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The NLRC is a shooting club, which provides support for its members to shoot on the NRA's ranges at 
Bisley. It actively encourages such shooting and its teams are among the best club teams. It provides 
training and coaching opportunities that take shooters from novice through to international standard. It 
particularly assists the NRA to achieve its charitable objectives by: 

• Supporting school cadet forces with target rifle coaching, providing them with accommodation and 
feeding arrangements during their training sessions and schools meetings, and assisting in 
coaching their teams at Easter training weekends and their individual schoolboys and girls who 
enter competitions in the Summer; 

• It has an active youth section, which supports the development of youngsters from the age of 8 in 
shooting safely and well; 

• It encourages disabled shooting and has a number of active disabled members. It has one 
committee member whose task and remit is disabled shooting. Although it presently does not 
have step-free access (a legacy of its building from 1904, and regrettable the fact that the NRA, 
although now the owner of the building, has not made any concession to disabled shooting) the 
NLRC is itself installing ramps to overcome this. 

• It is often the base for GB teams preparing for tours abroad. 
 
The NLRC members built the clubhouse in 1904 on land rented from the NRA and the club has occupied it 
ever since. In 1904, the clubhouse was a wood and corrugated steel hut. Since then the NLRC has greatly 
extended and improved its clubhouse, but the core remains the original wood and corrugated steel hut. It 
has had a continual succession of 21-year leases from the NRA at rents, which, adjusted for inflation, 
show a gradual upward trend. Throughout the last 100 years the rent has always been set as a ground 
rent, reflecting the value of the land being leased. This was to acknowledge that all the NRA had provided 
was a plot of land: it was the NLRC members who at their own expense had constructed and maintained 
the building. 
 
The terms of the leases are highly restrictive, limiting the use to that of a clubhouse for a shooting club. 
This is, however, consistent with the activities of the NLRC. The terms also require the club to repair and 
maintain the clubhouse. Given the age of the clubhouse, and its original wooden construction, this is 
increasingly onerous and typically costs £25,000 per year. However, because of the historic nature of the 
clubhouse, it is unlikely that we would be able to gain approval for it to be replaced with a modern building. 
 
The NLRC's latest lease expired in October 2016. The tenancy fell within the Landlord & Tenant Act 1954, 
under which the tenant has a right to renew the tenancy at a rent to be set by the court if it cannot be 
agreed. Shortly before that expiry, the NRA served the NLRC with a notice to quit under section 25 of the 
Landlord and Tenant Act. This included a proposed new lease and a rack rent (rather than a ground rent) 
of £22,000 per year. The NRA argued that, even though the NLRC had built and maintained the building, 
the NRA had become the owner of the building over time, and therefore it should charge a rent reflecting 
the value of commercial premises not just the land. Its demand was a significant increase in rent, by a 
factor of about 9. 
 
The lease terms proposed were considered by the NLRC to be highly disadvantageous and the proposed 
rent both unreasonable and unaffordable. Instead, the NLRC proposed a renewal of the lease on similar 
terms to the old lease with a rent to be negotiated. This was at the time rejected out of hand by the NRA. 
 
Late 2016 the NRA reduced its rent demand to £14,900p.a. A survey amongst club members concluded 
that a rent at this level would seriously compromise the future of the Club. To pay the increased rent, club 
members would need to pay increased annual fees. The survey asked at what level they would be 
prepared to continue renewing their membership or leave. The results of the survey concluded that the 
club could afford to pay about £8,000 per year in rent without losing too many members. This was still a 
very significant increase on current rent and was the same as agreed with the Surrey Rifle Association 
who occupied a comparable building. Unfortunately, the level of fees required of the members to pay 
£14,900 per year would cause a significant number of members to give up the sport, meaning that it was 
not possible to achieve the rental increase by increasing members' fees alone. 
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The NLRC was advised by our surveyor who is well versed in such leases. In his view, even a market rack 
rent would fall well short of this rent demanded by the NRA. In his view, the usual basis to determine rent 
for leisure premises was to look at revenue generating potential. Assessing this for the NLRC, he 
considered that the rents offered by the NLRC were at the level likely to be awarded by the court and the 
rents demanded by the NRA significantly exceeded this. However, even if he were to assess rents on the 
basis of ‘comparative’ rents, which is the method usually adopted to value residential property or offices, 
then the rent payable was still at the level of the rents offered by the NLRC, and the rents demanded by 
the NRA significantly exceeded this. He also considered that the rent should take into account the very 
high maintenance costs associated with historic and listed buildings. 
 
Negotiations had still not concluded by the February 2017 and the NRA refused a further extension of 
time. Rather than lose its rights to a renewal, the trustees of the NLRC asked the court for renewal on 
similar terms to the old lease with a ground rent of £5,650. Discussions continued but without agreement. 
The NLRC made an increased offer of a rent of £8,000 but this was not accepted and expired. 
 
At this point, the NRA changed its position. Instead of agreeing to a new lease at a rate to be set by the 
court (as it had in its section 25 notice) it now asked the court to evict the Club.  
It was able to do this because our solicitor had made a mistake in making the application in January in the 
name of the new trustees rather than the person on whom the Section 25 notice had been served. The 
previous trustees of the NLRC had stepped down in 2008, shortly before one of them passed away. Two 
new trustees were appointed. Barlow Robbins (the solicitors to the NRA) had advised the parties that it 
was unnecessary to assign the lease into the name of the new trustees. But the NRA and its solicitors (the 
same firm Barlow Robbins) now took a different position. They argued that the new trustees were not 
entitled to seek a renewal of the tenancy under the 1954 Act, because the lease remained in the name of 
the old trustees. The NRA said it was no longer prepared to grant a new lease to the NLRC and therefore 
asked the court to determine that the lease was at an end. It asked the court to evict the NLRC from the 
land (and consequently from its historic building). That application was due to be heard on 21 December 
2017. 
 
At the suggestion of the NRA Chairman in September the Club agreed to Mediation in an attempt to agree 
an affordable rent but no progress was made. 
 
The club then offered a number of alternative ways of achieving a reasonable lease and rent settlement. 
The NRA agreed to some adjustments to the lease terms but resolutely refused to budge from their 
demand of £14,900. So it was then a case of “agree our terms or see you in Court”. 
 
The club was facing the prospect of eviction after the hearing of 21 December.  The NRA threatened the 
trustees of the NLRC that it would pursue them personally for its legal costs. The NRA had employed the 
services of a top London Queen’s Counsel, John Furber QC. 
 
NLRC’s counsel's advice was that the club might well not win the hearing on the 21st December. In the 
circumstances the Committee concluded that the only course that would allow the club to continue was to 
accept the NRA’s terms. It was however necessary to attend the Court to explain that agreement had 
been reached and the hearing was no longer required. 
 
The evening before the Court date we received a copy of the new lease and a side letter that had been 
agreed a few days prior but discovered that the NRA had not amended the terms as previously agreed. 
On arrival at the Court we also found that the NRA CEO was now demanding that other contentious 
issues were to be dropped. For over a year we had been asking the NRA to explain why we had been 
charged a different rate for the electricity supplied to us by the NRA to that charged to other tenants. Our 
lease specifically stated “such charges not to exceed the maximum charges from time to time fixed by the 
relevant electricity supplier”. So either other tenants were being under charged or we were being 
overcharged in contravention of our lease terms. Although the matter had been brought to the NRA's 
attention some time ago the NRA persisted in charging the Club the inflated rate and refused to disclose 
the amount it was paying the electricity company. This was not an insignificant amount: by our calculations 
the amount overcharged was thousands of pounds per year. The NRA demanded that we could only 
remain in the building if we dropped this claim. Consequently, it looked as if we were going back to court. 
 



The NRA’s Barrister managed to persuade the NRA CEO that the court was unlikely to have much 
sympathy with this position. The NRA eventually capitulated and so the electricity issue remains to be 
resolved. 
 
The NRA's behaviour has often been threatening and aggressive, its tactics have at times been 
underhand. It has taken every opportunity to exploit its legal strength (even though its position of strength 
arose from mistaken advice it had given to the NLRC in happier times). It has threatened individuals with 
personal liability for substantial costs bills if it did not get its way. 
 
In summary therefore the Bisley-based multi-member shooting clubs, such as the NLRC, are major 
contributors to the delivery of the NRA's charitable objectives. The NRA has said the lease negotiation 
with the NLRC is purely a commercial matter between a landlord and tenant. That is an unreasonable 
position for a charity to take in a case where the objectives of tenant and landlord are so close. The 
presence of the NLRC and its activities are a highly cost-effective way for the NRA to deliver its charitable 
objectives through the efforts of volunteers supporting the club. Every training course or development 
weekend run or hosted by the club is a step to delivering the NRA’s objectives achieved at no cost to the 
NRA. Squeezing the club reduces its ability to do these things and runs directly counter to the charity’s 
best interests. The demise of clubs like the NLRC will see an end to the delivery of those charitable 
objectives, and leave us in a world where the provision of facilities for the sport of rifle shooting is an 
expensive and solely commercial activity. 
 
 


