taken if it is discovered a player is 
playing off a handicap lower than they should 

 For: 39 Against: 0 Carried 

Notes • Some details need working through, but the principle was accepted. 
• Noted it is already a rule that players must play off the right handicap – 

but mistakes do happen! 
• Vote to implement this through a working party detailing it under the 

new system 

 

P30 Relax deadlines for intra-club League matches 

 For: 38 Against: 3 Carried 

Notes • This was concerning a club with two teams in the same league with a 
home and away match to play - both have to be played before any 
other match can be scheduled, which makes agreement with other 
clubs much more difficult.  

• Only one match should have to be played first. 

 

P10 SWF to review handicapping guidance to clubs 

 For: 38 Against: 1 Carried 

Notes • Much of the discussion was off-point and was about some clubs having 
consistently higher handicaps than seemingly deserved.  

• Bude said that a number of GC Advantage players turned up with 
handicap cards having no games other that the previous season's 
encounter.  

• More games need to be played.  
• This motion was about asking the SWF to review the situation. 
• Noted Martin French’s experience at national level with this 
• Working party 

 
Section 4 Refreshments 
 

P17 
 
 
P22 
 
P18 

Remove reference to Refreshments in Appendix Alternative Play-
Off Venues 
 
Provision of Basic Refreshments at Matches 
 
Host clubs should provide simple refreshments 

 For: 39 Against: 0 Carried 

Notes • All three taken together with a vote to implement this through a 
working party detailing it under the new system. 

 

P19 SWF should pay Host Clubs [Refreshment] Costs at Finals matches 

 For: 38 Against: 1 Carried 

Notes • Action: Pauline McAllister to establish and co-ordinate the process 

. 

P25 That the terms ‘home’ and ‘Host’ be used consistently 

 For: 37 Against: 0 Carried 
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Section 5 Relating to AC Leagues 
 

P3 Rationalize the Handicap Bisque Base between B League and 
Intermediate 

Amendment To change the base to 6.5 was carried 21:0 

 For: 18 Against: 3 Carried 

Notes • Points made included high handicap players need bisques to set up 
breaks; years of experience point at 6 being a good base; a half 
bisque is a good tactical thinking point. 

 

P9 To change the pairing of opponents for the Federation League to 
handicap order 

 For: 13 Against: 8 Carried 

Notes • Points made include some low handicap players don't want to spend so 
much time pulling bisques 

• some low handicap players don't want to be playing the same opponent 
every time 

• random pairing was only put in place a few years ago. 

 

P12 To reduce to 12 the highest handicap eligible for Federation 
League – without exceptions 

 For: 13 Against: 11 Carried 

Notes • The main concern expressed was the impact of narrow bands on 
smaller clubs being able to field a team and AC being in decline already. 

• The possibility of maximum 10 was mooted but not pursued 
 

P4 The SC (Restricted) League becomes a High Handicap SC League 

 For: 8 Against: 10 Not carried 

Notes • That the Short Croquet (Restricted) League becomes a High Handicap 

Short Croquet League 

• It was mooted that the restricted league failed because of the lack of 
high-handicap players willing to play. 

 

Section 6 Relating to GC Leagues 

 

P8 That GC handicap Leagues revert to Extra Strokes from Advantage 
in 2026 

 For: 11 Against: 35 Not carried 

Notes • There was widespread support for being consistent with what is being 
played elsewhere and moving forward not back - and a nod towards the 
real solution being level play in defined tiers. 

• The key problems should have easy solutions that are being worked 
upon: complicated (get rid of negative numbers), not yet completely 
fair (adjust the starting scores), lack of familiarity (play more, not less!). 
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P11 That the SWF consider adding a GC 10+ level play League 

 For: 28 Against: 6 Carried 

Notes • There was widespread support for this, the handicap aligns with the 
CqE Series. Even though there are likely to be more level-play 
handicap-restricted leagues in 2027, it was thought worth doing this 
for 2026. 

 

P7 
 
P16 

Reduce the number of rounds by 1 to encourage untimed games 
 
To move current mid-range GC handicap and Level Play (5+) 
leagues to a level play league combining the CqE B-level and C- 
level bands 

 For: 36 Against: 0 Carried 

Notes • Widespread enthusiasm for this to be considered by a working party in 
conjunction with other proposals to be presented to 2026 AGM with a 
view to implementing any agreed changes in 2027 

 

P28 Shorter playing day - to introduce the option for a 16-game match 
if both teams agree 

Amendment That “The 16-game match should consist of 2 doubles 
and 14 singles games.” be changed to “The 16-game match should consist 
of 4 doubles and 12 singles.” was carried 22:9. 
The vote on the amended proposal was: 

  For: 26 Against: 8 Carried 

Notes • This to apply for 2026 but the working party (P7 & P16) will be asked to 
include this in their review 

• Consider if there is a corresponding problem when playing fewer games 
in a match – should the maximum number of games be adjusted 
accordingly? 

  

P26 Player Participation Limitation – drop the restriction on the 
number of singles and doubles games that an individual may play  

  For: Against: Withdrawn 

Notes • Several people defended the rule. With a 4-person team, no problem 
arises, but most teams now comprise 5-8 players and fewer rounds so 
there is felt to be a need to stop a good player playing all singles 
and a good tactician playing all doubles 

• As this was not critical and the league structure review working party 
would include this in their deliberations a vote would be unhelpful so 
Bristol withdrew the proposal. 
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Appendices 
 
Present and apologies 
 
Names in italics = non-voting delegate 
 

Present 

Club Delegate Delegate 

Bath Neil Pinker  

Bristol Dave Kibble Martin Leach 

Broadwas John Guy Malcolm Armstrong 

Bude Martin French Chris Ham 

Budleigh Salterton Pat Coulter Brenda Duplock 

 Bridget Andrews Keith Bryant 
Camerton & Peasedown John Rowley David Milford 

East Dorset Jonathan Powe  

Glamorgan Paul Pristavec Chris Williams 

Kington Langley Margaret Murray Caroline Tarran 

Lym Valley John McCallum  

Mumbles Paul Thomas  

Nailsea Steve Durston Graham McCausland 

Plymouth George Lang  

Sidmouth Ed Dolphin  

St Agnes Neil Cotton Jackie Cotton 

Swanage Keith Southern  

Swindon Wendy White Clive Smith 

Taunton Deane Beverley Tapper Neil Fillery 

Tisbury David Morley Jan Kot 

Committee Linda Shaw Pauline McAllister 

 Stephen Custance-Baker Andru Blewett 

 Tony Mayer Chris Ham 

 David Green  

Apologies 

Abbey Bradford on Avon Charlton Horethorne 

Exeter Garway Llanderovy 

Palace Wells   

Committee Gill Wheeler Paul Francis 

 Brian Wilson (post hoc)  
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Chair’s Report: Linda Shaw 
 
“Why does the SWF need to do so much?”  
 
… asked my husband while I was angsting about attracting people to stand for election to the 
committee. With five long-standing and active members standing down, this was no needless 
concern. A litany of reasons later I turned to him – “Thanks, you’ve just helped me write my 
annual report.” Here it is. 
 
The SWF is recognized across the country (or at least the croquet-playing bit of it) as being a bit of 
a trail-blazer with the range of things we do. This is thanks to the skill, enthusiasm, and 
commitment of committee members, those who support them, and the support and participation of 
our member clubs. 
 
From our inauguration on 11th November 1984 with a membership of 15 clubs and running 2 
Leagues, the SWF has grown to a membership of 40 clubs, 9 Leagues, 2 tournaments and runs a 
myriad of other services. 
 
What is not always recognized, is how fragile this is. We say goodbye this year to five members of 
the committee who have covered some key tasks – Treasurer, Peter Kirby; Development & 
Coaching Paul Francis; Handicapping, Mike Rice; Erstwhile Chair and all-round good-egg, Tony 
Mayer; another Erstwhile Chair and good-egg as well as SW Rep to CA Council and latterly CqE 
Trustee, Brian Wilson. We have been operating without a Secretary for the past year. 
 
We are fortunate to have co-opted two new members who will be standing for election today to 
the positions of Treasurer and Handicapper. And some of those standing down will be supporting 
our work in non-committee roles – that is hugely appreciated. 
 
But that still leaves us short and we will not be able to undertake all the activities that we have 
done over the past few years. A summary of what we plan to do next year, and what we probably 
won’t be able to do without more help, may be found at the end of this report. 
 
But let’s remind ourselves of what we have achieved 
 
• Leagues 

o Gill’s report reminds us just how successful our Leagues programme is – sure there are 
glitches along the way and room for improvement – as the number of proposals 
submitted for us today demonstrates.  

▪ I find it helpful to see this as an indicator of the level of interest and 
commitment to making things even better 

o The Short Croquet Tournaments go from strength to strength thanks to stalwart John 
Grimshaw and his glamorous assistant, Chris Donovan 
 

• Development 
o Paul has done an incredible amount of work during his 7 years in this role which has 

amongst other things, has bought £70,00 of CqE funding into the region.  
 

• Coaching 
o Paul has also covered this role resulting in what must be record numbers of coaches 

and referees qualifying in the SWF 
• Handicapping  



10 

 

o We were sorry to lose Mike Rice this year who was making great inroads in this area 
and in particular highlighted the lack of effective communication and support from the 
CqE Handicapping Committee 

o We know David Green is committed to continuing with this and improving support to 
clubs, so keep your eyes open for developments 
 

• Safeguarding / Welfare 
o Fortunately, Chris Ham hasn’t had to do much this year but he has worked hard in the 

background, familiarizing himself with the national context including CqE 
 

• Volunteer of the Year 
o Another very worthy crop of nominations this year – and these are just the tip of a huge 

iceberg of people who keep it all going 
 

• Keeping in touch 
o The Committee has met 8 times this year and minutes are posted on the website so 

everyone can follow what’s going on – there have also been many email exchanges as 
issues arise 

o Cygnet has come out 5 times this year and the next is scheduled for December – do 
keep your contributions coming in – again, it’s all on the website 

o Federation-wide Zoom meetings – 5 since last year’s AGM and an opportunity for real 
learning, reflection and fun 
 

• Finance and Admin 
o Peter Kirby has done an excellent job keeping us all informed and on track financially 

and I know Pauline McAllister is going to continue in that fine tradition 
o We are really pleased to enjoy the support of these people who help with aspects of 

this, so a heartfelt ‘thank you’ to: 
▪ League Results and Finals arrangements: David Warhurst, Wendy White, Nigel 

Wulcko, Tony Mayer 
▪ Development: Andru Blewett, Tony Mayer, Klim Seabright, Brian Wilson 
▪ Zoom meeting notes: Margaret Murray 
▪ Website: Alison Maugham 

 
• Diversity 

o Our first female Chair, first female Treasurer, and not the first, but a really excellent 
female League Secretary 

o Wide geographic representation on the Committee 
 

• Further afield 
o We work closely with the Federations’ Forum which consists of representatives from 

each of the 9 Federations in England. It provides a focus for discussion on shared 
concerns and ideas and is currently working with Croquet England to consider how our 
national body might engage more effectively with Federations and with clubs. 

 
So what are we going to achieve next year? 
 
Our priorities will be to continue running the Leagues; engaging with our members; understanding 
clubs’ needs; and identifying how we can support the development of an already strong and pro-
active croquet scene in the South West.  
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How much we will achieve depends as much on our members as it does on our committee. Here’s 
what it’s looking like at the moment with areas where we particularly need help in red.  
 
Many of these tasks can be done without becoming a Committee member – does that make it 
more attractive?  All offers of help will be warmly welcomed, an honest account of the work 
involved will be given to help you decide, and the team will give all the support we can if you take 
it on. 
 
If you can help, or know someone who can, please get in touch.  
 

Leagues Looking good thanks to Gill and her team, now including our new Finals co-
ordinator, Sue Speller 
We’d like another Results Secretary to collect and process results  

Short Croquet 
Tournaments 

Looking good thanks to John and Chris 
Interested in taking some of this on in the future? 

Development Lawn care, recruitment, funding – all key issues but we have no-one for clubs 
to turn to so we’re looking really weak – we’re in trouble here 

Coaching Thanks to Paul and Brian who will arrange Coach and GC  Referee training next 
year but we’re vulnerable after that 

Winter Zoom 
Meetings 

These just won’t happen unless someone comes forward 

Secretary We need someone urgently – there are several aspects to this, so, do you 
fancy being part of a team? 

Cygnet Vulnerable – fancy helping? 

Website Alison Maugham keeps this together for us and is really helpful – but it’s 
getting tired – do you speak website? Could you give it a bit of TLC?  

Committee We have a strong team but we need a few more to join us – to make us even 
stronger now and to secure our future 

Keeping on 
top of League 
Rules 

If the proposal to change how we agree these and manage proposed changes 
is passed, this will open the way to a more interactive process – we’ll need help 
from concerned people who are good at taking an overview 

 
Choose your own trite motivational slogan to sign off: 
 
Every little helps.  
 
Together we can do it.  
 
All for one and one for all. 
 
Think like a proton – always positive.  
 
Believe you can and you’re half-way there.  
 
A diamond is only a lump of coal that did well under pressure. 
 
If you think you’re too small to make a difference, try sleeping with a mosquito.  
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Treasurer’s report: Pauline McAllister 

 
Since becoming Treasurer in August two short months ago I have experienced a huge 
learning curve on the workings and concepts of the South West Federation of Croquet Clubs. 
I would like to thank Brian Wilson, Tony Mayer, and Linda Shaw for their patience when 
answering my sometimes naïve, questions. Thanks to Peter Kirby for his smooth handover 
and for checking the accounts and suggested amendments prior to the review. 
 
Financial Year-End Accounts 

I find the income and expenditure pretty much in line with the previous Treasurer’s 
budget – a deficit of £264, so I have followed the same lines and just added a small 
amount for inevitable inflation. I predict that in 2026 we will have a small profit of 
about £50 
. 
Level of Reserves – Future Fees 
The reserve held in a 95 day at this financial year end was £6924 of which £3592 is 
the remaining balance of the Development Fund. The account pays 3.20% interest. 
Regarding the small amount of our profit/loss this reserve is adequate to support the 
fee charges at the current level for some years to come. Therefore, I propose that 
the fees will remain the same as last year as follows: 
 
• League Entries £4.40 per team            
• Short Croquet Team Events £17 per team 

• Full Members Fee 35p per playing member subject to a maximum fee of £19, a 
minimum fee of £9 

• If payment is received on or before December 4th, 2025, a discount is applied to 
the rates above and the fees net of discount are as follows: 

• League Entries £4 per team       

• Short Croquet Team Events £15 per team 
• Full Members Fee 30p per playing member subject to a maximum fee of £17, a 

minimum fee of £8. 
 
Judith Moore Bursary – Development Fund. 
The Referees’ course in 2025 reduced the fund by £440 in 2026 leaving a balance 
going forward of £3592. I note that the Referees’ course has attracted a subsidy of 
£25 per entrant from CroquetE.  The proposed Referees’ Course in February 2026 is 
predicted to reduce the fund by £450. 
 
HMRC 
During the year the question arose as to whether the SWF accounts should be 
subject to submission to HMRC. In September I wrote to HMRC to ask if we should 
be reporting. I have received an acknowledgement of the letter but to date no reply, 
so we wait for their ruling. 
 
 
 
Pauline McAllister 
Treasurer SWF Croquet Clubs 
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League Secretary’s report: Gill Wheeler  
 
2025 has been a very successful League Season in the South West Federation of Croquet 
Clubs (SWF) area.  In December 2024 141 teams entered.  As clubs organised teams and 
dates, this reduced to 139 and 135 teams finished the season.  Overall, this is more than in 
2024. 
 

Oct 2025 Teams finishing the season  

    

League 2025 2024 Change from 2024 

AC Advanced 15 14 + 1 

AC Federation 15 17         - 2 

AC Intermediate 11 10 + 1 

AC B League 2 4 - 2 

Short Croquet Open 15 12 + 3 

Short Croquet Restricted 0 6 - 6 

GC level play 16 14 + 2 

GC level play 5+ 14 12 + 2 

GC handicap 24 19 + 5 

GC high handicap 23 23 0 

Total 135 131 + 4 

 
As you can see, the overall number of teams is very similar over the last 2 years.  There is 
an increase in Golf Croquet (GC) level play and GC handicap teams.  I have no way of 
knowing if this is connected to the change in handicap system, but it shows GC play is very 
healthy across the SWF.  Nearly all the leagues (Association Croquet, AC, Short Croquet, SC 
& GC) have had the odd issue this year, some of which are being addressed by one or more 
of the proposals. 
 
The main area of concern is the very low numbers of B league and Restricted Short Croquet, 
perhaps highlighting a reduction in Association Croquet play, particularly at High Handicap, 
which is a known national issue.  A number of suggestions, specific to High Handicap AC 
and SC, have been made to me through the season and now are in proposals.  Hopefully, 
there will be more teams in these leagues in the 2026 season. 
 
Due to the huge geographical area of the South West Federation, the blocks were arranged 
to minimise travelling time wherever possible.  However, travel time to Quarter, Semi and 
Finals matches was an issue for some clubs.  Some of the matches used the option for an 
alternative venue ‘about half way’ between clubs.  The allocation of nominal ‘home and 
away’ and host clubs is decided before the season starts. 
 
As already reported on the SWF website and in the Cygnet newsletter, congratulations go to 
all the winners in each league.  The Short Croquet Tournaments at Nailsea and Budleigh 
Salterton will be reported separately. 
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League Winner 

AC Advanced Play Parkstone Trophy (Division 1) Cheltenham A 

AC Advanced Play (Division 2) Nailsea and District A 

AC Advanced Play (Division 3) Nailsea and District B 

AC Federation Garway 

AC Intermediate Kington Langley 

AC B League Bristol 

AC Short Croquet (Open) Bradford on Avon A 

GC Level Play Premier block Bristol 

GC Level Play North block Glamorgan 

GC Level Play South block Budleigh Salterton B 

GC Level Play 5+ Budleigh Salterton 

GC Handicap Swanage 

GC High Handicap Bude 

 
A huge thank you to the League Organisation Committee, who have processed the results, 
updated the SWF website, sorted out issues and arranged the finals.  Without this level of 
help, I would have struggled as League Secretary.  I have received many e-mails thanking 
you all for the work through the season. 
 

• David Warhurst - Results Coordinator Advanced Play 
o Association Croquet Advanced Play League - 15 teams in 3 blocks 

• Gill Wheeler - Results Coordinator AC & SC 
o Association Croquet Federation League - 15 teams in 3 blocks 
o Association Croquet Intermediate League - 11 teams in 3 blocks 
o Association Croquet B League - 2 teams 
o Short Association Croquet (Open) - 15 teams in 3 blocks 

• Wendy White - Results Coordinator - GC level play 
o Golf Croquet Level Play - 16 teams in 3 blocks 
o Golf Croquet Level Play 5+ - 14 teams in 3 blocks 

• Nigel Wulcko - Results Coordinator - GC handicap 
o Golf Croquet Handicap League - 24 teams in 6 blocks 
o Golf Croquet High Handicap League - 23 teams in 6 blocks 

• Tony Mayer 
o Finals Coordinator 

 
Wendy and Tony have stepped down this year.  Sue Speller has offered to take on the Finals 
Coordinator role.  If there is anyone who would like to be a Results Coordinator (GC Level 
play, AC or SC) please let me know.  Here is a link to a description of these activities. 
 
I must also thank Stephen Custace-Baker for all his help behind the scenes for the set up of 
the League Secretary tasks and when issues arose. 
 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/10-QW84UtCM_Y6gB66taWhSWq1vZZbiWcomfwC3RrIQ8/edit?usp=sharing
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I am looking forward to receiving the entry forms by Sunday 7th December 2025.  The fees 
form must go to the Treasurer, Pauline McAllister by the same date.  The data protection 
form with Team Captains’ details needs returning by the end of January 2026.  The links to 
the forms are below. 

• Form 1: 2026 Competition Entries 
• Form 2: 2026 League and Membership Fees 
• Form 3: 2026 League Data Protection Form 

 
  

https://docs.google.com/document/d/19zHmpDiqXQYjdyPgf69kEGUnxMXFcuYq/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=110786021954800311364&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1Kp6QJNAhe4Ybya07zaXtK44rz6dMsUB8/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=110786021954800311364&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1j4ycpbt6u4rrHdykfl1eWduTBpx6OLOR/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=110786021954800311364&rtpof=true&sd=true
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Short Croquet Team Tournaments report: John Grimshaw 
 
Nailsea 11-13th April 2025 
 
This year saw the 25th anniversary of the first Nailsea SC competition under SWF control. 
The first year saw four teams playing in one division on one day. This year saw an entry of 
30, but two late withdrawals left 28 playing over the weekend. Six divisions played over 
three days, Divisions 4 and 6 played with four teams. 
 
Division 1. A 3-way shoot-out was required to determine the winner, and Swindon came out 
on top, avenging their 2024 defeat by the same means against Nailsea Trendlewood, this 
year joined in the shoot-out by Nailsea Avening. Starting one game ahead going into the 
final round, Kington Langley Bruins achieved a 2-2 draw to condemn Sidmouth Fortfield to 
relegation. 
 
Division 2. The outcome of this division was determined by an error by a Nailsea player, who 
pegged out in a golden hoop turn when not entitled to do so under handicap rules, and 
proceeded to clear the lawn. East Dorset queried this and the manager decided that by 
clearing the lawn, the Nailsea player had effectively conceded the game. This game gave 
East Dorset a one point victory over Nailsea which would otherwise have seen Nailsea win if 
the result of that game had gone the other way, so East Dorset are promoted. In an 
unhappy day for Sidmouth, Connaught are relegated. 
 
Division 3. Camerton and Peasedown A won all their matches and are promoted to Sunday 
play in 2026. Relegation was a close fought affair with Bristol Boys nudging Budleigh 
Salterton Roquets down to Division 4 by one point, with a 2-2 draw against them in the last 
round.  
 
Division 4. Bristol Allsorts are the division champions and promoted. Needing to avoid a 4-0 
defeat in the last round against Taunton Tiggers, they lost 3-1, but this was enough. Since 
this was a four-team division, there is no relegation this year. 
 
Division 5. Bradford on Avon dominated this division and had clinched promotion in Round 
4. Despite finishing bottom after a close-fought battle with Nailsea Glassblowers, Weston 
Super Mare will not be relegated because there is no team coming down from Division 4. 
 
Division 6. Blewbury are a new team to the SWF and made their presence felt in their first 
visit to the Spring tournament. They won 13 of their 16 games to run away with the Division 
6 title and promotion. Tisbury were also new entrants to Nailsea but did not fare quite so 
well. 
 
Many thanks to Nailsea for their hospitality and preparation of the lawns. 
  
Budleigh Salterton 3-5th October 2025. 
 
The 10th anniversary of the Autumn competition and once again we had 29 teams playing in 
six divisions. The weather also threatened disaster again, this time on Friday. The forecast 
led everyone to believe that a deluge was due in the afternoon. However, it transpired that 
despite very heavy rain around lunch time, the lawns stood up well and although gloomy 
and miserable, the rain mostly held off and the day was completed. 
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Division 1. Three teams were within one point going into the last round, but a 3-1 win for 
Nailsea Trendlewood enabled them to reclaim the trophy that they relinquished last year. 
Bristol Boys won a shoot-out to condemn Taunton Terriers to relegation. Here I must thank 
the Taunton team, who, although sitting out the last round, remained at the club due to the 
possibility of this shoot-out.  
 
Division 2. A shoot-out was also necessary in this division, this time to find the winners. 
Bristol Allsorts triumphed in this over Bath Salts, and are promoted. As in Division 1, Allsorts 
were sitting out the last round but remained for the shoot-out. After winning promotion last 
year, Budleigh Salterton Roquets are relegated. 
 
Division 3. Going into Round 5, East Dorset held a one point lead over Sidmouth Blackmore. 
Surprisingly, both teams lost the final round 1-3, so East Dorset retained their lead and are 
promoted. Despite being one of the 3-1 winners in the last round, it was not quite enough 
for Nailsea and they are relegated. 
 
Division 4. There was some controversy at the end of the day. We had a three-way tie 
between Bath Buns, Blewbury and Taunton Tiggers. Unfortunately, three of the Bath team, 
and one from Blewbury, were not around to take part in the shoot-out. The manager 
decided on a single-player shoot-out which Bath Buns won. However, to complicate matters, 
Bath were playing a guest which made them ineligible for promotion but, under the rules, 
they could win the trophy. So Bath Buns won but Taunton Tiggers are promoted. It was 
clearly shoot-out weekend, because the relegation place also had to be contested this way 
and Tisbury lost and are relegated. 
 
Division 5. Kington Langley Coyotes blitzed their way to promotion, losing only three games 
all day. A late withdrawal meant that there were only four teams in this division, so there is 
no relegation this year to Division 6. 
 
Division 6. This was a very closely-contested division, with all five teams possible winners 
going into the last round. Ultimately, results went the way of Budleigh Salterton Rushes, 
who were sitting out the last round, and they are promoted. Only two points separated all 
five teams at the end.  
 
Many thanks to Budleigh Salterton for their superb lawns and also to Chris Donovan for his 
efficient management.  
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Regional Coaching Officer’s report: Paul Francis 
 
Another Club Level Coaching Award was run and completed in March/April. 
 
A series of Zoom meetings was followed by a practical day of assessment with a total of 10 
participants. 
 
A majority of these have already completed their series of five lessons and have received 
their coaching badges from Croquet England. 
 
Huge congratulations to all of them for their hard work throughout the course and beyond. 
 
If you are interested in becoming a club level coach or wish to apply for level 1, please 
contact Paul Francis by email for more information: 
 
paulwfrancis@icloud.com 
 
Over his 7 years on the Committee, Paul has facilitated the creation of 
 

• 25 club coaches 
• 3 level 1 coaches 
• 20 GC referees 

• 3 AC referees 
 
And with Brian Wilson, one-to-one support has been given to 8 clubs in the South West 
 

mailto:paulwfrancis@icloud.com
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Development Officer report: Paul Francis 
 
We had another well attended series of monthly Zooms throughout the winter of 2024/5 
 
The team of five development officers continued to work in 2025. 
 
However, Brian Wilson was by far the busiest with his support for several clubs including 
Tisbury and Wareham. 
 
Several Croquet England grants and loans were finalised: Cornwall, Nailsea and Tisbury. 
 
Latest news is that two of the three Croquet England biennial club awards are winging their 
way West. Huge congratulations to Bude and Tisbury who both receive £750 and collect 
their trophies at the Croquet England AGM. 
 
Also, many congratulations to Bath, Swanage and Cheltenham with the development of their 
Next Generation projects.  
 
There are further workshops for interested clubs in early 2026. If you are club is interested, 
please email to: paulwfrancis@icloud.com 
 
2026 trends 
 
More and more clubs are looking to install irrigation systems and seeking grants from 
Croquet England. However, there are still plenty of funds available for 2025/26 and SWF 
clubs should be encouraged to review their plans e.g. irrigation, lawn improvement and club 
facilities. 
 
Overview 
 
In the five CqE award sessions since 2017, clubs in the South West have won 6 out of 14 
awards which amounts to 43% of the total awarded and adds up to around £70,000 that 
has come into the region. 
 
Additionally loans totalling £10,000 have been awarded. 
 
  

mailto:paulwfrancis@icloud.com
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Handicapping report : David Green 
 
Recently co-opted to this post and standing for election at the AGM, I have begun to 
familiarise myself with the context and past activities. In the coming months I will 
 

• Obtain comprehensive handover from previous Handicap Officer 
• Read myself in on all GC and AC handicap documents from relevant sources  
• Engage with SWF Federation Handicappers to understand their position and views  
• Engage with SWF Club Handicappers to understand their position and views 

• Organise a number of Handicap Workshops before the 2026 season start date 
 
Chair’s note 
 
We were sorry to lose Mike Rice from this position and thank him for the work he undertook 
 

• Encourage presentation of handicap cards at league matches in accordance with the 
Rules 

• Led winter Zoom on handicapping 
• Encourage clubs to identify their handicappers 
• Worked with CqE Handicap Committee to  

o Improved design of handicap cards  
o discourage use of out-of-date formats 
o improving GC/AC conversion handicaps 
o reviewing rules on 1-ball handicaps 
o develop good practice and consistency with clubs 

• Individual support to clubs 
 
Welfare / Safeguarding report: Chris Ham 
 
Since my appointment to the post of Safeguarding Officer, I have undertaken an informative 
course and passed a test on current rules and regulations. This course is available free on 
line at 'highspeedtraining' and could be of interest to club welfare officers. 
 
The protection of vulnerable persons is an absolute minefield, but thankfully the croquet 
world is a much safer environment than much of the rest of contemporary society. 
 
Nonetheless, there have been a couple of issues over the last year which were brought to 
the attention of the Federation.  These could have escalated to a situation of some concern, 
but both were resolved with positive outcomes. 
 
I am aware that many clubs are making efforts to attract younger players, and CqE 
guidelines give clear advice on the procedures and protection required for minors. I would 
very much like to hear from all clubs who have under 21 youth sections.  
 
I would like to establish a database regarding numbers and ages of any such players and 
copies of any advice or information given to parents and carers.  If clubs feel that they have 
a system from which other members in the South West could learn and benefit, I would be 
delighted to receive details via email to chrisham65@hotmail.co.uk 
 
  

mailto:chrisham65@hotmail.co.uk
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Report from CqE Trustee: Brian Wilson 
 
Strategies and Action Plans  

• The Trustees, working with others, have collated and agreed a 5 year Strategy for 
CqE. 

• This Strategy encompasses 7 Key Strands 
o Play – more people, playing more croquet in more places 
o Coaching/tournament Officials – supporting roles that grow and sustain the 

sport 
o Safety – ensuring everyone can enjoy croquet in a safe environment 
o Inclusion – actively encouraging more people from diverse backgrounds and 

identities 
o Wellbeing – a sport that is accessible and enjoyable at any age, stimulating 

physical and mental health  
o Funding Growth – securing more money to grow all levels of our sport  
o Sustainability – responding to the challenges of climate change  

• The Trustees, working with the Chairs of relevant committees and others, collated 
Action Plans for each of the above Key Strands.  

• Challenging, but achievable Targets and Objectives have been set. These will be 
monitored and revised as necessary  

 
Not forgetting  

• Trustees have reviewed a wide range of CqE/CA Procedures to make sure they are 
up to date and in compliance with the requirements of the Charity Commission  

 
New CEO (Chief Executive Officer) 

• Looking to the future of croquet and CqE, the Trustees agreed the role and 
responsibilities for a full time salaried post of CqE Chief Executive Officer and, after a 
lengthy interview process, appointed Andy Dalby-Welsh  

 
Changes to CqE Trustees 

• Trustee places unfilled in our area 
o As CqE became a charity there was a need to redraft the numbers of 

Trustees  
o Voting constituencies were reduced to 6 and there are a further 5 appointed 

Trustees to improve the mix of skills and demographic balance as well as 
appointing Trustees from ‘outside our sport’ 

o Two of these constituencies are included in the South West Federation’s 
‘area’ - Central Counties and Wales, plus the South West Counties. 

o I had previously confirmed that I would not be standing - after serving 
CA/CqE for some 10 years, I thought I would give others a chance!! 

o It is a pity that, although Trustees were elected in other constituencies, no-
one came forward for either constituency in our area  

o I would encourage everyone to consider becoming a CqE Trustee 
• New Independent Trustees 

• Trustees appointed 3 Independent Trustees – people from outside croquet who 
bring in additional expertise, knowledge, and experience – welcome to Glenda 
Vencatachellum, Prof Kishan Devani, and Mathew Macdonald 
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Volunteer of the Year Award Nominations 
 
Clare Fletcher – Bath CC 
 

Clare has been a fully committed member at Bath Croquet Club for 
many years.  She uses her numerous skills to add to the enjoyment 
of others whilst they are at the club. 
 
She supports the Golf Croquet arm of the club by amongst other 
things holding the position of Captain of the High Handicap Team.  
She attends taster sessions encouraging prospective new members 
to join the club extoling the many benefits of club life. 
 
With Alan, her partner, she has been instrumental in preparing and 

caring for our flower beds in and around the lawns, recently creating a flowerbed to include 
various species of plant that give interest across the year. Her latest design has seen much 
wildlife enjoying the numerous plantings for nectar collection.  Together they mow the lawn 
edges and are ever looking for the next spot that requires a plant to add evening perfume to 
the air. 
 
Clare has recently handed over the job of supplying consumables for members’ convenience, 
having held the role since 2017.  The cupboards were never bare and one could always 
retire to the Clubhouse for refreshments as required – hot or cold.  Her goal, whilst keeping 
prices very reasonable, was to make a profit that could be reinvested into providing a 
sustainable club. 
 
2025 has been a huge challenge by way of keeping our lawns irrigated and Clare has 
appeared on the rota to set out, move and clear away our watering equipment very, very, 
very regularly. Without the dedication from members, such as Clare, our lawns would have 
suffered even greater damage. 
 
Without members such as Clare clubs such as ours would not be the vibrant, enjoyable 
destinations that we all take for granted.  Thank you CLARE FLETCHER! 
 
Naomi Whithead – Cheltenham CC 

 
Naomi has always put herself forward to encourage new and 
long-standing players to be competitive in their games. She has 
encouraged social interaction of club members by organising 
“roll up” games and has introduced mentors for new members 
to help them integrate into all activities of the Club.  
 
Naomi is a Croquet England registered coach and has been very 
supportive to those new to the game and for those lacking 
confidence to enter competitions. Naomi’s calm, patient and 
friendly manner has been a breath of fresh air through the club 
and has encouraged many members to increase their 
enjoyment of croquet. 
 
Naomi has dedicated a lot of her time and energy encouraging 
youngsters to take up the sport with weekend coaching 
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sessions for under 18s as well as organising visits from schools and clubs. 
 
We believe that Naomi would be extremely worthy of recognition for the SWF Volunteer of 
the Year. 

Steve Leonard – East Dorset CC 

Steve has been a croquet member of East Dorset since 2019.  Soon 
after his arrival, he offered to take over as the Croquet Section’s 
Grounds Member.  Committed, resourceful and highly energetic, he has 
been a tower of strength ever since and in particular over the past 12 
months.   

While Steve’s principal responsibilities are management and oversight, 
he is more than willing to roll up his sleeves and carry out any task that 
needs doing.  He has an excellent relationship with the club 
groundsman, and they work alongside each other extremely well.  

When the groundsman took paternity leave in April (a key time for the 
lawns), Steve willingly stepped in to take over the routine daily tasks, 
spending more than three hours at the club each day dealing with a multitude of 
issues.  Admirably, it took no prompting or encouragement from others - he just took it all on 
and did an excellent job, which is testament to his selflessness and sense of duty. 

Full of ideas and determined to provide top-quality facilities for the members, one of Steve’s 
recent initiatives has been to instigate a regular weekly maintenance period.  This was not 
universally popular amongst the members as it takes all the courts out of use for a couple of 
hours.  But it has proved to be extremely successful, helping to improve court conditions and 
ensure more efficient use of the groundsman’s hours. 

Another key achievement has been the instigation of a major refurbishment 
programme.  Largely his initiative and introduced as a result of his persuasive advocacy, one 
of the club’s five courts is being taken out of use each year in order to carry out extensive 
improvements to the grass and playing surfaces.  It is a programme that has required detailed 
planning, negotiation with contractors and work within committees. To his credit, Steve has 
managed it all - alongside the constant need to deal with a myriad of short-notice changes 
and problems - with considerable aplomb, and the improvements to the courts are already 
clearly evident.   

Steve’s task has not been easy, especially this year. East Dorset is a multi-sport club and there 
are many more tennis members and padel players than croquet members, so ensuring croquet 
gets its fair share of funds and maintenance time is a constant challenge.  But Steve, who sits 
on the club’s Grounds Committee, has handled this delicate task with energy and maturity, 
securing appropriate and much-needed support from both the Grounds Committee and the 
Club Board, and thus ensuring the longer-term quality of the croquet facilities. 

We are very lucky to have Steve in the role. How he manages the task alongside all the 
other stuff he does, not least his competitive croquet (he has played 200 GC ranking games 
in the past 12 months) is anyone’s guess.  But we are very thankful that he keeps all his 
plates spinning with such skill, efficiency and dedication 
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Silke Bruening – Moreton in Marsh 

Silke joined the club in the early days after retiring from running 
her very smart tea room in Moreton in Marsh. It was my favourite 
place to meet up with friends on a Saturday morning. Silke did 

some of her training at The Dorchester Hotel.  

She was introduced to the club by a friend. She wasn’t terribly 
keen to try the game but after one session she was hooked. 

Our biggest fund-raising event is providing teas at Chastleton 
Church, which is adjacent to Chastleton House, a National Trust 
property. These events take place approximately once a month 
and this year £6,000 has been raised so far. 

Silke is in charge of the team and works tirelessly getting the team together and organising, 
which cakes she requires for the day. She cuts the cakes into slices or squares and keeps a 
record of how many pieces we have so that we know approximately how much will be made 
if we sell everything. One day we had one slice of fruit cake left which had to be shared by 
two of our customers. We all know now that once a slice has been served, we have to turn 
the cake round so that people can see the inside of the cake. So strict is her training of us. 
How to present a cake for consumption 

Apart from all the above she makes cakes for us when we host visiting teams and when we 
host visitors. She has also been instrumental recently in organising a new kitchen unit which 
completes the kitchen end of our clubhouse. She works tirelessly for the club and I hope she 
will be considered for this award. 
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Election of Committee and Officers  
 

Proposal  That the following nominations for Committee be approved en bloc 
Post Name  Proposer Seconder 

Chair Linda Shaw Andy Bailey 
Secretary, Bristol 

Erica Malaiperuman 
Secretary, Nailsea 

League 
Secretary 

Gill Wheeler Ian Wills 
Chairman, Kington Langley 

Margaret Murray 
Secretary, Kington Langley 

Secretary No candidate   

Treasurer Pauline McAllister 
Co-opted earlier 

Roger Baddeley 
Treasurer, Nailsea 

James Doulton 
Chair, Weston super Mare 

Handicapping 
Officer 

David Green 
Co-opted last 
year 

Ray Virr 
Chair, Budleigh Salterton 

Bridget Andrews 
Secretary, Budleigh Salterton 

Development 
Officer 

No Candidate   

Coaching Officer No candidate   

Safeguarding 
Officer 

Chris Ham Martin French 
Secretary, Bude 

Helen North 
Treasurer, Bude 

Committee 
member 

Stephen 
Custance-Baker 

Beverley Tapper 
Secretary, Taunton Deane 

Andy Bennett 
Chairman , Taunton Deane 

Committee 
Member 

Andru Blewett Chris Austin 
Chair, St Agnes 

Ruth Allistone 
Treasurer, St Agnes 

 
  



27 

 

Proposals 
 
Section 1: Decision Making  
 

Number C1 Proposed by SWF Committee 

Summary of proposal To clarify what constitutes a majority vote at a General meeting 

Rationale 
The current wording in the following sections is ambiguous 
 
7.7: A Proposal to a General Meeting may be passed by a simple majority of those present and 
entitled to vote. 
10: If at any General Meeting a Resolution for the dissolution of the SWF shall be voted for by at 
least two-thirds of those present and entitled to vote 
12: No provision of this Constitution shall be amended, save by a Resolution voted for by at least 
two-thirds of those present and entitled to vote at a General Meeting 
 
It is not clear if ‘simple majority’ includes or discounts abstentions, nor whether ‘those present and 
entitled to vote’ takes account of those who are carrying more than one vote.  
 
Bearing in mind that the meeting must be quorate anyway, i.e. “one-third of the Delegates and The 
Committee entitled to vote” (that is one third of the total membership + SWF Committee). 
 
Proposed re-wording 
 
7.7: A Proposal to a General Meeting may be carried by a simple majority of the votes cast; where 
the votes for and against are tied, the Proposal shall be declared as not having a majority and will 
not be carried.  
 
10. Where a Resolution, at any General Meeting, for the dissolution of the SWF succeeds with at 
least two thirds of the total votes cast being in favour of the motion, the assets remaining to the 
Federation after the discharge of all its liabilities, shall be transferred to Croquet England. 
 
12. No provision of this Constitution shall be amended, save by a Resolution at any General Meeting, 
to that effect succeeding, with at least two thirds of the total votes cast being in favour of the 
motion. 

https://www.swfcroquet.org.uk/constitution/ 

 

Number P35 Proposed by SWF Committee 

Summary of proposal That the process of agreeing changes to League Rules is 
improved 

Rationale 
Rule 16 states that changes to League Rules may only be made at a General Meeting. Over the 
years there have been several examples of AGMs which have endeavoured to do this. The ensuing 
discussions are difficult to manage (both face-to-face and Zoom) in a way that ensures all views are 
expressed, any amendments made and understood and voted on, and that everyone understands 
what the proposal actually is. It is unlikely that satisfactory decisions are made in this way. 
 
This may be exacerbated for some delegates who have already been instructed how to vote by their 
clubs, so the discussion is immaterial to them. 
 
The 35 proposals originally submitted to this AGM served to bring this into sharp relief! 
 

https://www.swfcroquet.org.uk/constitution/
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With the co-operation of several of the clubs involved – particularly Bath, Bristol, Bude and East 
Dorset – we have been able to rationalise this to some extent but we are still faced with a very long 
and complex agenda. 
 
To avoid this again, we suggest that such decision making becomes a process and not an event and 
that  
 

• the AGM is the place where the general ‘direction of travel’ is agreed 
o clubs would be asked to provide feedback and suggestions for each League – perhaps 

as proposals, perhaps as discussion points 
o this would mean that club delegates might be taking on a broader role of 

representing their club rather than voting as they had been instructed to do 
o a way forward is proposed and voted on e.g. a new League will be established or 

handicap ranges will be modified 
• a working group is established which is authorised to develop any necessary Rules or 

changes to be in place within an agreed timescale 
• these are reviewed by clubs who give feedback 
• the working group reviews these and, with expert support, finalises the wording  

 

Current wording: 16 These rules are subject to amendment at any General Meeting of the 
Federation by simple majority of those delegates present and eligible to vote. 

Proposed re-wording 
 
16 These rules may be changed by a simple majority of the votes cast at a General Meeting. A 
working group may be authorised to compose the exact wording in consultation with members as 
set out in the accompanying guidance.  

Consider 
If this is agreed, it could have immediate effect 
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Section 2: General tidying up of wording 
 
The Committee view is that the proposals in this section have no impact on the meaning or 
intent of the Constitution or Rules and can hopefully be agreed with minimal discussion. 
 
At the meeting, delegates will be asked to vote en masse for these but if any are identified 
as needing individual discussion, that will be done.  
 

Number C2 Proposed by SWF Committee 

Summary of proposal To correct inconsistencies in the Constitution relating to 
numbering structures 

Rationale 
 
It has been drawn to our attention that numbering and referencing is inconsistent and we have 
received an offer to rectify this. 
This will not affect the meaning of any clauses 
 
Proposal 
That David Harrison-Wood be invited to undertake this 

 

Number P20 Proposed by Bristol CC 

Summary of proposal That terminology be amended to reflect that used by CqE 

Rationale 
 
The league rules say: 
"Where a charge is made by the alternative venue for court and ball hire, the standard 'Base Rate' 
as defined by Croquet England shall apply, and that charge shall be paid by the requesting team." 
 
Croquet England renamed this some years ago (to reflect what is actually being hired) to "Court and 
Equipment Hire" https://www.croquet.org.uk/?p=ca/schemes/fees 
 
Proposed wording change 
Court and Equipment Hire Name: update the wording in all league rules from "court and ball hire" to 
"Court and Equipment Hire" so searches for the current fees are easier. 

 

Number P21 Proposed by Bristol CC 

Summary of proposal Extend guidance on Alternative Venues to include all matches 

Rationale 
Part 1 
In all SWF League Rules there is an appendix "Alternative Play-Off Venue" There is no need to 
restrict this to play-offs, as it could apply to any fixture. 
 
Proposed new wording:  Replace the heading with "Alternative Match Venue" 
 
Part 2 
The rules  say: 
"If the play-off teams are based more than two hours apart by road (according to Google Maps on a 
normal traffic day), the visiting team may request that the match be played at an alternative venue 
somewhere between the two locations." 
 

https://www.croquet.org.uk/?p=ca/schemes/fees
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There is no need for this prescriptive restriction because the "home" team must agree to a venue 
change. Also, the home team might prefer to play at another venue, for example, if their lawns are 
busy on the day agreed to play the fixture. 
 
Also, as the teams must agree to the change, there is no need to restrict the alternative venue to be 
between the two clubs. 
 
Proposed new wording: Replace this with: "Either team may request that the match be played at an 
alternative venue. 
 
It has been brought to our attention that this is misleading – the suggested amendment would still 
only cover matches where the two clubs are based more than 2 hours apart by road 
 
Part 3 
The League Rules then say  
 
"If the 'Home' team accedes to the request, the 'Away' team shall become responsible for identifying 
a suitable venue and making all the arrangements with that venue. The venue chosen should be as 
near as possible equidistant from the 'Home' and 'Away' clubs, but preferably closer to the 'Home' 
club." 
 
Home and away teams need not be identified, nor should the distances be enshrined here. The 
"home" team may even prefer to play at the "away" team's club - the League Rules should not 
suggest that this is in any way undesirable. 
 
Proposed new wording: Replace this with: 
 
 "If the other team accedes to the request, the requesting team shall become responsible for 
identifying a suitable venue and making all the arrangements with that venue, subject to the other 
team agreeing to the final choice of venue." 
 

Appendix 4 

Alternative Play-Off Match Venue 

 
Below are the procedures for arranging an alternative venue for a play-off match. 

If the play-off teams are based more than two hours apart by road (according to Google Maps on 
a normal traffic day), the visiting either team may request that the match be played at an 
alternative venue somewhere between the two locations.  
 

• If the 'Home' team accedes to the request, the 'Away' team shall become responsible for 
identifying a suitable venue and making all the arrangements with that venue. The venue 
chosen should be as near as possible equidistant from the 'Home' and 'Away' clubs, but 
preferably closer to the 'Home' club. 

 The date for the match must be one of the three dates first offered by the host club (see Rule 
13c(2)). If no suitable venue can be found on any of those three dates or within the league 
deadlines, the match must be played at the 'Home' venue within the league deadlines. 



31 

 

 Where a charge is made by the alternative venue for court and ball hire, the standard 'Base 
Rate' as defined by Croquet England shall apply, and that charge shall be paid by the 'Away' 
team. 

 The 'Home' team shall remain responsible for the provision of simple refreshments (hot and 
cold drinks, biscuits and/or cake, but not lunches) for both teams. 

If the other team accedes to the request, the requesting team shall become responsible for 
identifying a suitable venue and making all the arrangements with that venue, subject to the other 
team agreeing to the final choice of venue. 
 

 

 

Number P24 Proposed by Bristol CC 

Summary of proposal Strike the mention of stoppages from the SWF Rules. 

Rationale 
 
The AC League Rules state: 
“8. Time limits 
a. Advanced, Federation and Intermediate Leagues. 
2) Time taken for stoppages (for tea, coffee, etc.) shall be added to extend the time limit.” 
There is no equivalent clause for 'B’ League, nor GC, nor SC. 
 
Note: the SWF GC League Rules have a section "Regulations" that has "Clock-stopping", which is not 
affected by this proposal. 
 
Proposed changes: 
Given that suspension of time is covered in the Rules and Laws, there is no need for this in the SWF 
League Rules. 
https://www.croquet.org.uk/?Service=gcRules#rule:19.4  
https://www.croquet.org.uk/?service=acLaws#law:61.4  

 

Number P29 Proposed by Bristol CC 

Summary of proposal Improve consistency of wording re play-offs 

Rationale 
 
The League Rules state: 
"Where a player has played for a Handicap League team in at least half of the team's matches 
during the season and the team qualifies for the play-offs, that player shall be allowed to participate 
if the player's handicap is not more than one step outside the range for that league." 
 
Elsewhere, play-offs and finals are separate things. This clause should apply to finals too. 
 
Proposed re-wording Replace “qualifies for the play-offs” with "qualifies for a play-off or final" 

 

Number P31 Proposed by Bristol CC 

Summary of proposal Remove reference to a National Handicapper’s powers 

Rationale 
Our governing body, Croquet England, is responsible for setting the handicapping system. The SWF 
league rules should not attempt to subvert this. 

 
If there is an issue with CqE-appointed handicappers behaving incorrectly, this must be taken up 
with the CqE Handicapping Committee. 
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Proposed change 
Strike:  "A National handicapper, being a member of a team, may not alter the handicap of a 
member of the opposition without that player’s consent." 

 

Affects: AC 4h & GC 4i 

 

Number P27 Proposed by Bristol CC 

Summary of proposal Consistent terminology re League for Advanced Play 

Rationale 
The AC Rules say "League for Advanced Play (herein referred to as the 'Advanced League')" – but it 
isn't. 

 
Proposed change 
Replace all subsequent 'League for Advanced Play' with 'Advanced League' or drop the above 
parenthetical clause and do the reverse. 

 

Number P23 Proposed by Bristol CC 

Summary of proposal That terminology be amended to reflect that used by CqE 

Rationale 
 
Part 1 
The terminology used in League Rules is not consistent with that used by CqE 
 
Proposed changes 
 

• Replace the statement of which Laws/Rules apply in each of the League Rules with: 
Games shall, subject to the authorised variations in Croquet England’s Tournament 
Regulations section “Approved Laws/Rules Variations” and international or Croquet England 
rulings, be played under the latest edition of one of the following sets of Laws or Rules: 

o for Association Croquet, the current Laws of Association Croquet as published by 
Croquet England, together with any official rulings; or 

o for Golf Croquet, the current Rules of Golf Croquet as published by Croquet England, 
together with any official rulings. 

• Note that the above text is taken from the CqE Tournament Regulations. 
• In all cases, reference to the Laws/Rules should also say: “together with any official rulings”. 
• References to "WCF Rules of Golf Croquet" should be to “The Rules of Golf Croquet as 

published by Croquet England”, our governing body, whose Rules (and Rulings) apply to all 
other Calendar Fixtures in England. 

 
Part 2 
In addition, Croquet England, from time to time, authorizes experiments, but, as they are enacted 
via the Tournament Regulations, they do not actually apply to SWF fixtures. 
 
Additionally, the GC Rules incorrectly state “The WCF GC Rules specify that all players and referees 
have the responsibility of forestalling play“ – this is not true – it is in the CqE Regulations for 
Tournaments, not the Rules. Amend this 
 
It is the Tournament Regulations that grant referees permission to use video to support refereeing. 
The same applies to improved handicaps for doubles advantage play (Golf Croquet). As well as the 
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remedy for Playing Out of Sequence in Alternate Stroke Doubles and allowing each pair to choose 
for themselves whether to play AS or regular doubles. 

 

Number P2 Proposed by SWF Committee 

Summary of proposal That the Short Croquet League Rules be amended to simplify access to 
information about the conversion of handicaps 

Rationale 
 
The AC to SC conversion in our SC Rules Appendix 2 is out of date.  The new Croquet England 
conversion has been used in most matches.  (I think the SWF committee circulated the new table 
before the season started). 
 

Amend to read: 
 
Short Croquet Rules Appendix 2 needs the table of AC to SC conversion updated to reflect the latest 
in formation from Croquet England.  Also add a hyperlink to the Croquet England web page 
https://www.croquet.org.uk/?p=games/association/handicapping/short 
 

  

https://www.croquet.org.uk/?p=games/association/handicapping/short
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Section 3: Proposals that affect all Rules 
 

Number P1 Proposed by SWF Committee 

Summary of proposal That League Rules concerning re-arrangement of fixtures be 
amended  

Rationale 
 

● In 2025, most teams were able to rearrange matches that had been cancelled or postponed due 
to problems of getting a team, weather, or other circumstances.  However, there were a few 
occasions when the club that was able to play, refused to rearrange under any circumstances.  

 

● SWF Association and Golf Croquet League Rules. Section 3 (d) Fixture Dates currently reads: 
o When the list has been distributed, a fixture date may be changed only in exceptional 

circumstances, with the agreement of both clubs and subject to immediate notification to 
the League Secretary. 
 

● Amend to read 
o When the list has been distributed, a fixture date may be changed only in exceptional 

circumstances, with the agreement of both clubs and subject to immediate notification to 
the League Secretary. Should a request be made by one club to re-arrange the date 
within the first half of the season (i.e. before 30 June), the other club must agree to a re-
arrangement with an alternative date. 

 

 

Number P14 Proposed by Cheltenham CC 

Summary of proposal To provide guidelines for abandoning a fixture in the event of 
extreme hot weather 

Rationale 
 
The Officers and Committee of Cheltenham Croquet Club propose a change to the SWF Rules regarding 
the abandonment of league matches, to apply only when a Government Heat Health Alert is in place 
covering the time and venue of a match. 
   
Climate change is predicted to result in hotter summers in the UK.  On 19 July 2022, the UK recorded 
a summer temperature in excess of 40C for the first time.  In 2025, temperatures well in excess of 
30C have been seen on several occasions across the south of England.  
   
In December 2024, the UK Health Security Agency published new guidance.  The Government now 
issues Heat Health Alerts highlighting risks to health during periods of high summer temperatures.  
These emphasize the elevated risk to those aged over 65 and those with pre-existing health conditions.  
As such, they are immediately relevant to many who play competitive croquet in SWF-affiliated clubs.    
  
Croquet England advises that the Health and Safety at Work Act applies to sports clubs.  This imposes 
a responsibility on officers and committees of croquet clubs to take proportionate measures to assess 
and mitigate known risks.   
 
The current SWF rules could have the perverse effect of rewarding teams who resist the abandonment 
of a match and seek to continue play in hot summer conditions, irrespective of actual or potential 
impacts on the health and wellbeing of those involved in the match.   
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The proposed rule change is intended to address this, allowing either of the team captains, or an 
officer of the host club, to terminate a match without penalty in order to protect the wellbeing of 
participants, when a Government Heat Health Alert applies. 
 
BACKGROUND TO PROPOSED CHANGE:  
 
On two occasions during the period of high daytime temperatures, the captain of one of our league 
teams was concerned about the effect of the heat on several of the team’s members.  After discussion 
with the visiting team’s captain and bearing in mind the home captain’s responsibilities for the health 
and safety of the players, as set out in the Club’s hot weather advice, he decided to withdraw his team 
from the lawns.   The opponents’ captain did not wish to do likewise, and the home team conceded 
the last few games to be played.  A similar situation occurred a week later. 
The aim of the amendment to paragraph 11 b. (5) is to clarify the position in such circumstances when 
captains disagree on whether in high temperatures the match should continue. 
 
Proposed new wording 
 
Appendix 5 
Hot weather match abandonment 

1. When there is a Government Heat Health Alert in force covering the venue for the match for 
some or all the expected time that the match will be underway, there is a presumption that 
the match will not go ahead and paragraph 11 b (5) of the rules shall not apply. 

2. A match should only go ahead with the agreement of both team captains and one officer of 
the venue club and when appropriate measures are in place to mitigate the elevated risk to 
the players. 

3. Should the match go ahead, the team captains and other officials shall monitor the condition 
of the players and others involved in the match. Should any one team captain, venue club 
officer or involved official require the match to be abandoned, all play shall cease immediately. 

4. If a match once organized does not go ahead because of paragraph 1 above, the team captains 
shall employ reasonable endeavours to find an alternative date, and/or venue.   If this is not 
possible, the match shall be called a draw. 

5. When a match, once started, is abandoned, and more than 50% of the intended games have 
been completed, the accumulated results of completed games shall constitute the result of the 
match.   If less than 50% of intended games are completed the match shall be treated as if it 
was not played and paragraph 4 above will be followed. 

6. No player shall be put under pressure to commence or to continue play if, in their opinion or 
that of either captain, they are experiencing difficulties with the conditions. 

7. The principal aim is to protect the health and wellbeing of everyone involved in the sport of 
croquet in hot weather, in line with the prevailing UK Health and Safety legislation 

Please consider the following points 
• See proposal P32 below 

 

Number P32 Proposed by SWF Committee 

Summary of proposal To provide guidance when a match is abandoned for reasons 
other than the condition of the courts 

Rationale 
 
The hot weather this season has highlighted the possibility of matches being abandoned for a 
variety of reasons. We consider that a detailed set of rules covering every possibility is not possible. 
Team captains and players should be sensitive to the conditions and the well-being of all and make 
their decision on these considerations only. 
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Proposed new clause 
 
11.3 Abandoned for other reasons 
 
A match may need to be abandoned for reasons relating to the health, safety or welfare of players.  
In such circumstances See proposal P14 team captains should jointly make the decision, bearing in 
mind their H&S responsibilities and giving priority to the welfare of their players. Subsequently, and 
as soon as possible, arrangements to complete the match at a later date if this is necessary and 
feasible should be made and the League Secretary consulted. 
 

Please consider the following points 
• See proposal P14 above 

 

Number P5 Proposed by SWF Committee 

Summary of proposal To enable two clubs to enter joint teams into Leagues 

Rationale 
 
Some clubs, particularly smaller ones, are unable to enter Leagues due to insufficient members 
being able or eligible to play. 
 
This proposal will encourage wider participation and strengthen the viability of some of the more 
vulnerable Leagues e.g. B League 
 
Reference to Rule 4b in the conditions set out below ensures that a player who happen to be a 
member of both clubs mut play for one club only in this League throughout the season 
 
4B:In any given league, no player shall play for more than one team, or for more than one club, 
during a season, except as specified below. 
 
Proposed new clause 
 
Joint Teams 
 
Two clubs may agree to enter a joint team subject to the following conditions 

● At least one player from each club must play in each match. 
● The entry must specify the ‘Captain’ and ‘Home venue’ 
● The standard fee must be paid to the SWFC Treasurer (clubs should agree to split the fee) 
● Please refer to Rule 4b when forming your team 

 
 

Number P33 Proposed by SWF 

Summary of proposal To state the action to be taken if it is discovered a player is 
playing off a handicap lower than they should 

Rationale 
The current rules do not state what should happen in this situation and should be clarified. 
 
There are occasions when players inadvertently play off a lower handicap. We consider they are only 
disadvantaging themselves, not their opponent, and no penalty has been applied. 
 
Ref to Rule 4g which reads:  
Where a player is a member of a team for which the player is not eligible under (a) to (d) above, all 
of the games involving that player shall be deemed to have been lost by the maximum margin. 
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Suggested additional wording 
Insert new clause 4.f.(3) Handicap Leagues.  

If it is discovered at any stage during or after a match, that a player’s declared handicap in any 
game was below the correct value, no further action will be taken subject to (g) below 

 

Number P30 Proposed by Bristol CC 

Summary of proposal Relax deadlines for intra-club League matches 

Rationale 
 
If two teams in a block or league have to play each other twice, it's not reasonable for them to have 
to play each other twice before playing anyone else. Dates are much more difficult to arrange, and 
there is a significant reduction in player enjoyment. 

 
There is no reason to have this clause in full. It is hard to believe that players will deliberately throw 
games to enhance the position of their club’s rival team, and allocation of players to teams is dealt 
with otherwise. 

 
Current: "Where two teams from the same club are in the same block in a League, those teams 
must play the fixture(s) between them before any other fixture for either of the teams." 

 
Proposed changes 
"Where two teams from the same club are in the same block in a League, those teams must play at 
least one fixture between them before any other fixture for either of the teams." 

Please consider the following points 
• If accepted, should there be a limit to when the matches must be played e.g. end of June? 
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Section 4 Refreshments 
 

Number 17 Proposed by Bristol CC 

Summary of proposal Remove reference to Refreshments in Appendix Alternative 
Play-Off Venues 

Rationale 
 
The SWF AC, GC and SC League Rules, Appendix "Alternative Play-Off Venue" says  
"The 'Home' team shall remain responsible for the provision of simple refreshments (hot and cold 
drinks, biscuits and/or cake, but not lunches) for both teams." 
 
This is the only mention of refreshments in any of the League Rules. You can’t remain responsible 
for something you are not responsible for. 
The matter of refreshments at third-party venues is the subject of another proposal. 
Proposed change 
The sentence quoted above should be struck 

 

Number 22 Proposed by Bristol CC 

Summary of proposal Provision of Basic Refreshments at Matches 

Rationale 
Wherever a match is played, the home and away teams should expect tea, coffee and water at no 
cost. The ‘home’ team may, in addition, provide biscuits and/or cake, but is not obligated to do so.  
 
Players expect drinking water, tea and coffee to be provided at the match venue and for it to be free 
of charge. This almost always happens where the home club is the host but it should be in the 
League Rules so everyone knows what is expected. 
 
Note that the term “host” is used deliberately below – the host club is usually the home team’s club. 
 
Changes to the section "Alternative play-off venues" are the subject of another proposal 
 
Proposed change 
 
 In all the League Rules section “2. Fixtures and Venues”: 
1. Add paragraph numbering to be consistent with other sections 
2. Add "Host clubs shall provide drinking water, tea and coffee free of charge to players. If this 
is not practicable, visiting teams shall be informed at least three days before the match." 
 

 
 

Number 18 Proposed by Bristol CC 

Summary of proposal Host clubs should provide simple refreshments 

Rationale 
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Note that in this context, the host club is neither the home nor the away club. 

When both teams at a host venue are playing away, the host should take responsibility for 
supplying the very essentials of refreshments for the visiting players as it is very difficult for the 
visitors to do this for themselves.  

For normal matches, the home team usually provides these. 

 

All SWF League Rules state:  

 
"Finals. League finals shall be staged at venues (host clubs) and on dates decided by the League 
Secretary and notified to clubs. For each of the finals, the 'Home' club shall be determined by the 
League Secretary." 

"13 e. For each play-off match and final, the host club shall 

(1) determine the number and size of the courts; and 

(2) appoint a referee, suitably qualified wherever possible." 

 
Note that the host club should be reimbursed for their costs, which is the subject of another 
proposal. The SWF is unlikely to choose a club to host a final if they do not have the facilities to 
comply. 

Proposed addition 
 "(3) provide to players free of charge: drinking water, tea and coffee (including milk and sugar), or 
the means for self-service." 

 

Number 19 Proposed by Bristol CC 

Summary of proposal SWF should pay Host Clubs Costs 

Rationale 
 
It is common practice for the SWF to pay a fee to clubs hosting finals, whether or not the club plays 
in the final.  
 
This should be mentioned in the League Rules so that it is clear, and it should be offered by the 
SWF, not required to be requested by the host.  
 
Note that play-offs are normally hosted by the home club and no fee applies. 
 
This fee should include an amount to cover the club's cost in providing refreshments. 
 
Proposed addition 
In all League Rules 13 d. Finals, add paragraph numbering, and then add a paragraph: 
 
"The SWF shall offer to pay the host club for court and equipment hire at the standard 'Base Rate' 
as defined by Croquet England, plus an agreed fee to cover refreshments to be provided free of 
charge to the players." 

Please note 
• The SWF currently pay Host Clubs a Lawn Hire fee at the rate set each year by Croquet 

England for its own fees 
• If this proposal is passed the refreshment rate will be set by SWF Committee and will not be 

set out in the Rules 
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Number 25 Proposed by Bristol CC 

Summary of proposal That the terms ‘home’ and ‘Host’ be used consistently 

Rationale 
In the SWF League Rules for AC and SC: Appendix: Alternative Play-Off Venue 

"The date for the match must be one of the three dates first offered by the host club" 

The GC League Rules say  

"The date for the match must be one of the three dates first offered by the ‘Home’ club" 

Proposal  

a) This latter version should replace the other two. The 'home' club offers dates, not the 'host'.  

Proposal 

b) drop the capitalisation and quoting of “home” so in all cases the clause reads: "The date for the 
match must be one of the three dates first offered by the home club" 

 

Number P10 Proposed by Budleigh Salterton CC  

Summary of proposal SWF to review handicapping guidance to clubs 

Rationale 
Handicapping is a key part of encouraging and supporting players. It is clear from the Croquet 
England Guidance that Clubs should be doing in terms of setting and reviewing GC Handicaps. It is 
however often a matter of debate as to the range of approaches that Clubs take when setting and 
reviewing Handicaps. This is true across the Country and not just in the SWF. We are proposing that 
the SWF reviews with the Clubs the current approaches and reinforces the need for a consistent and 
visible approach in line with SWF and Croquet England guidance. 
https://www.swfcroquet.org.uk/handicaps/ 
and  https://www.croquet.org.uk/?pup=y&p=games/golf/handicapping/ClubHandicappers 
  
The review would also look at the analysis of the current differences across the Clubs. There has 
previously been a Handicap workshop. A new workshop could form part of the review and be used 
to help identify and address changes.  
 
We would support and participate in that review, which could allow Clubs to consider and debate 
what changes could be made, as well as reinforce the need for consistency. 
 
Proposal:  
The SWF should review the current Golf Croquet (GC) handicapping guidance and how it is being 
applied across all Clubs in the Federation with a view to ensure consistency and to encourage 
individuals' development and competitive play 

Please consider the following points 
NB this was submitted with specific reference to GC handicap but SWF considers it is relevant to 
both codes and is very happy to do this 

  

https://www.swfcroquet.org.uk/handicaps/
https://www.croquet.org.uk/?pup=y&p=games/golf/handicapping/ClubHandicappers
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Section 5 – relating to AC Leagues  
 

Number P3 Proposed by SWF Committee 

Summary of proposal Rationalize the Handicap Bisque Base between B League and 
Intermediate 

Rationale 
The current handicap base for Intermediate is 6 and B-league is 11 ½.  This leads to the situation 
that a player with handicap 16 gets many more bisques in the Intermediate league than the B 
league, even allowing for the different formats.  Having a common handicap base would mean that 
there was an understandable 'pathway' for new and high handicap players. 
 

Proposal: Rationalise the Handicap Bisque Base between B-League and Intermediate leagues to 8 
½.  Changes are required to Rules 7c and 7d, Appendix 3A and 3B. 

 

Number P9 Proposed by Kington Langley CC 

Summary of proposal To change the pairing of opponents for the Federation League as 
set out below 

Rationale  
Low handicap players are deterred from playing in matches due to the huge possible difference in 
handicaps in a game. There is the possibility that a -2 could be playing an 18. A game under these, 
or even less extreme circumstances, usually results in the HH player dominating the lawn for a long 
period. Even when the Lower Handicap player wins, he/she has endured a considerable part of the 
game sat on the side-line. 
A game is more enjoyable for all when players are more evenly matched in ability. 
 
That wording is changed as follows: 
 
9. Pairing of Opponents 
  
a. In all leagues, it shall be the duty of the team captains to arrange the pairing of opponents for all 
games of the match prior to the start of the first session. 
  
b. Federation League only 
(1) The captains should first arrange the pairings for the session with the most games (normally the 
afternoon session) by choosing their doubles partnerships, if any, and then pairing opponents for 
the singles games in handicap order. 
(2) Games in the other (usually morning) session should then be arranged as close as possible in 
handicap order, but ensuring that no game is repeated. 
 
(Retitle existing b as) c. Intermediate and B Leagues 
(Retitle existing c as) d. Advanced League 
 
Rules say 

 

Pairing of Opponents 
In all leagues, it shall be the duty of the team captains to arrange the pairing of opponents for all 

games of the match prior to the start of the first session. 
2 Federation, Intermediate and 'B' Leagues. 

1. The captains should first arrange the pairings for the session with the most games 
(normally the afternoon session) by choosing their doubles partnerships, if any, and 
then pairing opponents for the singles games by random draw. 
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2 Games in the other (usually morning) session should then be arranged so that no game is 
repeated. 

3 Advanced League. As play may be all singles, all doubles or a mixture of both, the 
following shall apply. 
1. Where one or more doubles games are to be played in a session, the captains shall 

nominate the partnerships; opponents shall be paired in order of aggregate handicaps. 
For any remaining singles games in that session, opponents shall be paired in 
handicap order, subject to (4) below. 

2 Where only singles games are to be played in a session, opponents shall be paired in 
handicap order, subject to (4) below. 

3 Where two or more players in a team have the same handicap, the captain shall choose 
their order, which shall apply for the whole match. 

4 Singles players must play different opponents in each session, so the pairings must be adjusted, if 
necessary, to comply with this requirement. 

 

Number P12 Proposed by Bath CC  

Summary of proposal To reduce to 12 the highest handicap eligible for Federation 
League – there would be no exceptions to this 

Rationale 
 
This would re-introduce a sense of higher-level play between each league. i.e. B level, Intermediate 
and then Federation. We currently find ourselves in an absurd situation where a player/s can play in 
all 3 
 

 

Number P4 Proposed by SWF Committee 

Summary of proposal That the Short Croquet (Restricted) League becomes a High 
Handicap Short Croquet League 

Rationale 
In 2025 the number of entries to the Restricted short croquet league was too small and too 
geographically wide to hold the league.  A number of reasons have been given: 
 

● High handicap players are unwilling to play in the league where they can meet opposition 
with very low handicaps. 

● Difficulties with getting the correct handicap players. 
 
This would mean changing Rule 4c2 from ‘Short Croquet League (Restricted) from to High handicap 
Short Croquet League.  All players must have a Short Croquet handicap of 6 or above. 
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Section 6 – relating to GC Leagues 
 

Number P8 Proposed by Taunton Deane CC  

Summary of proposal The SWF Golf Croquet Handicap and High Handicap Leagues should 
revert to the use of Extra Strokes in preference to Advantage GC, 
starting in 2026. 

Rationale 
The arguments in favour of Advantage GC prior to its introduction for 2025 were dubious and many 
clubs had no previous experience of playing this form of the game. 
 
The experience during the 2025 season is that players are constantly confused about the score, 
particularly where timed games are involved, and are having to think about matters that have no 
relevance to the actual playing of the game. 
 
Conversations with players indicate that few are in favour of AGC. Many dislike it and cannot see 
why it was introduced. The argument that extra strokes are used to play easier shots, rather than 
trying the more difficult single shot, is absurd, as exactly the same argument could be used to get 
rid of bisques in Handicap AC. 
 
Both forms of handicap play add complexity to the basic Level Play game but AGC adds complexity 
without any contribution to the game itself. The complexity introduced by Extra Strokes adds to the 
tactical aspects of the game and is straightforward to understand. 
The claim that Extra Strokes GC is less fair than Advantage GC is unsupported in several ways: 

1. Analysis of past results indicates that Extra Strokes GC is very fair (about 3% advantage to 
the Low Handicapper) and a small amount of coaching in the efficient use of Extra Strokes 
would correct for this minor bias. 

2. There is no evidence that Advantage GC is fair across the range of handicaps that are 
involved in the South West Leagues, particularly in the High Handicap League. The starting 
score tables have been extended to include handicaps for which there is no data whatever. 
(The federation in which AGC was introduced does not allow handicaps above 12 in its GC 
leagues.) 

3. The claim that Extra Strokes timed games are advantageous to the higher handicapper is 
contradicted by the analysis. About 53% of timed-out games (i.e. neither side reached 7 
hoops) were won by the lower handicapper, which is the same percentage as for all games. 

 
We don’t, as yet, know whether clubs will continue to support these two leagues at the same level in 
the future, but they have been two of the best and most supported inter-club leagues in the entire 
country. It would be a pity to see this support diminish because of the unnecessary introduction of 
an unpopular version of the game. 

 

Number P11 Proposed by Bath CC 

Summary of proposal That the SWF consider adding a GC 10+ level play league  

Rationale  
 
Level Play could be a preferred method of play as it avoids having to consider extra turns or 
different starting positions, re number of hoops. The extra league would provide the same 
opportunity, as the current level play leagues do, to another group of players. 

Note SWF Committee is happy to support this 

 
 

Number P7 and P16 Proposed by Bude CC  
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Summary of proposal To establish a working party to consider these two proposals with a 
view to implementation in 2027 

P7 
Proposal 
 
Motion regarding GC leagues – match structure and time limits 
The proposal is reduce the number of rounds by 1, and so encourage play to be untimed apart from 
in truly exceptional circumstances. 
 
Rationale 
 
The change to a slightly shortened format reduces the length of the match and so reduces the need 
for using time limits when longer journeys are entailed.   The current rule on time limits should be 
consequently changed to make their use exceptional.  A minimum time limit of 60 minutes per game 
can be applied if the Away team captain regards it as essential (it is the Away team that potentially 
faces the longer day). 
No change is proposed to the match format for single-court clubs (rule 6.1.1). 
 
Rule 6 and 9.b.(1) changes 
6. Match Format 

Number of Games. 
Where a fixture is to be played at a single-court club, the home team shall be allowed to 

choose to play a match of 12 games, comprising 2 doubles games and 10 singles games. 
Such a match may therefore result in a 6–6 draw. 

2. In all other cases, a match shall consist of 20 16 games: 4 doubles games and 16 12 
singles games. A match may therefore result in an 8–8 draw. 

3. When a fixture is being arranged to be played at a single-court club, the home team must, 
at the time of fixing the date, inform the visiting team whether the match is to consist of 
20 16 games on half-courts or of 12 games on the full court. 

Halfway markers are mandatory at all SWF Golf Croquet League matches. 
Choice of Courts. 

4. Where a club has two or more courts available, the home team captain shall choose the 
courts for the first and fourth rounds, and the visiting team captain shall choose the courts 
for the second, third, and fifth and sixth rounds, avoiding double-banking where possible. 

5. The choices in (1) above may be made at the beginning of each round, or the captains 
may agree to choose courts for as many rounds as they wish at the beginning of the day, 
and subsequently as the need arises. 

4. The default format for a match is six five rounds; however, if sufficient courts are available 
and the captains agree, fewer rounds may be used. 

5. The order in which the singles and doubles games are to be played shall be agreed between 
the captains; if no agreement can be found, the home team captain shall decide. 

 
8. Time Limits 

a. Games should be played without a time limit, unless it is believed that court availability will 
make it difficult to complete the games within the available time. In such a case a time limit, 
agreed by the captains and of not less than 50 60 minutes shall be set (except as directed 
under Rule 13f). If the two captains cannot agree on a time limit, the shorter of the two 
Away team captain’s suggested time limits shall be used. 
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9. Pairing of opponents 

2.  Restrictions. 

(1)    Each player may play in up to two doubles games and up to four singles games but may not 
play more than 5 games in total. 

 

 P7 and P16 Proposed by Bude CC  

Summary of proposal To establish a working party to consider these two proposals with a 
view to implementation in 2027 

P16 
The proposal is for the SWF to establish a working party to develop a scheme, to start in 2027 if 
approved, to move the current mid-range GC Handicap and Level Play (5+) leagues to a level play 
league combining the CqE B-level and C-level bands 
 
Rationale 
SWF has many GC leagues: 4 leagues with 18 areas and 75 teams.  This year has seen 14 Level Play 
5+ teams and 39 Handicap teams.  These two leagues, comprising 53 teams, address largely the 
same ability range and involve the largest number of clubs and teams.  
Virtually the entire list of Croquet England GC Calendar Fixtures are played as part of one of the 
Level Play Series, rather than under any handicap system.  It would help our members develop and 
move into playing Calendar Fixtures if more of our SWF GC match play were following the Level Play 
Series model. 
Handicap play has its problems.  Extra Strokes was unpopular with some clubs.  Advantage also has 
particular issues (e.g. long games, scoring confusion) which make matches more difficult to manage.  
Both forms of handicap play continue to suffer from mistrust between clubs as to how accurate the 
others’ handicaps are. 
 
This proposal is to consider replacing the current “middle ability” league structure with one that 
reflects the popular Croquet England “Level Series”  approach – so most play would be level but 
within bands based on similar handicaps.   
 
There are several ways this could be done (hence the call for a working party) but as an 
illustration the existing Level 5+ and Handicap leagues could be merged to form a single new 
combined B- and C- Level league.  This would span handicaps from 4 to something like 9 or 10.  It is 
suggested B- and C- need to be combined to ensure smaller clubs can field a competitive team. 
 
It is not proposed to change either the existing Level Play league (“CqE Open Level”) which caters 
for the lowest handicaps, nor to change the High Handicap league.   
There were 23 teams in the High Handicap league this season which is an ideal league for players 
starting out on their competitive careers.  It could be considered to refine this to be a 10+ league, 
played under  whichever handicap system the SWF favours, but that is not part of this proposal. 
 
A combined B- and C-Level league   
In a suggested B- and C- Level Play league (a single league but spanning 2 of the CqE bands), it 
may be that one club could field all very strong players at the top of the range, while their 
opponents (particularly if a smaller club) may have a more mixed range of abilities. 
This could be countered by the requirement that in each round, there must be at least one player 
from each team with a 7+ handicap - or alternatively, 2 players in each team with a 7+ handicap.   
 
Apart from reducing the amount of problematic handicap play, this would make it an easier step for 
our players to begin entering the CqE Level Series fixtures, and so help them develop further. 
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By reducing the number of leagues addressing the middle ranges of ability, it should increase the 
number of teams within each area playing at this level – so reducing overall travel.  It would also 
help those clubs further from the centre of the SWF to find enough other teams to play level 
against. 

 

Number P28 Proposed by Bristol CC 

Summary of proposal Shorter playing day (for less able players) 

Rationale: 
The high handicap GC teams in particular, find it very difficult to complete 20 games in a day and so 
would like to have an option for a 16-game match. 
 
The League Rules say: 
"6. Match Format 
a. Number of Games. 
(2) In all other cases, a match shall consist of 20 games: 4 doubles games and 16 singles games. A 
match may therefore result in a 10–10 draw." 
 
Proposal a)  
Remove "20 games:" and replace "A match may therefore result in a 10–10 draw." with "A match 
may therefore result in a draw." 
 
Proposal b)  
Add to the first clause "though the teams may, by agreement, play only 2 doubles and 14 
singles". 
 
Proposal c) 
Current: "In all other cases, a match shall consist of 20 games: 4 doubles games and 16 singles 
games. A match may therefore result in a 10–10 draw." Becomes:  
 
"In all other cases, a match shall consist of 4 doubles games and 16 singles games, though the 
teams may, by agreement, play only 2 doubles and 14 singles.  match may therefore result in a 
draw 

Please consider  
This echoes suggestions made in P7 – the meeting may vote on these to have immediate effect or 
may prefer to amalgamate it with the proposed working party’s tasks 

 
 

Number P26 Proposed by Bristol CC 

Summary of proposal Player Participation Limitation – drop restriction below 

Rationale 
In the Golf Croquet League Rules, there is a limit to the number of games that an individual may 
play. ‘Rule 9b - Restrictions’ states that ‘No player shall play in more than two doubles and four 
singles games.’  
 
The penalty is that the last-played games are forfeited. There have been several instances when 
this rule has been breached this year simply because its purpose is not understood and managers 
have unwittingly fielded ineligible players. 

Please consider – is a failure to follow a rule, or lack of clarity, sufficient reason to drop that rule? 

 
 
 


