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A Charitable Incorporated Organisation (CIO) registered with the Charity Commission 

Registered Number 1169995 
 

MINUTES OF THE ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING - 2020 
 

The 84th Annual General Meeting held via Video Conferencing (Zoom) 
on Saturday 24th October 2020 commencing at 1400hrs 

 
The meeting was called and held as the third of the Society as a CIO. 

An advisory notice displayed on the introductory screen included a note to say “This meeting is being 
recorded”. The recording was merely to assist the Secretary in the preparation of the Minutes and not for any 
other purpose.   

The meeting started at 1405hrs with Acting Chairman Callum MacLeod welcoming everyone to the Meeting. 

Present: 

All the Society Trustees and those co-opted members assisting the Trustees, were present as well as 72 
members, giving a maximum total of 87.  However, this stated number did vary slightly during the 
proceedings, due no doubt to technical difficulties with Zoom interface(s); one member joined via a telephone 
link.  A quorum was therefore present.  

1.  Apologies for Absence: 

Society President Reverend Canon Brian Arman, former Chairman Gordon Davies plus 3 other members 
had submitted their apologies. 

2.  Confirmation of the  Minutes of the 83rd Annual General Meeting held in Coventry on 27th April 2019 
and matters arising therefrom:  

These Minutes had appeared in the August 2019 RO.  No objections were raised nor matters arising, so the 
Minutes were adopted, with Tom Kolisch (22316) proposing and Bob Ellison (8624) seconding.  

3.  Address by the Acting Chairman – Callum MacLeod: 

Callum explained that the meeting should have been held last April, at the Welcome Centre in Coventry, but 
everyone knew why that could not take place.  Clause 11 of the Society Constitution lays out detailed 
instructions regarding the holding of AGM’s and the Trustees were anxious to hold this one within the 15-
month deadline, which expired on 27th July, but this was not possible without breaching the UK and devolved 
Governments’ Covid-19 guidelines.  When we heard that the Charity Commission were actively encouraging 
Charities to hold their AGMs via Zoom, it was agreed that ours would be held on this date, as this would have 
been the Members’ Weekend in Taunton.  

The Annual Reports, bar one, were prepared for the AGM due to be held on 25th April and were still valid 
under the current rules.  Despite lockdowns, the Editorial Team plus contributors managed to produce a 
monthly RO and, as soon as travel restrictions were lifted, the Archive team resumed work on sorting out 
material.  The Development Team pressed on with the Members’ Survey that appeared in the September 
RO, the results of which will be discussed at a forthcoming special Trustees meeting in mid-November.  
Several other managerial teams, plus Branches, had been able to arrange meetings using Zoom.  

Sadly, we had lost several members since the last AGM, and Callum made particular tribute to Roland Pittard 
and David Pick.  Roland had contributed notes and features on the railway scene in South Wales to the RO 
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for around 50 years and President Brian Arman had been delighted to present Honorary Life Membership to 
him at his home; unfortunately, this turned out to be only a month before he died.  David was Branch Secretary 
at Northampton up to the time he died but many would remember him for his sterling efforts in the various 
roles he performed on the Management Committee; he was also one of the first Trustees when the Society 
became a CIO in November 2016.  A tragic message had reached Callum at 0900 on that very morning but 
as this impacted on an item to be revealed under AOB, he would wait until then before sharing. 

Other changes included the departures of Gordon Davies (Chairman) at the end of April and Bob Green 
(Secretary) one month later, leading to the appearance of both himself and Geoff Adams in their Acting 
capacities, though in true fashion, both continue to support us in our new roles.  On behalf of all the Trustees 
and the Society, Callum passed on thanks and good wishes to both of them both for the future.  The meeting 
agenda did not include an address by our President – as members would have seen in the October RO, Brian 
suffered a serious heart attack which landed him in hospital for several weeks, though he has now returned 
home.  It would be at least 6-months before he would be able to resume his Presidential duties but, in a 
phone call a few days ago, he had thanked members for their good wishes and cards.  Callum finally thanked 
all the Trustees for their hard work on behalf of the Society and support since he took on his Acting role.  In 
particular, he thanked James Milne for taking on the role of Development Committee Chair from Paul 
Chancellor, who was standing down at the end of November, after many years of dedicated service. 

4.  Adoption of Reports: 

Following the precedents set by his predecessors, and the Reports having appeared in the AGM Supplement 
issued with the October RO, the Acting Chairman did not read these Reports out but invited questions on 
each one in turn.  Before doing so, he referred to some unpleasant emails containing libellous statements 
and outrageous demands which had been received from one member (unnamed) relating to the Managing 
Editor and himself.  The Acting Chairman warned that any repetition that day, could lead to the member 
making them being removed from the meeting.  He welcomed questions relating to each topic as well as any 
justifiable grumbles (which the Trustees would endeavour to answer) because that enables things to be put 
right whenever possible. 
The first group of Reports were those from the (then) Chairman, Gordon Davies, Administration by Bob Green 
the (then) Secretary and on the “Railway Observer” by the Managing Editor, Mike Robinson, which covered 
a longer period.  There were no questions on any of these Reports and adoption was proposed by John 
Holroyd (9185), seconded by Ronnie McAdam (16090) and adopted nem con.   
The next Report was from Treasurer Reg Wood, for the Financial Year ending 31/10/2019; again, no 
questions.  With William Shelford (17085) proposing and David Doulton (21848) seconding, this Report was 
also adopted nem con. 

5.  Proposal that the Governance and Management of the Society come under the control of a single 
entity to be known as a “Board of Trustees”: 

When the Society became a CIO, it was set up with both Trustees and a separate Management Committee 
working for them, members of these bodies were very largely the same.  Following advice from a Charity 
expert, it was realised only one body was required.  Reasons for the proposal to change the RCTS 
Governance were given by Gordon Davies at the start of the Supplement that accompanied the March RO. 
The Acting Chairman then shared a PowerPoint presentation to explain further – copies of the slides used 
appear as Appendix 1 to these AGM Minutes.  There were no questions. 
 
6.  Motion for adoption of the Proposal outlined in Agenda item 5: 
 
The formal proposal was: 
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“The Trustees of the Railway Correspondence & Travel Society propose that the Governance and 
Management of the Society come under the control of a single entity to be known as a “Board of Trustees” 
and that the Rules of the Society be amended accordingly, as notified in the March 2020 issue of “The Railway 
Observer”, albeit with the subsequent minor modifications below: 
 
Rule 1b – replace ‘25th April 2020’ with ‘24th October’ and replace ‘1st June 2020’ with ‘25th November 2020’. 
Rule 3d – replace all of the second sentence with ‘A branch committee shall meet at least three times in each 
year (one of which must be an AGM) and minutes shall be recorded of its deliberations at all meetings.  These 
meetings shall be conducted through the medium of electronic communication, provided only that all 
members of the committee are able to participate in using this methodology.  The branch AGM must be a 
face to face meeting unless it is not possible to hold a physical meeting due to government regulations.’ 
Rule 5c – replace ‘audited financial statement’ with ‘examined financial statement’. 
Rule 5c – replace ‘to audit’ with ‘to examine’. 
Rule 6h – Delete this clause. 
Rule 6i – renumber this clause to 6h. 
Rule 11f – replace ‘1st June 2020’ with ‘25th November 2020’.” 
 
Clarification was requested by Steve Ollive (14617) regarding the deletion of clause 6h and reassurance was 
provided that this was a Rule change, and not a Constitution change; the Trustees would not benefit from 
AVR until the Charity Commission agreed to a Constitutional change.  Irene Rabbits (Branch Liaison Officer) 
and Phil Darlaston (20341) queried the precise wording of Rule 3d and were assured that this would be 
looked at again by the Trustees and that, under the Constitution, ‘rule-directives’ could be made if necessary.  
Terry McNally (20589) also had concerns regarding Rule 3d and Robin Gibbons (22755) pointed out that 
individual branches needed to be free to make their own decisions regarding the holding of meetings.   
The electronic voting closed with a total of 73 +4 (host, 2 co-hosts & 1 phone) giving a grand total of 77 for 
the motion, nil against and with 5 abstentions; therefore, the motion was approved.   
The Acting Chairman stated that the Management Committee would now meet to abolish itself and that the 
Board of Trustees would take over the management of the Society, as from the 25th November. 
 
7.  Proposed increase in the size of “The Railway Observer” from A5 to B5: 
 
The proposal was explained by Mike Robinson, the RO Managing Editor, who shared a PowerPoint 
presentation to explain – copies of the slides used appear as Appendix 2 to these AGM Minutes.  Steve 
Ollive reminded the Trustees that ‘membership packs’ were designed for A5 documents and sought 
clarification on font size in the new B5 version - Mike advised that font size was increasing to 9.24 from 8; 
however, new material was always wanted.  Richard Morris (14278) enquired about any increase in postal 
costs but was assured there wouldn’t be any.  Peter Brown (10201) enquired whether comparative costs had 
been sought from other printers and was assured that there had been by both the Managing Editor and 
Treasurer, the latter also pointing out the high level of service received from the current printers, especially 
with photographic reproduction.  The vote was then taken with 64 +2 (co-hosts), giving a grand total of 66 for 
the motion, 12 against and with 7 abstentions; therefore, the motion was approved. 
In concluding this item, the Chairman advised David Bird (Publications Committee Chair) to commence 
ordering B5 size binders and that the Trustees would need to consider the matter of ‘membership packs’. 
 
8.  A C MacLeod & G T Adams to be appointed as Trustees: 
 
At this juncture, Callum handed over to Deputy Chairman, David Bird, who explained that two Trustee 
vacancies had arisen following the retirements of Gordon Davies and Bob Green, former Chairman & 
Secretary respectively.   
Callum MacLeod (12817), who was willing to accept the nomination, had been proposed by Richard Thorburn 
(21982) and seconded by Ken Falconer (7703); all members were in agreement, with the exception of 
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Christopher Coxon (21708) who stated that he wished to vote against.  Accordingly, the Deputy Chairman 
advised that Callum MacLeod had been approved for appointment as a Trustee and Chairman of the Society.  
Geoff Adams (18785), who was also willing to accept the nomination, had been proposed by Roger Sandford 
(22560) and seconded by Geoff May (22333); all members were in agreement.  Accordingly, the Deputy 
Chairman advised that Geoff Adams had been approved for appointment as a Trustee and as Secretary of 
the Society. 
Both the above posts to take effect from the 25th November. 

9. M S Robinson & A P Davies to be reappointed as Trustees:

Both Mike Robinson (10606) and Andy Davies (16964) were standing again for reappointment as Trustees, 
on rotation as required under the Constitution, and had been proposed by Robert Warburton (12789) and 
Tom Kolisch (22316), seconded by Geoff Adams (18785) and Steve Ollive (14617) respectively.  All votes 
were for the reappointments, and none against, so Mike Robinson and Andy Davies were duly reappointed 
as Trustees for another three years.  At the conclusion of this item, David returned the meeting Chairmanship 
to Callum MacLeod.  

[Agenda items 10 & 11 – Management Committee Nominations, etc.] 
As noted on the AGM agenda, in the light of agenda item 6 having been approved, these two agenda items 
were no longer necessary. 

12. Appointment of Independent Examiners:

The Chairman advised that the Trustees were recommending the reappointment of R M Porter & Co as the 
Society’s Independent Examiners.  In answer to a query, Reg Wood stated that Porter’s had been our 
Examiners since 2016 and had provided invaluable assistance as to documentation to be used once we were 
a CIO; he also ensured that they were suitably qualified.  Several members cautioned that a change of 
Examiners should be explored and may be desirable after a few years.  The reappointment of R M Porter & 
Co as Independent Examiners for the Financial Year ending 31st October 2020 was approved with a vote of 
76 in favour and 1 against. 

13. To confirm the date and venue for the 2021 Annual General Meeting:

The Chairman reminded the meeting that the Constitution states that the AGM is normally to be held in April, 
but the Trustees did not think it likely things would be back to normal by then.  Therefore, instead, they 
were proposing the AGM be held on the 19th June 2021, with any changes taking effect toward the end of 
July; this revised date was allowable under the Constitution.  It was hoped the venue would once more 
be the Welcome Centre, Coventry, but contact had yet to be made, or another suitable venue.  An 
announcement would appear in the RO as soon as possible.  

14. Any other notified business:

The Chairman again provided slides to cover the items notified to the Secretary before the start of the 
meeting.  However, he started by explaining about the sad news that he had received at 9am that morning, 
namely that Derek Morris, the President of the West Midlands Branch, had died in hospital a few days ago.  
Poignantly, Callum had been due to announce the granting of Honorary Life Membership to Derek at this 
meeting but, thanks to lockdown, he had sent him a framed HLM Certificate a few weeks ago.  A period of 
silence was then observed, in memory of Derek and others who had left us in the year.   
Other HLMs were then announced, namely both Bob & Lorraine Green (Secretary from 2012 with Lorraine 
as his Chief Assistant), Dave Elsdon (National Exhibitions Officer for 8 years and the first Branch Chairman 
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at Hitchin) and finally Ken Falconer (who had fulfilled several roles within the Scottish Branch for a number 
of years).  All had been sent HLM Certificates ahead of the AGM.   

Questions that had been submitted were shown on slides, along with answers, as follows: 

From Jeremy Harrison (16696): 
 “1.  In the August RO, mention was made of the possible start of national ‘Zoom’ meetings, but

nothing had been said since on this topic.  Can we be updated about where we are and whether my
offer of assistance will be accepted?”
Response by the Chairman:  “The latest Trustee meeting looked again at how this might be managed
and who could administer it effectively.  Jeremy’s known expertise with ‘Zoom’ and his willingness to
assist is very much appreciated and I hope that someone can be in contact very soon to possibly
take this idea forward.”

 “2.  The reports submitted under Agenda item 4 were those prepared for the original AGM date, and
so only cover up to March/April.  Given the momentous events since they were written, and the effects
they have had on the Society, I feel that supplementary reports are required to reflect these and that
the reports in the AGM supplement cannot simply be adopted (as in Agenda item 4(a)), without, as
a minimum, a caveat that they were largely written several months ago, and are consequently out of
date?”
Response by the Chairman:  “A caveat along the lines suggested by Jeremy was placed at the foot
of the front cover of the AGM Supplement and I repeated it in my ‘Opening Address’ under item 3 of
the Agenda.  I’m hoping that this has satisfied Jeremy because, under the Rules of the Society, we
will not be producing reports about the Society in 2020 util the 2021 AGM.”

 “3.  Can I please comment on Zoom meetings in general?”
Response by the Chairman:  “Over to you!”

Jeremy commented that he was satisfied with the answers, having missed the caveat at the foot of the AGM 
Supplement.  He appreciated some branches were having difficulty with Zoom meetings, but as national ones 
were back on the agenda, he would await contact, adding that at the last C&SL meeting they even had a 
visitor from the USA.  DK queried as to why Jeremy’s ‘Zoom Guide’ hadn’t been more widely circulated, with 
Jeremy advising that it had been included in the Branch Liaison Officer’s ‘Newsletter’ and was also now on 
the website.  The Chairman offered to include an item on Jeremy’s Guide under Talking Points in a future 
edition of the RO.  Tom Kolisch commented that he did not see the need for national meetings as Branch 
meetings held via Zoom were available to all members, and this was also agreed by Mike Robinson.  William 
Shelford added that help to those branches struggling with Zoom was what also was needed.  Jeremy added 
that use of national Zoom meetings might help those members who were too far to get to actual Branch 
meetings, once they resumed.  Geoff Plumb (11111) enquired if it would be possible to stagger Zoom 
meetings, rather than having 2 or more on the same night?  David Jackman responded that Branches had 
been asked to change their traditional meeting nights to avoid this but it wasn’t always possible.  James Milne 
offered to take the matter of national zoom meetings forward within his Development Committee.  Terry 
McElarney (22569) suggested that with 35 Branches it would be possible for there to be a meeting every 
evening; David Jackman added that Branches holding afternoon meetings would help. 

From Chris Webster (22093): 
 “Several years ago, the “original” website was changed and the information circulated was that a new

website would be available which would enable a “local administrator” to update the local branches
website – there has been no further communications or indication as or if this might happen.  Several
of my colleagues have commented on the fact that we are not able to see local pictures [or even
those of other branches] which may be of local interest which was a feature of the “old” website.
These were available and added to the selected limited number published in the RO.
Whilst I appreciate that the society is run by volunteers, why was the “old” website removed before a
new and tested one was ready for implementation?  I would also be very interested to know how
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much was budgeted and ultimately spent on the new website as there is no detailed expenditure 
shown in the annual accounts?”  
David Jackman (webmaster) responded by stating that:  The new website had gone live earlier this 
year and it was debateable whether it was the right time to do so; with IT that was new it was always 
difficult to judge.  During the transfer from the old to the new website, the opportunity was taken to 
do some spring-cleaning and old material that hadn’t been changed for several years was deliberately 
not transferred.  The new website does allow branches to administer their own web pages but he 
admitted that this had not been well advertised, due to other Covid related activities intervening.  As 
far as cost was concerned, nothing was shown in the accounts because he had done it all himself at 
no cost to the Society. 
Chris thanked David for the answers and asked if a Branch could have more than one administrator 
and was advised that this was possible. 
 

From Christopher Coxon (21708): 
The Chairman stated that due to the seriousness of these questions, the Trustees had met that 
morning to discuss them and that they would also be discussed at their next full meeting in a few 
weeks’ time.  The questions and responses were shown on slides and are reproduced here, verbatim, 
as follows: 

 “1.  Do the Chairman, the Trustees, and the Management Committee Members consider, particularly 
in the light of the Managing Editor's hugely disproportionate personal pictorial representation in the 
RO, and his repeated refusal to publish a topical, reasonable, constructive, and 'Letter to the Editor', 
for publication in the RO, concerning, inter alia, the cropping, and the electronic manipulation of 
Member's images prior to publication in the RO, that the Managing Editor has an irreconcilable 
Conflict of Interest between his role as Managing Editor, and his personal submission of images for 
publication in the RO?” 
Interim response by the Chairman and Trustees:  “Of the 687 images published in the eleven issues 
of Volume 90 to date, only 75 have been credited to the Managing Editor and all have been in 
accordance with the reasons he provided to the February MC meeting when that body first discussed 
a complaint received from Mr. Coxon.  So far, 98 other members had had their images published in 
this year’s RO.  With this evidence, the Trustees reject the allegation of ‘hugely disproportionate 
personal representation’ which is incorporated in this question and do not consider that any ‘Conflict 
of Interest’ has been exhibited by the Managing Editor. 
The letter submitted for publication by Mr. Coxon was far too long and contained too many unproven 
allegations to be fit for publication in any responsible magazine.  In any event, the Trustees respect 
the Managing Editor’s right to determine the content of each issue of the RO and to omit any item he 
considers unsuitable. 
As announced in the June RO, the Management Committee was suspended following the April 2020 
Trustee meeting and so cannot be party to this or any of the subsequent three responses”. 

[The Chairman added that Mr Coxon’s letter had contained 21 paragraphs.  He did not intend taking any 
comments or questions, as these are an interim response and they are being taken forward to be discussed 
at the next Trustee meeting] 

 “2.  If not, how do the Chairman, the Trustees, and the Management Committee Members, objectively 
and factually justify their individual and collective opinions that the Managing Editor is not conflicted, 
and that he has not unreasonably abused his position to preferentially select his own images for 
publication, to poorly crop and badly electronically manipulate Members' images, and to suppress, 
from printing, reasonable, constructive, and topical correspondence from Members?” 
Interim response by the Chairman and Trustees:  “Nothing the Managing Editor has done on behalf 
of the RCTS has been a ‘Conflict of Interest’, the nature of which is clearly defined in the CIO’s 
Constitution Clause 7. 
The specific example provided earlier to support Mr. Coxon’s claim that an image has been poorly 
cropped and electronically manipulated is the one that appeared on the back cover of the February  
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RO.  As Mr. Coxon could have determined from reading the corresponding caption, this particular 
image was provided by our Imaging Editor David Kelso who had taken it when a young man with a 
rather basic camera.  In his capacity as the editor responsible for how the RO images appear, David 
had done all the work necessary to convert the former landscape picture to instead be suitable to fit 
the A5 ‘portrait’ format needed for anything that appears on the back cover.  He tells us that he was 
very happy with the result and that the Managing Editor used it without any further amendment. 
Mr. Coxon has not supplied any specific evidence to support the other allegations made in this 
question and the Trustees cannot consider this aspect until he does so in writing or by email to our 
Secretary.” 

 “3.  Why does the RCTS, as a responsible Society, not least one which is a Charitable Incorporated
Organisation, not have a Formal Complaints Process administered with probity?”
Interim response by the Chairman and Trustees:  “The supplement provided with the March RO
clearly demonstrates that the absence of such a policy had been recognised before this complaint
was received.  Such a policy was incorporated in the proposed new ‘Rules of the Society’ which were
considered under Agenda Item 6 of this AGM.
If the new Rules have been accepted by 75% of those present and voting at today’s meeting, then
they will become effective from 25th November and, of course, all will be administered with probity by
the Board of Trustees.”

[The Chairman confirmed that the new Rules had been accepted earlier by 75% of those present and voting] 
 “4.  If it does have one, what is it, and why has the RCTS not responded with probity to any, and all

Formal Complaints made to it's Chairman, and Secretary, in 2020?”
Interim response by the Chairman and Trustees:  “Due to an oversight, it appears that the Rules
adopted at the 2016 AGM omitted the former grievance procedure but, as shown in the response to
the previous question, this has now been corrected.
As already stated, the earlier complaint made by Mr. Coxon was considered at the February MC
meeting and it was understood that a response would be made by the appropriate officers.  Following
a fresh complaint, it is possible that this may not have been done and an apology has been provided
by our Acting Secretary.  Our Acting Chairman then responded to the complaints but Mr Coxon has
rejected all the explanations given to him.
The Trustees will be reconsidering his complaints at the next full meeting of the Trustees, scheduled
to be held on-line in a few weeks’ time.”

[The Chairman added that was all we were prepared to say on the matter.] 

The Chairman then moved on to make ‘An Important Announcement’, also shown on slides, the verbatim 
wording of which is reproduced here: 

 A member, who does not wish to be identified, has notified the Acting Secretary that a complaint has
been made about the RCTS to the Charity Commission.

 We are aware from the Charity Commission website of what factors might trigger an investigation by
the Commission and we don’t believe our CIO is in breach of any of them.

 The member who has made this complaint demanded that we advise this meeting of that member’s
actions.  We will also inform the wider RCTS membership in the next available edition of the RO.

 However, we await contact with the Charity Commission and, until we know which, if any, of the
issues which have been raised will be investigated, it would be inappropriate to comment further at
this stage.  To do so unnecessarily could bring the Society into disrepute, without justification.

At this juncture, the Chairman finished showing slides via screen sharing. 

Prior to the closing of the AGM, Christopher Coxon asked if there was the opportunity to ask a constructive 
question, to which the Chairman agreed.  Mr. Coxon wished to congratulate those involved in running this 
meeting electronically, the first large Zoom one he had attended, though he noted that only one other member 
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from his MCNW branch was in attendance, which was disappointing.  He also wondered if increasing the 
size of the RO was similar to rearranging the deckchairs on the Titanic, given falling membership numbers, 
and wondered if the days of ‘hard copy’ are numbered; was the Society becoming an anachronism, why did 
we not have our own YouTube channel for example?  His suggestions were an attempt to attract younger 
members, of both sexes.  In thanking him for his comments, the Chairman did point out that whilst the 
Development Committee were looking at ideas, finding volunteers to run things such as YouTube was a 
problem.   
William Shelford added that the Industrial Railways Society produce a quarterly magazine but also an 
extended on-line version, with additional photographs and interactive links, too large for inclusion in the 
printed version – something to perhaps consider. 
The final question was from Tom Kolisch who asked if the movement of the AGM to June 2021 was to be 
permanent and he was assured by the Chairman that the ambition, in future years, was to return to AGMs in 
April, as per the Constitution, and again in Coventry. 

The Chairman reminded attendees not to sign-out as, after a 10 minute break, David Jackman would make 
a presentation of photographs from the Society’s Photographic Archive. 
He declared the AGM closed at 1640hours 

G. T. Adams 
Society Secretary 
January, 2021 

Appendices: 

1. Slides used to support Agenda Item 5 (14 slides)

2. Slides used to support Agenda Item 7 (8 slides) 

Due to space constraints, the two Appendices noted above are not being reproduced in the RO but will be 
filed with the official AGM papers.  Any member wishing to see them should contact the Secretary, who will 
forward as an email attachment, if possible.   
Please note: the content of all the other slides used by the Chairman during this AGM have been included, 
in their entirety, within the body of these Minutes. 

GTA 
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Railway Observer
Relaunch
Objective.

 To produce a larger more readable magazine combining enhanced
reproduction of member supplied images with a larger typeface to
improve overall legibility of the magazine for the membership.

 To establish the Railway Observer as a byword for high quality railway
photography and enable the RO to act as a key element in the RCTS
recruitment campaign for new members.

 To further improve RO photographic presentation quality, encourage
membership by many more active photographers, and popularise the
concept of the RO as the UK’s leading monthly purveyor of high
quality railway photography.
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Railway Observer Relaunch
Methodology

 Increase the base size of the Railway Observer from its present A5 size
to the 15% larger B5 format.

 To continue developing our internal photo technical process working
with our print suppliers to achieve the best possible reproduction of
material for the RO publication in both printed and digital formats.

 To incorporate in the RO, subject to volunteer support, some of the
more popular ideas emerging from the recent member survey – for
example including more emphasis on freight movements.
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Railway Observer Relaunch
Why not A4?

Composition - Not suitable for a monthly volunteer publication
and require major process change.

Cost - Increases costs by over 30% and hence unaffordable.

Size - Reduces number of RO pages to around 56 from 76.

Market - RO is mail only and does not need to fight for
attention against commercial mags on store
magazine racks
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Railway Observer
Relaunch

Process and Operational Considerations
Technical.
Builds on proven editorial process developments of recent years. Feasibility of
larger format RO already proved within both editorial and print processes.

Financial.
Whilst the larger RO will incur a cost increase of around  6.5% in RO production
costs, the Trustees have as part of their annual financial planning, already
determined that the resizing will not result in any increase in membership fees.

Annual Binders.
B5 size binders will be available for sale shortly after adoption of the larger size RO.
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Railway Observer
Relaunch

And Finally :-

As an unrepeatable offer to members with remaining
unbound years of the A5 RO, A5 binders purchased before
the end of January 2021 will, subject to stock availability
and a limit of 5 per member, be sold at a special post paid
rate of £5 per binder.
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