
 

 

A Vision For The 
Future Of Dorchester 
Town Football Club 
 
 
The Dorchester Town Supporters Trust board, 

working closely with Supporters Direct, have been 

developing a „Vision for the future of Dorchester 

Town Football Club‟ document (“the document”) 
based on the idea of community ownership. Now that 

the document has been finalised and approved for 

publication, we wanted to release the document to 
you all at the earliest opportunity. We consider this 

extremely important as it not only allows us the 

opportunity to share our long term vision for both the 
progression of the Trust and the football club but also 

gain valuable feedback from trust members, 

supporters, local business and the community at 
large. 

It is important to make clear that this document is in 

no way a criticism of the way the club is currently run 
by the Chairman or the board of directors. It is also 

certainly not the basis of an attempted Trust 

takeover of the football club. Community ownership 

is a model that is fully consistent with the long term 
aims and objectives of the Trust, and an increasing 

number of clubs are now moving in that direction. 

The Trust will always work in the best interests of the 
football club and we would not be following our 

mandate if we were not also working to suggest 

alternative ownership models that would help to 
create a financially sustainable Dorchester Town 

Football Club. 

The document was formally presented to the board of 
the football club in conjunction with a visit from a 

Supporters Direct Development Manager prior to our 

home fixture with Chelmsford City on Tuesday 1st 

February 2011. Following the presentation of the 
document, it is entirely at the discretion of the club 

Chairman and the board of the football club as to 

whether they decide to adopt any of the options or 
proposals that are contained in the document. 

The Trust board would greatly value any feedback. If 

you have any thoughts or suggestions please email 
info@mapiestrust.co.uk or telephone 01305 850099 

(please use area code when dialling). 

Thank you for your support 

 
 
 



 

2 
 

 
 
 

VISION FOR THE FUTURE OF DORCHESTER TOWN FOOTBALL CLUB 
 
 
PURPOSE OF REPORT 
To set out the Dorchester Town Supporter’s Trust’s vision for the future of Dorchester 
Town Football Club, providing clarity in respect of the Trust’s objectives. 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Many clubs at all levels of football operate a business model that relies 

heavily on an individual or group of individuals subsidising the activities of the 
club to a significant degree – often as loans.  This usually creates financial 
uncertainty and instability, and often leads to supporters having unrealistic 
and unsustainable expectations. 
 

1.2 The alternative to this model, which is steadily being introduced in clubs 
across all levels, but particularly in non league football, is community 
ownership.  This is a model based firmly on sustainability, whereby ownership 
is passed to the community, and clubs spend within their means. 
 

1.3 Dorchester Town Supporter‟s Trust (the Trust) fully believes that the current 
Chairman and Board of the Dorchester Town Football Club (the Club) are 
working tirelessly to provide a secure future for the Club.  The Trust is keen to 
continue working with the Club in their endeavours to guarantee a long term 
future for the Club. 
 

1.4 This paper has been produced not in any way to criticise the current direction 
of the Club, but to set out an alternative business model with the intention that 
this may prove helpful to the Club.  Community ownership is the business 
model that the Trust eventually would like to see in place at the Club, and is 
entirely consistent with the Trust‟s constitution.   
 

1.5 The paper also provides clarity on the Trust‟s purpose and its relationship 
with the Club.  
 

1.6 This paper presents the Trust‟s long term vision for the Club, which focuses 
on community ownership, and the benefits associated with that model.   

 
1.7 The paper has been prepared with the assistance of Supporter‟s Direct, the 

national organisation responsible for promoting sustainable spectator sports 
clubs based on supporters' involvement and community ownership.  
Supporter‟s Direct have a wealth of knowledge in respect of football club 
business models, and have successfully helped many clubs achieve 
community club status. 

 
2. DORCHESTER TOWN SUPPORTER’S TRUST 
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2.1 The Trust is an independent organisation set up to give supporter‟s a voice in 
the running of the Club which can currently be reinforced by obtaining shares 
in the Club.  It is also committed to working with the local community to 
promote the club, and football in general.  Finally, and perhaps most 
importantly, it has a clear objective to strive to protect the long term future of 
the Club. 

 
2.2 The Trust is specifically not an organisation focussed on short term fund 

raising for the Club – that is a role for the Club and the Supporter‟s Club. 
 
2.3 The Trust is, however, absolutely committed to protecting the long term 

survival of the Club.  As the Club is dependent on funds being raised to 
support its activities, the Trust is clearly keen to help the Club and Supporter‟s 
Club in any fund raising activities and, when appropriate, to provide capital 
funding to the Club in the form of share purchase.  

 
2.4 An example of the Trust helping the Club to raise funds is in the recent 

transfer of the Club shop to the Trust, whereby the Trust will run the facility, 
paying for stock and selling merchandise.  Any profit raised will be passed 
directly to the Club. 

 
 
3. TRUST VISION FOR CLUB 

 
3.1 Firstly, it should be noted that although the Trust has a position on the Club 

Board, it is clearly not the Trust‟s place to tell the Club how to run its 
business.  The Trust has confidence in the Board of the Club in its ability to 
run a football club, but is also aware of the significant number, and 
complexity, of issues that the Board is trying to deal with at this present time.   

 
3.2 It is also the Trust‟s view that any change in business structure to protect the 

long term future of the Club should be done sooner rather than later.  The 
Club currently has a Board and Chairman who are all local to Dorchester, and 
are clearly committed to preserving the Club for the benefit of the community.  
Not all Boards would have this view, and private interests may prevail, so now 
seems an ideal opportunity for the Trust to put forward its ideas. There seems 
an opportunity to cement some of this goodwill into a structure that will allow 
us all to see the full benefits of being a community club. 

 
3.3 The Trust has a very clear direction that it would like the Club to take in 

respect of a future business model.  This would involve, broadly, a financially 
sustainable community club playing at the highest level that the local 
community is prepared to support.  There is no reason why that level should 
not be the league the club currently plays in, but rather than the Club trying to 
generate sufficient funds to play at a particular level, the level at which the 
club plays would be decided by how much the community is prepared to 
support it.  This is subtly different from the current model whereby the Board 
of Directors makes the decision about which level they would like the Club to 
play at, and effectively „underwrite‟ the Club financially to achieve that. This 
can create an unhealthy level of expectancy from fans, and perversely can be 
damaging to the long term success of the club, as the focus of engagement 
with the community to grow revenues is perhaps not as critical. 

 
3.4 This part of the report is therefore intended to provide clarity in respect of the 

Trust‟s preferred business model for the Club. This report sets out the type of 
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model that the Trust would seek to introduce were the Trust ever in a position 
to take ownership of the Club, along with obstacles, strengths and 
weaknesses for each model. 

 
 Sustainable Financial Position 
3.5 The first, and most important aspect of any model put forward by the Trust, 

including the current business model, would be achieving a sustainable 
financial position.  Annual budgets and cash flow forecasts would be set and 
adhered to with achievable targets for income used to finance the running 
costs at a level that is sustainable.  So the level of income would determine 
the playing budget. 

 
3.6 Only sustainable income generation or permanent cost reductions elsewhere 

should be used to fund the playing budget, and only once other overheads 
have been paid for.  However, there is real potential under community 
ownership to actually increase the Club‟s income, and therefore the playing 
budget, particularly under the IPS model shown at paragraph 5.2 (below). 

 
3.7 The annual budget would need to be strictly adhered to, although it could be 

revised in response to any permanent changes to income or expenditure.  
Any excess of income, such as through donations, prize money, transfer fees, 
or fundraising and events would be used to firstly improve cash flow and 
secondly to repay existing director loans. 

 
 Community Ownership 
3.8 The Trust would be keen to put the club in community ownership.  There are 

distinct advantages to this. Firstly and most importantly to the Trust, this 
would enable the whole community to own part of the club, therefore 
maximising engagement. This in turn is likely to see increased interest in 
investing in the club – there would be no suspicion of „hidden agendas‟ or 
other issues that arise out of private ownership.  Community ownership would 
also open up the potential for grant funding. 

 
3.9 With Community Clubs the fans and community are the members and 

therefore the owners. They elect their leaders, ensuring that there is real 
accountability that can be shared with these most cherished of community 
assets. It is also good business, with customers feeling valued and respected, 
despite an unpredictable quality of product most Saturdays. Supporters want 
to be partners with other owners of football clubs. Many of these supporters, 
who have always been excluded from the administration of the game, 
possess the professional and commonsense skills necessary for the future 
development of football clubs.  

 
3.10 A community club is unlike the vast majority of professional football clubs as it 

has community objectives written into its constitution, and whatever money it 
might make must by law be reinvested back into either the club or the 
community. This opens up partnership opportunities for the club, particularly 
from the local council and grant funders as there is no private individual set to 
benefit. Research by Supporter‟s Direct shows that a Community Club is 
more likely to have a positive relationship with their local council than a 
privately owned club.  

 
3.11 Sustainability is a guiding principle of a Community Club written into the 

constitution to ensure that the club will only spend what it earns. This may be 
at odds with the more familiar football club business model, which is more 



 

5 
 

akin to „boom or bust‟, but it is potentially a huge benefit. The real route to 
success and promotion in the long term is to grow the Club resources, fan 
base and community support collectively, giving real strength to the Club. 
That way growth will be sustained rather than the quick fixes and „hand to 
mouth‟ existence of most football clubs.  

 
3.12 A Community Club is more transparent in its operation and has to be more 

engaging with its core constituency – the fans and community of Dorchester. 
This will all help to build trust in the Club, which if communicated correctly will 
result in a collective momentum of people getting behind the club in which 
they have a real stake and voice.  

 
3.13 The more inclusive approach should increase the buy-in of the local 

community which means the money and ideas of a limited number of 
directors will be replaced with the money and ideas of potentially hundreds of 
supporters and local residents who will be more willing to get involved. This 
feeling of “all being in it together” also helps prevent any split between 
supporters and owners which can often cause irreparable damage to the 
relationship. Likewise if the club isn‟t getting the results on the pitch then the 
fans are more likely to be resilient and turn up the following week. If there is a 
big issue at a Community Club, then it becomes a common issue for all to be 
resolved and it can be addressed at an early stage.  

 
3.14 A community football club is much more than the community department of 

the club. It is a change in the way it operates, talks to people and makes 
decisions. It is part of the fabric of communities and the democratic structure 
fits with the community involvement vision like no other ownership structure. 
A community football club helps to bring the community together and through 
mutually beneficial links with local business should be an important part of the 
social and economic structure of the local area. The people of the community 
should have pride in the club as a responsible representative of the town, 
regardless of whether or not they attend the games on match day, and they 
should genuinely wish to see the club succeed and flourish, building on the 
rich heritage of the town.  

 
3.15 Aside from the ownership issue it is easy to forget the football itself. With 

channels open to feedback about what is and is not working at the Club, on 
match day and beyond, the average fan can genuinely influence the direction 
of the Club and the best ideas can be heard.  Being a football fan has always 
engendered a sense of belonging. The establishment of Dorchester Town 
Football Club as a Community Club would mean that all the energy, passion 
and enthusiasm that a football club generates amongst its fans are used in a 
proactive and productive way. 

 
4. BENEFITS OF COMMUNITY OWNERSHIP 
 
4.1 Supporter‟s Direct are currently putting together a clear picture of what 

exactly community ownership means for a club.  However, from the extensive 
work they have carried out in this area they have already identified some 
positive patterns, trends and clear benefits. 

 
4.2 The inclusion as fans as owners provides many benefits:  

 
-  They are more likely to volunteer to help the Club.  Essentially it is the 

difference between volunteering for a business, such as Tesco, or a 
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local charity shop. FC United receive over 100 hours each week of 
voluntary time and over the course of a season will have about 300 
volunteers.  

 
-  Attendances are likely to increase and the fans (owners) are more likely 

to stay loyal during lean times (as long as the ticket pricing is inclusive).  
 

-  In terms of finances, there will be membership fees payable by 
supporter members, and many of these members will set up monthly 
standing orders to provide further support.  

 
4.3 Sponsorship and Commercial activities  
 

-  Clubs run on a sustainable basis without either a benefactor, or a 
provider of „soft‟ loans, need to increase their revenue stream to grow 
their business. This produces a better business model as the business 
does not get lazy by relying on other sources and it has to generate its 
own funds. AFC Telford recently announced that they have made a 
profit for the 7th year in a row increasing their turnover year on year. 

 
-  Community Clubs are more attractive to sponsors as long as they are 

perceived as well run. The reason being a company prefers to support a 
community rather than a private entity. It also opens up company‟s 
corporate and social responsibility budgets. The support doesn‟t have to 
be financial either.  When Chester recently reformed as an IPS they 
partnered up with the largest employer in the town who seconded a 
CEO for the club to get on its feet and put in place a volunteer scheme 
encouraging its employees to volunteer time for the club.   

 
-  A Community Club will get longevity of sponsors if a partnership 

approach is taken, and the partners are well treated. Both AFC 
Wimbledon and AFC Telford United have had the same sponsor since 
their formation with AFC Telford securing a major sponsor until 2017.  A 
great help for financial planning. 

 
-  The Bundesliga presents very clearly the commercial case. All but two 

of the clubs are member owned and they have the most successful and 
profitable clubs in the big European leagues and specifically the most 
successful commercial programmes as a percentage of turnover. They 
also have mostly publically funded stadiums.  

 
4.4 Facility Development and Public Partnerships  
 

-  Supporter‟s Direct‟s „Social Value of Football’ report demonstrates that 
community owned clubs have a better chance of developing new 
facilities, in particular with local authorities for community orientated 
developments. Due to no risk of private gain and more shared agendas 
leading to greater community benefit.  

 
4.5 Access to grants. 
 

-  As a non profit distributing organisation and part of the Co-operative 
sector a Community Club will find it easier to secure grants.  

 
 

http://www.magpiestrust.co.uk/web/Social-and-Community-Value-of-Football-Report.pdf
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5. POTENTIAL BUSINESS MODELS 
 
5.1 There are four main scenarios that would meet the Trust‟s objectives of 

community ownership and financial stability, as follows: 
 
 Conversion to an Independent Provident Society (IPS) 
5.2 It is the purest version of a Community Club and is the model the Trust 

currently runs on.  It is presented as the preferred option, for a variety of 
reasons. 

 
5.3 The legal status is that of a Community Owned Co-operative. This is a pure 

community entity that can be branded as such which should provide many 
business benefits. It places you firmly in both the community and co-operative 
sector which opens up opportunities. Also can be marketed as part of the “Big 
Society”. 

 
5.4 It is underpinned legally which ensures certain values and principles are 

maintained and central to the club‟s philosophy and operations:  
 

-  One member, one vote.  
 
-  Democratically elected board (supported by Co-optees if additional skills 

are required).  
 

-  Voluntary and inclusive membership.  
 

-  Must operate for the benefit of the community.  
 

-  Non profit distributing  
 
5.5 The objectives of an IPS, as set out in the Constitution, can include:  
 

-  Strengthen the bonds between club and the community, and represents 
the interests of the supporters and the community in the running of the 
club. 

 
-  Benefit the community through the promotion of football as a 

recreational activity.  
 

-  Help provide, maintain and preserve facilities for the enjoyment of 
professional football  

 
5.6 A great advantage is the membership of the fans and wider community, the 

internal stakeholder, because these groups rather than the shareholders 
become owners, making them more embedded and committed to the club. 
Financially they will re-new each year rather than a one off share purchase, 
providing a sustainable income stream to the Club. On average clubs owned 
this way tend to have about 90% of their average gate as members, many of 
which will set up monthly standing orders to provide additional finances.  For 
Dorchester, this could be 500 members, of which approximately 350 would be 
paying members. There is more influence for members and more 
transparency which instils confidence.  
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5.7 One crucial advantage of certain community models, including IPS is the 
ability to put an asset lock on anything owned by the club.  This means assets 
may not be sold off at less than the market rate, and any profits on sale must 
be reinvested into either the IPS or another community organisation.  It is not 
possible for private individuals to benefit from sale of assets belonging to the 
Club. 

 
5.8 It offers limited liability to members. 
 
5.9 It is a model eligible for the majority of grants as it is non-profit distributing. It 

also places you firmly in the Co-operative sector as well as the community. 
The Co-operative sector offers both financial support plus other resources.  

 
5.10 It is also the only ownership model eligible for community shares.  

„Community shares‟ is a method of raising finance unique to an IPS. It allows 
members to invest up to £20,000 in shareholding but still retain the "one 
member, one vote" principle. Dividends can be paid but only sufficient to 
attract and retain the investment. The shares are withdrawable, not 
transferable. A major advantage is that it is not seen primarily as a financial 
investment and therefore the share offer is not regulated by the FSA, saving 
potentially a five figure sum in regulatory fees.  
 

5.11 One issue is insolvency but this is due to be addressed and anyway this is 
provides a structural discipline not found in other clubs. The club would have 
to be run sustainably otherwise it will be wound up.  

 
5.12 Can the structure be changed? Yes, this can be addressed. For example in 

the future if for whatever reason it was felt necessary the IPS could set up a 
limited company that it is initially the 100% shareholder in (FA Share could be 
transferred) and then the shareholding changed. So in case it is ever a 
relevant issue transforming into a Community Club is not necessary an 
irreversible act.  

 

Effect on Club The Club would cease to be a private limited company and 
existing shareholders would give up their shares.  
Members would instead pay an annual fee to entitle them 
to a one member one vote say in the club.   
 
The Club would be more stringently regulated, and have to 
have a clear community purpose. 
 

Effect on Trust The Trust would be likely to dissolve, as the Club would, in 
effect, replace the Trust and take on the community 
responsibilities currently held by the Trust. 
 

Effect on 
Community 

The community are more likely to invest in, support and 
trust the community IPS.  As the Trust currently finds, 
many organisations are keen to help community 
organisations on a voluntary basis, or in return a trade off 
such as advertising.   
 
The Club would have a clear community focus with 
published community aims.   
 
Ownership of the club would be open to all of the 
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community, developing a positive feeling and minimising 
problems by sharing them among those who can 
potentially help to resolve them.  
 

Conditions 
required in 
order to adopt 
this model 

Firstly, as in all models presented here, the Club would 
need to demonstrate that it is run sustainably.  It would 
need to set a budget and show that it could adhere to it 
before this change in structure could take place.   
 
Shareholders would need to vote in favour of the change, 
so a consultation and publicity campaign would be 
required.   
 
Community aims would need to be drawn up and 
published.  
 
Clear governance arrangements would need to be drawn 
up to allow absolute transparency of operations. 
 

Strengths This model presents the most community focussed future 
for the Club, and therefore potentially presents the most 
benefits.  The involvement of the local community will 
enable the Club to cut costs (potentially significantly), 
while increasing income from the gate, sponsorship, 
advertising, fundraising and so on.  It also allows 
additional sustainable income through membership.  E.g. if 
the Club were to attract 350 members paying £5 per 
month membership, that would equate to £21,000 per 
annum.  This is a cautious estimate of what may be 
achievable in this way. 
 
This would „feel‟ the most different to the average fan or 
resident and we would be able to leverage some buzz 
from that.  
 
Grant funding would be easier to secure, although in the 
current tough economic climate, this may still be 
challenging.   
 
The opportunity to use an asset lock on Club assets would 
secure the Club into the future for the benefit of the 
community, dissuading any investors looking to asset strip, 
while the issue of community shares would allow investors 
to fund future growth for a small return. 
 

Weaknesses The catchment area of the Club is relatively small when 
compared to examples of other successful community 
clubs.  This may dampen the ability of the community to 
get involved.  However, if only a significant proportion of 
the 500 or so regular match attendees were to become 
members, the skill base of the Club would greatly improve, 
along with access to real assistance from the community. 
 

Opportunities The opportunities of this model are potentially significant if 
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real community support is achieved.  This would need to 
sit alongside the Club visibly being run and governed 
appropriately with no personal benefit to anyone involved.  
 
Access to volunteers from all sectors of the community 
may be possible, which could reduce running costs.   
 
Greater community promotion of the Club would be 
possible as organisations would want to help.  The 
resultant lower costs and potentially greater income could 
enable the player budget to increase, thus providing 
chances to further the success of the Club. 
 

Threats If the Club is seen to be poorly administered and 
governed, community support could dwindle.  However, 
the Community are able to influence this through the one 
member one vote mechanism.   
 
It may be found that the size of the local catchment area is 
not sufficient to maintain a club at the standard Dorchester 
currently plays at.  However, this model does not stop 
planned and budgeted income from donations of 
individuals if that were seen to be appropriate and 
sustainable, and such donations may be more forthcoming 
if the club were community owned. 
 
The involvement of significant numbers of the local 
community may hinder real time decision making.  
However, strong governance arrangements would ensure 
this does not become a problem and elected positions do 
hold delegated responsibility to make decisions. 
 

 
 
 Majority Shareholding – Club retains existing legal structure 
5.13 This model involves no change to the structure of the Club, but would involve 

the Trust assuming majority shareholding.  Although this is the easiest model 
of community ownership to achieve, it is the Trust‟s least favoured option.   

 
5.14 The least community owned or stable, in terms of its longevity, of the options 

presented here for a variety of reasons.  
 
5.15 It is legally still a private entity that happens to be majority controlled by a 

community vehicle. However this can be guaranteed by a clause stating that 
only the stated community vehicle can hold more than 51% of the issued 
equity. 

 
5.16 In terms of securing funding it is at a disadvantage to the other three options, 

in particular the IPS and CIC ltd by G as it is a profit distributing entity. Many 
funders insist on the applicant body being non profit distributing.  

 
5.17 In terms of developing partnerships, in particular with the public sector and 

third sector, it may be slightly more problematic but not insurmountable. An 
asset lock clause would be required to allay fears over motivations.  
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5.18 In terms of branding as a Community Club it is not ideal as it is essentially a 
private vehicle controlled by the community. 

 

Effect on Club The Club would continue to be run as a limited liability 
company, overseen by a Board.  The Trust would 
designate a Chairman and nominate Directors and would 
stipulate a framework within which the Board would run 
the Club - for example, there would need to be adherence 
to a budget.  The Board could in theory be identical to the 
current Board and the actual effect on the Club would 
potentially be minimal.   
 
The Trust would require the Club to continue to employ a 
minimum level of staffing for key functions such as general 
manager, commercial staff (albeit likely on a commission 
basis) and bar staff.   
 
Volunteers would continue to be sought, as present, for 
various roles. 
 

Effect on Trust The Trust would continue, but would increase the 
democratic nature of its business to include running the 
Club.  It would not be intended that there should be a vote 
on every Club decision, as this would significantly curtail 
the effectiveness of the Board, but there would be votes 
on key issues that would be fed in to the Club Board. 
 

Effect on 
Community 

The local community would be able to be part owners in 
the Club by virtue of Trust membership, on a one share 
one vote basis.  The community could influence Club 
decision making.   
 
May lead to greater Trust membership and potentially 
access to more voluntary assistance. 
 

Conditions 
required in 
order to adopt 
this model 

Before this model could be accepted by the Trust, the Club 
would have to demonstrate financial stability.  The Club 
may need to evidence that creditors are paid in a timely 
manner.   
 
The playing budget may need to be reviewed depending 
on the levels of sustainable income. 
 

Strengths This model provides a mechanism for the community to 
become more directly involved with the running of the 
football club.  Members of the Trust would, through their 
shareholding in the Trust, each own part of the Trust 
owned shareholding in the Club.   
 
The Club Board can remain as elected by the Trust with a 
mixture of appropriate skills.   
 
There would be a clear driver to ensure the finances are 
sustainable, and no reliance on one off funding. 
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Weaknesses The Trust has little knowledge of running a football club.  
The Trust would be charged with delivering the business 
of a football club, with which it would require significant 
help with in the first instance.   
 
The Trust also does not have access to significant funds, 
and therefore the Club cash flow would need to be in order 
prior to this model being implemented, and annual 
projections would need to be sound. A capital reserve 
would need to be developed. 
 
Part of the financial sustainability of the Club would 
continue to be the reliance on functions and events.  The 
Trust would not necessarily have sufficient leverage in the 
community to ensure the success of larger events.  
However, this would only be likely to be a problem in the 
short term. 
 

Opportunities This model would present clear opportunities to further 
strengthen community links, and drive forward the Trust 
objectives relating to football in the community.   
 
When the community fully buy into the idea of community 
ownership, the Club should benefit from local businesses 
and individuals wanting to get involved, and there should 
be an increase in volunteers.   
 
Sponsorship and advertising revenues would be likely to 
increase, as would income from functions.  The gate is 
also likely to increase. 
 

Threats It is possible that, for reasons that appear sound at the 
time, the members of the Trust could vote to transfer their 
majority shareholding to another person or organisation, 
risking a move away from the community.   
 
The long term future of the club would not be necessarily 
assured and funders / partners may be nervous about 
committing as they would be to other models. 
 

 
 
 Majority Shareholding - Private Community Interest Company (Large 

Membership) Limited By Shares 
5.19 There are two main forms of Community Interest Company (CIC) likely to 

most benefit the Club – large membership limited by shares and large 
membership limited by guarantee (see 5.27).  The term „large membership‟ 
relates to the number of people who own part of the company.  Small 
membership has not been considered here as there are over-riding risks 
inherent in putting ownership of a larger community organisation, such as a 
football club, in the hands of a small number of people – the democratic 
principles that are fundamental to the Trust would be largely lost.   
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5.20 There are many advantages for the community with the CIC model, including 
asset lock (restricting the sale of assets among other things) and a legal 
obligation for the Club clearly state how it will serve the community, and to 
report annually on progress in this respect. 

 
5.21 A CIC (large membership) limited by shares is a different type of company 

than the present limited liability structure held by the Club.  Members 
purchase shares in the (new) Club in the same way as at present, but the 
structure and form of the company is a CIC.  To achieve this, approval by at 
least 75% of existing shareholders in the Club would be required as, 
effectively, the current shares would be dissolved and shares in the new CIC 
would become available. 

 
5.22 This model is essentially a traditional private company but with certain 

controls and legal objectives that limit the potential private gain and ensure a 
Community Interest. Not generally viewed as a Community Owned Entity but 
as a private company that has stated community objectives and limiters on 
private gain.  

 
5.23 The significant limiter is a cap on payable dividends at 20% over base rate. 

There are no tax benefits to investing.  
 
5.24 A CIC limited by shares also has an asset lock and needs a stated 

Community Interest that has to be reported against annually to the CIC 
Regulator. The asset lock is slightly different to that of the IPS as with the CIC 
it is more positioned in a way which limits what can be done where as with the 
IPS it is tied to the organisation full stop. 

 
5.25 It can be flexible in how the governing document is constructed. For example 

you can have member shares and investor shares with members having the 
votes and the investors eligible for dividends. Essentially you can have any 
combination of rights along those lines it is dependent on the needs.  

 
5.26 It is model that is most appropriate when there is a need to raise some capital 

but also want to have a commitment to the community. 
 

Effect on Club The Club would continue as a limited company funded by 
shares, with Board structure etc as present.   
 
With a CIC, Directors have legal obligation to act in the 
best interest of the company and the community.  The 

Club must set out how it will work with for the good of the 
community, and report annually on how it is achieving 
these aims.  
 
The Club would potentially have access to community 
grants not available to regular limited companies. 
 

Effect on Trust The Trust would continue in its current form, and take on 
majority shareholding of the Club in a manner similar to 
the model at 5.13 (above).   
 

Effect on 
Community 

The Club would have to be clear on the way in which it will 
work with the local community to the benefit of the 
community.   
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The community (and regulator) will be able to hold the 
Club to account if it fails in its duty. 
 

Conditions 
required in 
order to adopt 
this model 

At least 75% of existing shareholders need to agree to 
adopt this structure.   
 
Clarity would be required on how the Club is going to 
interact with the community in the future, and what 
benefits it is going to provide. 
 

Strengths A major strength is the asset lock.  In the event of 
liquidation, assets will be protected.  The maximum 
reimbursement to shareholders is the initial value of the 
shares; the remaining assets must transfer to another 
asset locked organisation.  
 
Shareholders have a liability limited to the purchase value 
of the shares, which may encourage investors. 
 
The Club would retain the ability to generate future funds 
through further shares issues. 
 

Weaknesses As this model is based on a shares issue, it retains the 
potential for differing sizes of shareholdings, and therefore 
differing amounts of influence over the Club.  This may not 
be to the benefit of the community, although the Club 
would need community aims, and there is unlikely to be 
much sense of community ownership.   
 
The Club may still be perceived as in private hands, and 
investors and volunteers may be harder to find. It probably 
wouldn‟t „feel‟ different to the average fan and there would 
be less of a buzz to sell to fans and the community. 
 
There would still be a reliance in some respects of 
unsustainable contributions of share purchase  

Opportunities The Club would retain the ability to issue shares for future 
growth, with limited dividends payable. 
 
The community aims could be far reaching, and may, if 
presented correctly and backed by clear governance 
arrangements, encourage strong community support.  This 
in turn could improve the funding available to the Club.  
 

Threats With the structure based on share ownership, and the 
potential for a few of the many shareholders to have the 
majority shareholding, the risk of the Club reverting to a 
traditional company is larger. 
 
The community may not feel sufficiently part of the Club to 
make a difference, and may not wish to participate as 
freely as under the IPS model. 
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 Community Interest Company (Large Membership) Limited By Guarantee 
5.27 This is the other type of CIC model.  It has the same fundamental advantages 

of the limited by shares option, such as asset lock, but with a different capital 
structure.   

 
5.28 Essentially a community ownership model within the framework of a company 

as long as the membership is open and inclusive. It is not a legal obligation to 
have an open membership as with an IPS but obviously with the appropriate 
clauses it can be.  

 
5.29 As a CIC it would have an asset lock to ensure that value is not taken out of 

the club, for example the stadium could not be sold without a suitable 
alternative being developed or at least full value realised. Also due to the 
Community Interest the stadium is likely to play a major part in passing this 
test so essentially through a combination of the asset lock and the 
Community Interest it ensure wider obligations are maintained and met.  

 
5.30 The model is non-profit distributing, member owned, one member one vote 

and will have stated legal community based objectives. 
 

Effect on Club The Club would no longer be funded by shares issues, but 
rather by annual funding in a way similar to the Trust at 
present.  The Club would have members who would 
contribute a set amount each year to hold that status, and 
who would each be equal in terms of ownership of the 
Club.    
 
Members have a duty to meet the liabilities of the Club up 
to a pre-determined limit (usually a nominal amount) in the 
event of its failure. 
 

Effect on Trust Under this model, the Trust is likely to continue as a full 
community organisation to support the Club. 
 

Effect on 
Community 

The Club would have to be clear on the way in which it will 
work with the local community to the benefit of the 
community.  The community (and regulator) will be able to 
hold the Club to account if it fails in its duty 
 

Conditions 
required in 
order to adopt 
this model 

At least 75% of existing shareholders need to agree to 
adopt this structure.   
 
Clarity would be required on how the Club is going to 
interact with the community in the future, and what 
benefits it is going to provide.  It would also be necessary 
to ensure the community has full access to membership of 
the Club. 
 

Strengths The one member one vote principal would apply, ensuring 
every member feels part of the organisation.   This could 
lead to community investment, access to volunteers, 
increased promotional activity in the community and so on. 
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Weaknesses No longer able to fund significant growth through shares 
issues.  This could be a particular issue if the Club were to 
be promoted into the football league in future years. 
 
Doesn‟t qualify for Community Shares as a way to raise 
relevance like an IPS. 
 

Opportunities As with other models, if the governance arrangements are 
transparent and appropriate, it will be possible to increase 
community involvement.  This may increase funding and 
help reduce costs, allowing development of the Club, 
particularly the playing aspect. 
 

Threats Insufficient members to fund the ongoing operation of the 
Club. 
 

 
 
6. CONCLUSION 
 
6.1 The Trust‟s vision for the future of Dorchester Town Football Club is of a 

genuine community club, accessing skills and finances across the whole local 
community. 

 
6.2 There are several models of achieving this aim, but all are dependant on the 

Club running a financially sustainable operation.  Achieving sustainability 
should be the primary aim of the Club in the short term. 

 
6.3 The vision would be that, once sustainable, the Club converts to an IPS.  This 

form of community club offers the maximum benefit to both the club and the 
community.   

 
6.4 It is anticipated that this model would attract increased support, both from the 

local community and from grant funding.  Such support would mean that the 
originally lower sustainable budget could be increased in the medium term, 
therefore having a lesser effect on the Club‟s league position. 

 
6.5 Sustainability would also provide a more realistic springboard from which to 

grow the Club and, with community backing, promotion could ultimately be a 
realistic outcome. 

 
6.6 This report is intended to set out the Trust‟s vision for the future of the 

Football Club as a community club playing football at the highest level that the 
community is prepared to support.  As mentioned at paragraph 1.4, it is 
hoped that its content will prove helpful to the Club.  


