Study on the funding of grassroots
sports in the EU

With a focus on the internal market aspects
concerning legislative frameworks and systems of
financing

Final report

VOLUME |

27 June 2011

Eurostrategies
Amnyos
CDES

Deutsche Sporthochschule Kéin

©Eurostratégies 2011

aMNG0S s (@D St
g CBES Lt
T e
Insti ics

et
& Economie du




Deutsche
Sporthochschule Kéln
German Sport University Cologne
Institut fir Sportdkonomie

und Sportmanagement

Institute of Sport Economics

ket il




Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU
Volume | of the Final Report

Table of contents

CONTRIBUTORS .oucvuitississssissssssssssssssssssssssss bbb s bbb bbb bbb b bbb 6
INTRODUCTION. ..cocuumuesmsssssisssssssssssssssss bbb bbb bbb bbb b 8
The grassroots sports funding Challenge ..........cccccrreinincinnnns s ———— 10
Scope Of the StUY ... ————————————— 13
LCTT LT T T o] (o 1o T 14
L0 1T L= 4T =T o o] o 17
PART | = THE KEY FUNDING SOURCES FOR GRASSROOTS SPORTS ....cccetrerrsrssmsmsesesesesesessssssssssssssssssesssssssesssnns 19
1. THE ORGANISATION OF SPORT IN EUROPE........ccoverririnneesesesesersssssssssssssssssssesesesssssssssssssssssenes 21
1.1 The key stakeholders of the Sport SECOr..........coivrn s ————— 21
1.2 The governance Of SPOMt.........c s r s es 23
1.3 The role of the PUDIIC SECIOT ... —————— 24
2. THE ECONOMICS OF SPORT .....ceuiuisssmsssssssesemsssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasnnees 27
3. THE CHALLENGES PERCEIVED BY THE SPORT STAKEHOLDERS IN EUROPE..........ccoovnrnrnnneeseenens 33
31 Sport participation and membership rates across Europe

3.2 The stakeholders’ views as per the e-consultation

4. A TOP-DOWN ANALYSIS OF THE FUNDING OF SPORT INTHE EU .......coceevrrrrccscsererere s 46
41 Overview of the sport sector’s financing structure...........coocornrnnnnnsn s 46
4.2 Households’ contributions to the funding of SPOrt...........ccocornrrsinn 47
4.3 Companies’ contributions to the funding of Sport............ccvrrnnnn e ——— 52
4.4 Public sector subventions t0 SPOrt...........cconnnn s —————— 69
4.5 EU programmes accessible to sport organisations...........c.counnn, 73
4.6 Solidarity schemes between the high-level and grassroots level ... 75
4.7 Summary of stakeholders’ contributions.............covnninn i ———— 79
4.8 The key « funding models » iN EUrOPE ..o ssssssans 83
5. LEGAL AND FISCAL FRAMEWORK IMPACTING GRASSROOTS SPORTS FINANCING ......ccccuenemrenerenens 99
5.1 The fiscal framework applying to sport organisations ............c.ccovnrnnnnnnn e 100
5.2 The fiscal framework applying to individuals.............cocornnrnnnn 105
5.3 Measures impacting the funding from private companies.........c.cooonrnnnssnnneseses 109
5.4 The regulatory environment for state lotteries, betting and gambling services ...........ccccovverennen. 113
5.5 Regulations applying to media rights...........c.coonnnnnn s ——— 119
5.6 Regulations applying to solidarity between high-level and grassroots sport............ccocovreverenenae 120
5.7 Regulations applying to local aUthOrities ..o s 120
5.8 Impact of the regulatory framework on the funding of grassroots sport............ccocourevererensrrenennes 121

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 3



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU
Volume | of the Final report

6. THE OUTLOOK FOR SPORT’ FINANCING ....ceuevererseerssseserarsesesssseserassssessssesesasssssssssesesssassensssssesanans

6.1 Expected trend in household contributions..........cccoernnnnnnn s

6.2 Expected trend in revenue from national and local governments

6.3 Expected trend in revenue from advertising and sponsorship........

6.4 Possible future trend in revenue from media rights............cccoouc...

6.5 Possible future trend in revenue from lotteries, gambling and betting operators

6.6 Synthesis of possible future revenue trends for the sport system..........ccooonvrnnnncssnencnsnens 151
6.7 How to ensure sustainable funding models for grassroots sport? ... 152
PART Il - ANALYSIS BY SPORT DISCIPLINES .....ceossererassesessssessssssessssssessssssessssssessssssessssssesssasssssssssssssassessssssens 157
7. SELECTION OF KEY DISCIPLINES AND MEMBER STATES .....cocvurvererereresssserersssenessssesssassesesssseserans 159
741 The countries SEIECIEM ... 159
7.2 The disCiplines SEIECTEd..........ccurineririnirirr s 161
8. BOTTOM-UP ANALYSIS OF THE FUNDING MODELS FOR GRASSROOTS SPORT ......cceeversererarserersnsens 167
8.1 The survey of grassroots clubs

8.2 Membership fee IBVEL........coc s

9. RESULTS BY DISCIPLINE........cccrussestsssseserassessssssessssssessssssessssssessssssenssassessssssesssnssssssssenssassssssssens 212
9.1 L0011« | PP 213
9.2 BaSKethall ... 225
9.3 =1 11T 237
94 GYMNASTICS ..cuv et 248
9.5 SWIMMING ot 258
9.6 LT3R T 268
9.7 Multi-SPOIt CIUDS .....covvciricrrr s ————— 276
PART ] - CONCLUSION ....cuuvreusesssssessssssessssssessssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssasssesssssssasans 282
1. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS.....ceererersererssseserarsesesssseserassesessssenesassensssssesssassenessssenssassensssssenesans 284
2, IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY MAKERS AND FOR THE SPORT ORGANISATIONS .......cccetvumseneransesesensens 299
ANNEX.... cuecteesreesessssssssssssssee e sesesssssss e e se e e sesss s e e e e e sesEeERE SRR AR e RE e e R R R ERE e R e ReRe e e e R e e nEnEnE R AR AR Re e an 304
1. LIST OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED ......ceceruestrerassessessssessesassessesassessesassessesassessesassessesassessesassnssesasaes 305
2. GLOSSARY ..ovueucusssessssessssssassssssessssssessssssesssssssasssesssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssens 312
3. THE QUESTIONNAIRE OF THE E=CONSULTATION.....c.curusssssessssessssssessssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssasans 314
4 RESULTS OF THE E-CONSULTATION ....cccruruestrereserassesessssesesassessssssenssassessssssesssassessssssenssassessssssens 320
5. THE QUESTIONNAIRE OF THE SURVEY OF SPORT CLUBS .....coveerersesenessssesessssessssssessssssessssssesenans 326

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 4



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU
Volume | of the Final report

6. KEY SURVEY RESULTS ...ccetetrrssssssssssssesesesesssessssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssns 336
o Trend in membership and barriers to membership growth............cocorionnnnnnsnsees 337
o Activities organised for specific categories of the population ..........c.ccoveevrrncinnessnnnesennnnessnenes 344
o Organisation of projects and development of partnerships ..........ccoonnrnsnnnnnssssnsssssensnns 352
7 PROGRAMME OF THE EC CONFERENCE ON FEBRUARY 16, 2010 .........ccccvviermrenisnesssesssssesessnnes 354
o 4V T=1 T - P 354
o Summary of the diSCUSSIONS.......c.cvi i ——————— 356

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 5



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU
Volume | of the Final report

Contributors

This study was undertaken by a consortium led by Eurostrategies, and composed also of
Amnyos, the €Entr e de Droit et d ' E eamd nTthan iDeutsched u

Spor t hoc mswiththe lassistafsnot theEOC EU Office
The authors of the reporre:

For Eurostrategies / BIPE:

Elisabeth WAELBROERB®CHA (project director)

Edwige AVICE Thuy Anh NGUYEN
Caroline MIRGON Sofi ene LOURI MI
Gr égoire MI AL Bude MONDON

For Amnyos:
Jennifer MANO

Julen MONTEL

For CDES:
Eric BARGET JeanJacques GOUGUET
Sabine CHAVINIER Didier PRIMAULT

For the German Sport University Cologne:
Christoph BREUER
Sandrine POUPAUX (also covering the Czech Republic)

For the EOC EU Office:
Mathieu FONTENEAU
Folker HELLMND

The study team wishes to thank the following country experts armdestific advisors which
contributed to different parts of the study

Wiladimir ANDRERHRBcientific advisor)

Poul BROBERG(ntry expert foDenmark)

Andreu CAMPS | POVILL (scientifigsmr, country expert for Spain)

Vilma CINGIENEountry expert forLithuania)

Alain FERRAND (scientific advisor)

Remco HOEKMAM(lier Instituut, country expert for The Netherlands)
Alexandre HUSTINGientific advisor)

Andrzej ROGULS[Ktientific adisor)

Stefan SZYMANSEKtientific advisarcountry expert fothe United Kingdom)

The study team also extends warm thanks all the experts and representatives of different
families of stakeholders interviewed during the course of the stuidye list of prsons
interviewed by the study team is presented in Annex.

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 6

Sport



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU
Volume | of the Final report

©Eurostrategies - June 2011



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU
Volume | of the Final report

Introduction

©Eurostrategies - June 2011



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU
Volume | of the Final report

©Eurostrategies - June 2011



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU
Volume | of the Final report

The grassroots sports funding challenge

The White Paper on Sport adopted by the European Commission on July 11, 2007 constitutes
the first attempt to address spoielated issuedn the EU in a comprehensive manner. It
recalls the numerous benefits associated with the practice of spargs strategic orientation

on the role of sport in Europe, encourages debate on specific problems, enhances the visibility
of sport in EU policynaking and raises public awareness of tieeds and specificities of this
sector.

In the chapter on the economic dimension of sport, the White Paper underlines the growing
importance of sport in economic terms, and the challenges that the sector fadesms of
financing. Indeedthe practice of grassroots sporelies ondiversefunding sources,both
public and private, not all of which are growing at a rapid ratefact, manystakeholders
presently contributing to the funding of sport in the &t likely to face increasing challenges

in the future, raising questions as to the futurnfling levelsavailable forgrassrootsports

Given the above, different questions arise.

First, & a previous study by Amnyoshowed, differences in the stroture of sport
organisationsas well as in the natimal legislative frameworkapplyingto sportimpact the way
in which sport is financed in different Member Statés.particular, there are large differences
in the levelsof fundingcomingfrom members, lockhauthorities and otherandin the levels of
funding from indirect sourcesds a result ofedistribution and solidarity mechanisms)This
implies that there are differences ime affordability ofthe practice of sportfor individuals,
and potentiallyin the rates of practiceof sport Hence,given the societal objective of
increasingsport participation thefirst question which arises what funding model is best able
to achievethis objective

Another point is that sme oftheg r a s s r o oftinding soprceshave a crosdorder EU
dimension. This is the case of sponsorship and media rights, and, inglgasiirevenue from
lotteries, betting and gamblingoperators Internal Market policiegnd national regulatory
frameworksin these areasherefore potentiallyimpact the levels of revenue generated by the
sector.

Third, h the changing global environmenthere aremanyissues of high potential impact for
thes e c tfuture! Among these are:

1 Demographic changeshese will impact the sportestor as a result othe changesn
age structures (hence on thgpe of sport disciplines that peoplewill want to
practice), andoossible changes in the availabilityvafluntary work: in many Member
States, the work of volunteers presently constituteskey resource for thesport
associationspotential changes in the availability of volunteers will therefore have a
major influenceonte sector’'s fipnancial sustainability

1 The business cycleand in particular the short, medium and long term effects s t
recent economic and financi al crisis on h o

1 ¢ Etude du financement public et privé du sport en Europe », a report by Amnyos for the French Ministry of Health,
Youth, Sports and Associative Life, September 2008.
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performances this may influence the future trend irevenue from private sources
(membership contributions, sponsstrip, etc.);

1 The public finance situationthe need to reducegublic sector deficits @oss the EU
may limit the amount of fundin@vailable for sporfrom national, regionaand local
governments. Yet, public authorities are presemtigjor contributors to the funding
of grassroots sportdoth directly—throughthe payment of subsidies andindirectly,
for example bymaking public facilities available free of charge or at a low cost to the
sport clubs

1 Thesocietal changes antechnical progressindividuals increasingly practice physical
activities on thei own or in commercial settings, impacting the level of revenue
generated by the grassroots sport clubs from their membeasng@any strategies are
also evolving dthough more than 80% ofthe sponsorship budgets is presently
allocated to the financing of spofprofessional andjrassrootscombined), this share
may decreasen the future with the growing importance of social and environmental
objectives Future trends in sponsorshgmd donations wiltherefore alsoimpactthe
amount of revenue thatsiavailablefor grassroots sport.

Other factorswill also havean effecton the overall level of funding available for grassroots
sport in national markets typified by national monopolies foumber lotteries, betting
(includingsport betting) and gamblingregulaory changes concerning these monopolies and
the opening of oHine betting operations may impact on the funding grfassroots sports
Indeed, in many Member States, state lotteries and gambling and betting operators presently
contribute financially to thefunding of sport through compulsory levies or other regulatory
schemes the revenue of which is specificalghanneled to good causesand sometimes
explicitly tosport.

With respect tomedia rightswhich also contribute to the financing of the spoecsor, future
trends in revenue from this sourcemay also diverge fromthe past due to the changed
technological context anthe growing competition between the televia and the internet

In order to contribute to thedebateon sustainable ways to finae grassroots sport in the EU
27, the European Commission has decided to launch this stadye internal market barriers
to the funding of grassroots sports in the ETheobjectivesof the studyareto:

1 identify the keygrassrootssport financing modes$ across the EU;

1 analyse the impact of the legislative frameworks in place across the EU orehel
of financingavailable forgrassrootssports, andunderline the regulatory aspects that
could give rise to Internal Market problems;

9 analysethe sustainablity of the various funding models

1 compare the differenfinancing models in order to assess their relative strengths and
weaknesses,anl RSY 1A & aSFFAOASYié¢ YR &dz&AGFAYI of

91 draw, where appropriatepolicy implications at EU level
The study vas undertaken by a consortium led by Eurostrategéesubsidiary of BIP&hdalso

comprisedo f Amnyos, the Centre de Droit et d’' Econ
Deut sche Sport hochsaaimbdrefcokiiyl experts, aéntificaglvisars, t h
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and the assistance of the EOC in Brussdlbe contributors to the study are listed in the
introductory section of the report.
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Scope of the study

In this study& 3 NJ & & NP éviess allsshdg dldtiglines practiced by quofessionals and
organised on a national level through natiorsgdort. In the aboved e f i ni t i on of
sport’ ,norprofessionalsare individuals who neither spdrthe bulk of their time practicing
sport, nor take the bulk of their revenue from the practice of ¢pdhe practice of grassroots
sports however, does includamateurcompetitions. The sport sector is meant as covering all
activities (at grassroots level and at professional and -léghl) organised or supported by
sport organisations affiliated to tianal federations

“National sport federations’ a r eratiohsewhich are members of a European or an
international federation.

It is often the case thapart of the national federatios activity is devoted to supporting
professional sport. Aithough the report concentrates on the funding sources for grassroots
clubs,all the revenue streams to the spoféderationsare taken into accounwith a view to
identifying the flows of revenuesetween highlevel and grassrootsport.

The sources of funding & were identified and analyseate:
1 membership feeso the grassroots clubs

1 revenue from the sale of goods or servidBsgrassroots sport clubs (such as revenue
from ticket sales, sport lessonod and drink sales in the clubhouse, the rental of
premises, the organisation of sportandnesnport events within
tournament fees, sponsorship contracts, own lotteries, etc.);

91 other revenues (irkind or monetary) made available by individuals, companies, trusts
or other;this includes bdt donations and voluntary work contributions;

1 fundraising by grassroo&portorganisations;

9 direct and indirect financial flows between professional and &yl sport, and
grassroots sport;

1 public funding ahational, regionabr locallevels, includig:

- subsidies angrants;

- publidy funded or subsidisedaccess t@port premises;

- other services associated with tlsport practice as relevant (for exampleaccess
to school gymnasiums or otheport facilities, access/use of Communisport
grounds/staliums/swimming pools and other at subsidised rates or free of
charge, subsidised transport by local/regional/national authorities and all other
forms of indirect subsidies from national or local Government authorities);

- subsidies from stateowned companies- including state,regional and local
lotteries;

- other revenue from licensed lotteries, gambling and betting operators channelled
to the sport sector via a specia@d institution or through a regulatory
mechanism;

- tax relief or tax exemptionsfor exampé associated with thepurchag of
equipment;

1 EU funding programmes accessible to sport organisations, in the areas of Education

and training, Youth & Culture, Regional policy, Health, Social affairs, among. others

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 13
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The public sector covers both the centgglvem ment and the | ocal aut horit
authorities” i nclude both municipalities and
Communidades Autonomas in Spain, etc.)

General approach
The study was carried out in 4 phases:

1 Phase 1- Identification ofthe key sources of funding per Member State, and of the
key funding models across the EU

1 Phase 2- Mobilisation of stakeholders and selection @funtries and disciplines for
the bottom-up analysis

Phase 3-Collection of detailed data at theportclub level

Phase 4- Analysis of the efficiency and sustainability of the different funding models

Phases 1 and -d2o wnéel yappmr oacht g the sport sec
whereas Phases 3 and-u¢p”"amappbasell epbrt ahtbgt fc
cl ubs”’ revenues and expenditures.

Outline of the work conducted in Phase 1

In Phasel, the consortium analysed the different funding sources for grassroots sports across
Member States, and identified the key disciplines practiced in each counisyinvblved:

1. Aliterature survey

2. Collecting relevant international, European, national or regional published statistics on
grassroots sport participation and funding;

3. Collecting information on EU programmes and funding mechanisms that are used to
financegrassrootssport in the Member States;

4. Interviewing representatives frormternational, European, national, regional and/or
localsportorganisations/clubs;

5. Sending questionnaires to the Government Departngeand/or Agencieswith
primary powers in the am of sportin each Member State, in order to colletta on
revenues allocated to grassroots spartd on the national regulatory environmerits
each country

6. Sending questionnaires to the national umbrella organisations for sporéach
country, in orcer to collect data on the differentevenuesourcesof the sport sector,
on solidarity mechanisms in plaead on thenational laws and selegulatory codes
impacting the funding ofirassroots sport

7. Interviewing, and collecting information frgnmational and EUevel associations
representing key stakeholders such as the lotteries, sponsors, rights owntres,
Committee of Regions, efc.

8. Summarising the results and proposing five disciplines and associated regions/ funding
structures.

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 14
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During Phase 1, aneonsultationvas al so | aunched on the Commi

collect the views of a large variety of respondents on the future issues facing the sport sector.
Close to 1,000 people responded to the survey. Among the respondents were individual
practicing a sport regularly, representatives of sport clubs, of local authorities, of sport
federations and other stakeholders contributing to the funding of sport.

The results of Phase 1 include the country monographs presented in Volume Il olutlys st
These country reports present general information about the organisation of the sport system
and the roles of the different stakeholders in charge of sport policy, and reviews national
legislation and its impact upon theganisationand financing ograssroots sport.

Outline of the work conducted in Phase 2

The results of Phase 1 were presentada conference organised on February, Z®10in
Brussels. The agenda and minutes of the meedegncluded in Annes.

In preparation for the conference¢he consortium:

1. Launched am-surveyto collect the views of a variety of stakeholders, includipgrt
practitioners, on the future financing issues of grassroots sports. A summary ef the
surveyresults is presented ithis report;

2. Prepareda synthesis ofthe results of Phase, las abasis for the one dagonsultation
with stakeholders;

3. Prepared the agenda for the Conference, and invited a number of key stakeholders to
participate to the Round Tablesganised during the Conference;

3. Sent tre invitations and the programme for the meeting to the selected
representatives of stakeholders;

4. Organigd and facilitated the meeting;

5. Prepared minutes of the meetifg

Further to the conference, a number of disciplines and countries were seldoteflirther
analysis, based on a set of criteria essentially aimed at ensuring that the bafiamnalysis of

the grassroots clubs’ funding nToedMembercStatee r e d
were selected in order to cover a variety of fungimodels. The following countries were
covered: the Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Germany, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Spain
and the United Kingdom.

The sport disciplines selected were chosen on the basis of (i) the level of participation of
individualsin each discipline and Member State; and (ii) a variety of characteristics aimed at
ensuring a large diversity of situations: individual and team sports, requiring or not individual
equipment; requiring or not dedicated sport facilities; accessible terdes categories of
population—including the disabled.

2These minutes wareluded in the annex of the first interim report

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 15
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In each country, five disciplines were surveyed. Four were the same for all countries: football,

basketball, gymnastics and tennis. A fifth discipline was selected for each country, the choice

of discipline depending on the country: swimming was retained in some countries, track &

field in others. The reason for choosing four <co
to make it possible to compare the financing structures of sport clgbssa countries, whilst

also taking into account cultural, geographic or historical specificities of the sport practice

across countries. Indeed, some disciplines are more poputzertainMember Stateghan in

others, so that in order to select five idciplineswith many sport clubs and membeirs each

Member Stateit was more appropriate to select four identical disciplines across all countries,

and a fifth discipline that could vary across Member States.

Outline of the work conducted in Phase 3

During Phase 3, the consortium undertotie survey of grassrootsport clubsand analysed
the results The survey was undertakenittv the help of the national federations anof
country expers from the ConsortiumThe consultationwas launched in May 2010Several
reminders were sent in June and Josforethe survey was closed on September 1, 2010. The
s p or t regpbnaels sohstitute the basis thfe analysiof the efficiency of funding models
presented in the second part of this report (Part Il ofu/me I).

In addition to the surveyf grassroots sport clubghe analysis also takes into account the
results of interviews conducted with the national federations in each coungyyel aswith
representatives ofother stakeholders at EU levdincluding the regions, Members of
Parliament,representatives of lotteries, betting angambling services operatorsponsors,
funding organisations and othersThe list of persons interviewed is presented in Annex.

Outline of the work conducted in Phase 4

Phase 4of the study consigld of an indepth analysis of thelifferent fundingmodelsand a
comparative review of the most efficient forms of fundindefficiency was assessed on the
basis of(i) the absolute level of participation in the relevant didicip, based on membership;

(i) the growth in the level of participation of that discipline; (iii) the average membership fee
in each discipline (i.e. the cost per practitioner); (iv) the diversity of practitioners (measured by
age, gender, disability, ed¢ (v) the ability to attract private financingpurces and, (vi) the
sustainability of financing sources. The analysis was done esiogometric modelling
techniques which enabled to rank the different funding models.

Phase 4 also comprised an arsidyof the extent to whicldiffering regulatory requirements
across the Member States have affected the choices of funding models. rBariiecluding

regulatory barriers- to efficient funding modelavere identified as well asgood practices

Europearpolicy recommendationare proposed after a concluding section

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 16
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Outline of the report

The first part of the report presents the key funding sources for sport in each a2&heuU

Member States, based on thet dpwn” anal ysi s, a mumtingintbeelst i f i es
that exist across the EU. It then assesses possible future trends in each of these revenue
sourcesanddescribeghe key challengefor the future.

The second part of the repotboks more specifically ahe funding modes fograssroots
sport, by focusng on 6 disciplines, in eight Member States. The efficiency of the funding
models is assessednd the models are ranked based on a humber of criteria listed earlier.

The report ends with a concluding section, and proposed recommenddomlicy actions,
and for the sport movement.

Volume Il presents the country monographs.

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 17
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Part | — The key funding sources for grassroots sports
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1. The organisation of sport in Europe

The objective of this chapter is to brieflyesentthe organistion of the sport sector and the
different stakeholdersnvolved in sport in Europe.

1.1 The key stakeholders of the sport sector

Soort is an activity which involvethe followingstakeholders, each of which plays a different
role andpursues specific objecties

National governmentspursue policy objectives such aducationand social inclusion through

sport, the health and welbeing ofthe population ensuring a viable and diversified offer of
servicesin a large variety of sport discipling®r all ciizens,andt he countryg§s good
in international competitions

Local authoritiesare interested in thesame objectives but will adapt their priorities and
support to the sector based dhe specific needs of thiecal population Similarly to ndonal
governments, they will focus botand onthe economic andn the socialbenefits of sport,
where theeconomic benefits ofupport to sport include image building for the community
and the social benefits include improvements in health and vieling.

The sport sector’s main stakeholders

National Governments

The sport system :

Including: J

- Employers

- Sponsors

- Lotteries &
gambling services
operators

- Media operators

Individuals

Source: Eurostrategiesc onsor t i um

Companies(through sponsorshigontracts donationsor other direct contributions) pursue
commercial objectives As will be seen iChapter 4 companies- a category whichncludes

sporting goods producers, bulso other types of commercial organisationdhiave many

reasons to be involved or support the sport system: improve their image, be seen as socially
responsible, market their brand aridcrease sales, raise their empl@ e s ’ producti vi

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 21
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Beyond the sporting goods and sport equipment producers, two other special categories of
companies are thestate lotteries and betting and gambling services companies, which fund
the sport sector by paying compulsory levies oremxor through sponsoringand media
companies, which fund the sport system when acquiring the rights to broadcast events, or
when sponsoring events, teams or athletes.

Sort clubsare at the core of the sport system. Beyond offering sport activities spaait-
related services (training, coaching, practice time, competitions, etc.) at affordable prices in a
variety of disciplines, and for diversified groups of population, sport clubs aim to transmit
values such awlerance and fair play, equal participan of girls/'women and boys/merand

the creation of a sense of community and conviviality

Finally,individuals have many reasons to practice a sposuch asstaying fit, socialising
“ h avi neggading im tompetitiongr other.

All of these stag&holders fund sport directly, for the reasons outlined above, and indirectly, as
will be discussed further in this report. For example, companies pay corporate taxes which
generate revenue for the government sector, which can invest it into sport. Brgments

can also define a fiscal framework conducive to investments into sport by private companies,
for example through fiscal deductions on sponsorship and donations. Also, the lotteries,
betting and gambling services operators are also special tgpesmpanies whose funding of
sport can be the result of a specific regulatory framework. All the direct and indirect flows will
be analysed in the following chapters.

TheEUis also an important stakeholder, whose objectives were set out in the WhierRan

Sport and the Communication on Sport (January 2011As for national governments, the

EU s involvement in sport takes the form of sett
of competence, and providing access to the sport organisatiansatnumber of EU

programmes such agbtnardo, Youth in Action, Health and many others.

As any other economic activity, the sport sector incurs costs in order to develop its offer.
Among these are wages and salaries, the payment of material and equiptheroperation

and maintenance (orental) of sport infrastructures and facilities. And, as for any other
economic activity, these costs tend to increase over time. Each of the above stakeholders,
which are all interested in the development of the spesector, therefore has a reason to
contribute to its financing. The degree to which they will do so, however, varies, as will be
seen in this report.

3 European Commission White Paperrgrii$@oly 20020M(2007) 391 final

“iDevel oping the European Dimension in Sporto, a Communi c:
Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions, @OM{2911) 12 Fin
Communicatidilds on the 2007 White Paper on Sport and proposes concrete actions for the Commission and/or the Member
States within three broad chapters: the societal role of sport, the economic dimension of sport and the organisation of sport
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1.2 The governance of sport

In Europe,the governance ofport istraditionally organised along a pyramistructure, as
illustrated below With a few exceptions, each discipline has its own pyramid structure.

At the bottom of the pyramid one findshe sport clubs One level abovere the national
federations usually one per disciplinelThey cover both higtevel(elite) and grassroots sport.

Each national federation plays a leading role in implementing regulations and organising
championships. In some countries (such as the United Kingdom, Germany, Spain and Austria),
there arealsoregional associationshich group the alibs in a given region, and which play an
important role in the pyramid. At the top of thepyramid one finds the International sport
federations and/or Continental federations (for example, a football federation automatically
belongs to tle UEFA and to the FIFA).

The sport organisation pyramid

International

sport
federations

National or / and regional sport

Source: CDES

“Par ti c isgodpractigidnersoare members ahe sportclubs. Theyare affiliated to
their federation through a license systerinom a legal point of view, individual gaipants are
not themselves members dhe federation, it is the clulvhose activities they participate to
whichare members of the federation.

Beyond the organised sport movemenhich is the focus athis study, there are other forms

of sport practiceIndividuals can practice sport on their own, at hooren public surroundings

(for example, jogging or cyclingpr they can practice sporby joining another type of
organisation— i.e. outside theorganized sport movement, for example a commercialef

club. These organisations operate as commercial organisations whose funding model
resembles that of any commercial company: their revenue primarily comes from their
members, who pay the services that they buy and whose fees also have to cover all the
equi pment, training and facilities’” costs.
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The relationships between the clubs, licensed participants and the national
federations

National
sport

A
4\

Sport clubs Licenced
y participants
A Members

Participants

Source: CDES

1.3 The role of the public sector

a) The role of national governments

Even if the sport movement was founded asgresentlypromoted by privatestakeholders-

most often notfor-profit associations public authorities in Europe have always been very
interested, and often directly involved, the sportsector. In particular, they enact laws in the
field of sport andorovide both inkind and financial support to the sport organisatiodsmong

other themes, the regulatory framework includes the formulation of policies in the field of
voluntary work, an area particularly relevant for grassroots sport. The regulatmhfiscal
frameworks in place in the various Member States, and the organisation of the support to the
sport sector are presented in the country reports in Volume Il, and analysed further on in this
report.

As indicated above, lnat explairsg o v e r n imterast irssportare the positive externalities
that the activity can gnerate As indicated in the White Paper on Spaterred to earlierthe
practice of sport contributes to skills development and improved employalbiitgeveloping
knowledge, motiation, skills and readiness for personal eff@irough its role in formal and
non-formal education, sport reinforces Europe's human capital. It also fosters active
citizenship and the transmission of values such as team spirit, solidarity, toleranciiand
play. Sportalsomakes an important contribution to economic and social cohesiontamadore
integrated Societiedy promoting a shared sense of belonging and participatidh can
therefore bean important tool for the integration oflegalimmigrant. Finally, the practice of
sport has beneficial effects on health, reducing the occurrence of overweight, obesity and a
number of chronic conditions such as cardascular diseases and diabetes, which reduce the
quality of life, put individuals' livest aisk and are a burden on health budgets and the
economy
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There can be negative externalities, however: theseur if, for example, the natural
environment suffers from the practice of sport (for example, increased pollution linked to
motor sports, or @forestation when ski slopes have to be built), or if security problantéor
congestion aris@earby majorsport events

Numerous studies in thénternational literature analys the social benefits of sport. For
example in the area of health (an area which the benefits of sport translate into potential
reductions in health costs, and in increases in employability hence in potential growth rates), it
has been shown that:

9 Physical exercise can reduce the likelihood of diseases linked to sedenttgydie

1 The regular practice of a physical activity can improve the mental, cognitive, emotional
and social development of young people;

1 The practice of physical activity reduces social inequalities by favouring increased
exchanges between social groups;

VariousUSstudies have quantified the reduced costs to society of a regular practice of sport.
For example, the US Centre for Disease Control has foundhiannual direct medical costs

of physically active individuakre 33%lower than for inactive peopl€: the authors estimate

that the average annual direct medical costs of people aged 15 or more who engage in regular
physical activityat least 30 minutes of moderate or strenuous physical activity three or more
times a weekamount to $1,019 versusosts of $1,349 for those who are physically inactine

1987 dollars) A more recent study by Rafdhows thatthe average annual health care costs

two years ahead from a base year are 29% higher for inactive persons than for active people
(in 2003 dollas, $7,677 vs. $5,932Y he World Health f@anisationalsoestimatesthe benefits

of a regular practice of Asgnseguenceaid tha€in several t o €
countries, among which Belgium, Denmark and Germany, health insurance organisations
contribute to the funding of the sport system by reimbursjpayt of the membership fee to a

sport or fitness club.

Given themany social and societal benefimssociated with the regular practiad sport, it
comes as nho surprise thahe promotion ofsport and the support of a diversified offer of
services in this @a would bekey elemensof a government’ s general p

Yet asindicated inthe country reports in Volume Il of this studshe priorities of, and
responsibilities forsport policiesare organised very differently across Member Statésnong
other, the degree of decentralgation varies, with implication®oth on the way revenue is
channelled to thegrassrootdevel and on the amount of public funding which goes to sport in
general, and to grassroots spant particulat

b) The role of regional governments

Although bcal authorities usually play a minor role in the actual governance of sport, except in
federal states or in countries with a strong regional division of compete(azss the casm
Germany and Spaintheyplay a major role in the finaivg of sportin particularof grassroots

iLower Direct Medi cal Costs Associated with Physical A
Prevention & Health Promotion published in The Physician and Sportsmedicine, October 2000

6 Physical Activity and Future HeakhQbats among People in Late Middle, Agdurgyeva T, Sturm R paper

presented at theademy of Health Mee2®@p; 22: abstract no. 3KLY Gateway
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sport. Their support is both direct and indirect. The direct support involves the suliidisa
of certain activitiesor projects the financingof infrastructure and equipmentand making
available human resoues, among other More indirect forms of support include making
facilities available to the clubs below market prisemetimes even free of charge

In several EU Member States, local authorities are also directly involved in the organisation
and promotbn of voluntary work. For exampl@& iSpain, the regional and local public
administrations develop networking among the agents involved in volunteering in sport. In
Denmark, local authorities are involved with volunteering in sport at a local fleraligh the
support for education that they are required to provide according to Brenish Act orthe
Allocation of Financial Support ®eneral Education. In Ireland, training courses are provided
to volunteers in sport clubs by Local Sport Partnerships (LSPs)

Local authoritiesalso play an important role in fostering local sport participatamd/or in
facilitating partnerships between the grassroots sport clubs and other stakeholders such as
local companies or the education system

7 See the Stydn Volunteering in the European Union, GfK, 2010.
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2. The economics of sport

2.1.1 The individual demand function

In economics, the outcomebserved in any given markés$ the resulto f an “equilibi
between a demand function and a supply function: the market outcome occurs at the price
where demand meets supply. This is also trugpiorts.

As illustrated on the chart below, demandincluding demand for sports depends on the
perceived costs by those who will want to pra
total cost of the practice for the individual This entails bith monetary osts (the annual
membership feeplus the cost of the equipment and supplies needed to practice the sport
chosenand other related costs such #® cost of travelling to and from the sport clukand

“ot her c o s t wlue sofi time, if thes indivilual considers he/she may have
something better” to do at that ti me.

If the costis low, a high participation rate is expected. If it is high, one is likely to see a low
participation rate.

The individual demand for sport

Cost factors: time,
subscriptions,
facilities

High cost

Low cost

Low participation High participation

2.1.2 The societal demand function

In the chartabove which shows theindividual demandfunction for sport, the individuals

make their decisions on the basis of whhéyper cei ve t o be the “total
i.e. irrespective of the positive externalities of spnactice to society. Yet, given the net

benefits to society of high participation rates in sport, society as a whole has an interest in
having higher effective participation rates than would be the case solely with private demand.
When the positive exterrdies exceed the negative externalities, as is the case in sport,
private consumption choices are below sociall
higher than the private (individual) demand.
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This is illustrated on thehart below which presentst h e “ s o c i canle, todhe rightrofd ”
the “individual” demand curve.

The “social” demand for sport

Cost factors: time,
subscriptions, Social demand: externalities in health, social
integration, etc

facilities

S.o :/Prlvate demand

-~

Frequency of
participation

2.1.3 The supply function

Having characterised th@emand finction, one has to look at the conditions under whitte
relevantstakeholders will eate an offer forsportservices-i . e. define t he

supply

The potent i asportSewicepage: i er s of

«  Soort dubs whether or not these araffiliated to national federations;
« Individuals / trainers;

« Schools, universities;

» Other publicand privatebodies.

Beyond the offer of sporting practicehdse suppliers caalsooffer:
» Sportsvear and sporting googls

+ Management and organisamal services (for exampléhe organisation of
amateur competitions);

« Access t onfrasttueureandfadiites puildings and equipmet for
the organisation of sport and nesport events

» Food and beverage@n the clubhouse)catering services, transport services,
and sometimes even financial servicesigh asscholarshipsor insurance
provisions).

To create these offers, suppliers industh fixed and variable costsThe higher theprice of
the service and the higher theumber ofsport practitioners, the greater théevel of supply.
Indeed, this raises theevenuefor the organisesince thespolt practitioners pay membership
fees and bring other forms of revenu@.he contributions of volunteers also make it possible
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to raise the level of offeat a given price In general, the moréres o u r ¢ egereratedr e
(monetised or consisting of voluntedime), the higher the “offer
curve which corresponds to this is represented as the blue line on the chart below.

The individual “supply” curve

Revenue generators:
subscriptions,
subsidies, voluntary
contributions P

Frequency of
participation

Other revenue sources.e. not from the practitioners but from other stakeldgrs, such as
sponsorship or subsidies, can compleméht revenue generated by the club from its
membersand their families Most of these revenue sources whlbwever,be linked, directly
or indirectly, to the number of practitioners, or to the degrekpopularity of the sport. This is
the case in particular for sponsorship, since sponsarkether they are large companies or
small local sponsorsseekcommercialvisibility for their brand.

The revenue from sponsors allowport clubs to increaseheir offer of serviceat a given

price. These additional sources of revenue then tend to push the supply curve to the right, as
illustrated on the next chart The supply curvenoveshorizontally to the right if the level of
complementary funding is indemdent d the number of practitioners, and movediagonally

to the right if the amount of additional funding is positively linked to the number of
practitioners.

In sport, the level ofheseextra funding sources varies across disciplines depending amnge r
of factors, among which the popularity of the disciplindighly popular disciplines both in
terms of participation or media audience generatedavill attract sponsorsand the media,
which generatesliffusion rightsfor the organisers of sport evén This is the case for example
in football, tennis and basketball.Donors can also decide to funsport clubswithout
expecting a particular economic returnin this casethere isno link to the number of
practitionersand the supply curve has thersa slope as that observed in the absence of
complementary funding sources
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Giventhe above,some disciplines aréikely to bemore easily funded than otherand the

slope of their supply curves will vary. Tl be confirmed in Part.llOne of the rdes of the
government sector willtherefore be to ensure that thee is a sufficientlevel of supply per
discipling for a large variety of disciplines in orderto ensurethat consumes have ahoice.

Indeed, if a few* commer ci al | y ies capture the hulk of’comglénsemtaryp | i n
funding sourcedy private stakeholders at the expense of other, lessbig, disciplinesthis

would lead to very different costs of practice for individualgducirg demand for certain

(poorly funded) disciplines tievels below thoseonsidered useful to society

The “supply” curve, taking into account complementary revenue sources

Revenue generators:
subscriptions,
subsidies, voluntary
contributions

Py p

p2 - ’//
Frequency of

Nl participation

On the chart hove, R is the price that the club would charge for a given level of offer if it had
Ni. members and B is the pri@ it could offer to charge its members for the same level of
supply, given the complementary sources of funding that it receives for example from local
sponsors.Similarly, if members are willing to pay P1 then with the revenue generated the club
can incease its offer, and either offer higher quality services or offer services to more
members.

2.1.4 The private market equilibrium and the social optimum

The “Private maraktetpoeignuti |“igpma™umén itshathathart on
point, the individual demandcurve meets thesupply curve- where the supply curve is that
obtained g i v e n(private) funding soarees, uvhiether from the individuals

themselves or from othecomplementary sourcés

At this “private mawekeg the actqalparticip&tionirai@me private i nt h o
choicelevel) s | ess than the “social demand” | evel. F
level of supply is insufficient to meet the social demand level. One therefore needs to

8Private fAispontaneouso funding sources can include grants,
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i ncr eas e 'that thé suppliers ireceive in order to create incentives for them to
increase the level of suppland potentially to subsidise demand to raise the demand level

This can be dontlrough a public subsidy.

The private market equilibrium (pme)

Price

P1

Sol

~ Private demand

Private choice Social choice Frequency of
atpl participation

In the above, a public subsidy li®th necessary angustified in orderto allow suppliers to

adjust the level of offetto the social demand level or to induce consumers to raise their level

of demand closer to theocial demand level The * s ubtleifodydf monedary t a k e
transfers (per member or lump sums: as we will see later, Denmark for example has instituted

per member subsidies from the local authorities to the club§)h e “i ncrease in t
supply” can also be wvwhdiakgpedi" fhassesampte by ¢
as the provision of infrastructure or facilities free of charge. All else being equal, this allows

clubs to raise their level of supply, since this is an expenditure that they do not need to pay
directly anynore.

The subsidgan also take the form of reimbursements of all or part of the annual membership
feebya me mb er ' sor by ahedlthoigserance compan This reduces the fee paid by
households henceaisethe demandlevel closer to the social lek

Given the above f or policy maker sspopgper&mogi drmo @mcelfii e
questions that they need to address are:
A What is the socially desirable levelsgfort participation and fow far are we from it?
A How should onesalue the contribtion of sportto public interest objectives, such as
publichealth, educationsocial inclusionemployment,etc.?
A Cansport participation across the EU be brought to socially desirable levels, and if so
how?
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A Is the level of supply per discipline adequéateorder to ensure that consumers can
choose across a (broad) range of disciplines? If not, how can the system be re
balanced?

The above analysis showghat there is a justification for public involvemenin sports.
However, he level of involvement, theamount of funding to be provided and the regulatory
and fiscal framework to put in place in order to ensure that private funding sources do not
overtly restrict private choices (hence, that the level of suppbufficient for all disciplines of
interestto society),vary depending on the policy objectives and on the other means that can
be mobilised to fund sport.

In other wordst he “soci al | y wil vary adrobsi spott disciplibesncedthe ”
demand and supply curves may take differentfs Indeed,the shape of thesupply curve
depends on the strategies ¢he stakeholders that can be mobilized to fund spertch as
sponsors andhe media When these stakeholderfund the sport sectorthey make it possible
for the clubs to increaseheir offerat a given pricdor members/practitioners.

With respect to the demand curve, its shape will depend on cultural factors, on the degree of
awareness of the benefits of sport by individuals (influencing their willingness to pay) and on
the charateristics of the population (age, gender, etc.). As a result, the @wogstry
differences in participation and membership rates presented in the next chapter do not solely
reflect differences in pricesnd costs across countries.
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3. The challenges perceived by the sport stakeholders
in Europe

Chapter 1 describethe different stakeholdersf the sport sector and showettiat they share
a commonobjective, which is to foster higher sportparticipationrate.

Chapter 2showsthat participation ratesdepend on the cost of the practice and on the
strategies of stakeholders involved in the pr
support to the sport system is justified if private demand is less than the social optimum.

This third chapgr shows that the actual rates of sport practice vary across countries, and that
the levels ofsport participationare not only linked tgorices and costs, but alstepend on
other factors such as the level ofwidopment of the countrythe effect of thebusiness cycle,
and the funding models of the sport organisations.

More specifically,his chapter looks at
- What is the participation rate,
- Why itis lowier) than the social objectivend
- What are the challenges perceived by the actors of the sptiesn

3.1 Sport participation and membership rates across Europe

Alot of researchis being undertakein Europe, including through transnational initiatives,

order toimprowve sport participation data. These efforts avagoing so that there isto date,

no comprehensivand systematidata set available allowing cressuntry comparisons. The

2009 Eurobarometer survéyvhich is referencedn this section provides some indication of

the present situation and trends in sport practice Some caution musbe applied in
interpreting the figureshowevergi ven t hat the survey dmotts not
but to “physical exercise’”. Neverthel ess, it
which will be used as reference in the rest of thedy.

3.1.1 General sport practice rate

The 2009 Eurobarometer surveyprovides estimates othe frequency and type ofport
practice across Member State§.he participation rates presented belowefer to the
percentage of individuals who practice sport at leaste a week.

In the EW27, close to 40% of the population surveyegports practiang sport regularly. The

share of thosevho reporthaving® some form of physi cal activity
Extrapolating tis figue to the whole of the EUneans that150 to 175 million Europeans

practice sport regularly Many of these are in the Nivern EU Member States, where
participationrates are generally higher than in the Southern EU countries.

9The 2009 Eurobarometer survey was conducted between October 2 and October 19 by TNS Opikiorogegacial for the
Commission. It covers the 27 EU Member States and its results were published in March 2010 (Eurobarometer Special 334)
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The average EU participatiorate is, at 40%more than three times the membership rate,
which stands at 12%. The chart on the next page shows the percentage of people by country
who responded “never” to the question related to

The number of disciplines practiced decreases withea Even so22% of the repondents

aged 70 or more clairto practice a sport regularly. Most people practice sport because they
believe that it is good for their health or “to
does not practice a sporegularly, lack of time is the main reason invoked. In some of the

newer EU Member States, the absence apart club close to home is another reasgiven

for not practicing a sport.

Share of the EU population declaring “not” to practice sport regularly
Results of the2009Eurobarometer survey

=l Question: QF 1. How often oo you exearcise or play sport?
B 5G 58% Answers: Never
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The table below summarizes the key results of the survey, with respect to participation rates
by age, gender and education level, among other.

QF1 How often do you exercise or play sport?

Reqgularly With some Seldom Never
regularity
ELZ7 Q% 31% 21% 39%
Gender
w Male 10%: 33% 22% F4%,
* Female Q%% 28% 20% 43%
Age
1 15-24 14%: 47 %0 22% 17 %
© 23-39 2% 36% 27 % 29%,
40-54 Q% 31% 23% 37 %
55-69 10%: 23% 16%: 51%
FO0+ 3% 14% 12% 66%
Gender ¥ Age
T Men 15-24 19%, 52% 18% 11%
* Men 25-39 Q%% 38% 28% 25%
. Men 40-54 7% 32% 245%, F6%
1 Men 55-59 10%: 24%, 18% 48%:
- Men 70+ 3% 15%: 15%: 61%
Women 15-24 2% 42 %, 26% 24%,
Women 25-39 T % 33% 26% F4%
Women 40-34 10% 2% 22% 3%
Women 55-69 11% 21% 15%: 53%
Warnen 70+ 7% 14% Q% 0%
Education {End of)
f 15- 2% 16%: 12% 64%:
) 16-19 2% 28% 24%, 3%,
20+ 11% 0% 25% 24%,
Still studying 16%: 55% 17% 12%
Household composition
1 Q%% 27 % 17% 47 %0
2 10%: 28% 19%, 43%
3 Q%% 33% 23% 35%
4+ 10% F34% 245%, 32%
Difficulties paying bills
Most of the time 7% 16%: 20%: S56%
Fram time to time 7% 26%; 22% 45%;
Alrmost never 11% 3% 20% 39%:

Source: Eurobarom&arveyyarct201l0

Amongthose who claim to practice sport regularly, most do so in informal areas such as parks,
between home and the workplace, at school or in shopping méiisess clubs are mentioned

by 11% of the respondents, alongsisigort clubs (11% also) argport centres (8%). Anber

8% of the respondents claito exercise at the workplace, and 4% in school or at university

The graph on the next page indicates that the practice of sport depends on the level of
development of the country Indeed, there is a positive correlation between the share of the
population which practices sport at least once a week and the level of GDP per capit@, PPP
adjusted.

10PPP = purchasing power parity adjusted.
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Correlation between the sport participation rates and the level of GDP per capita,

PPP adjusted (2009)
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Source: 2009 Eurobarometer Survey

The same holds for the membership rate, lasstrated below

Correlation between the sport membership rates and the level of GDP per capita,

PPP adjusted (2009)
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3.1.2 Membership rates

The number of individuals who practice sport as a member of a club is estimatédrallion
across the EA27. This represents 16% of the populatioiven that there aregproximately
750,000sport clubdan the EU this representan awerage of 100 members per clufihe size of
clubs varies significantly across the,Eidwever it rangesfrom 14 members per clukbin
Poland to 300 in GermanyThe higher the membership rate in a country/discipline, the larger
the clubs tend to be.

Abouttwo thirds of those who practice a sport regularly aret members of any organisation
or sport club. Inseveralcountries, theproportion of individuals who practicgport within a
clubis reported todecrease over time But, the rates of sport practie and the membership
ratesremaincorrelated as illustrated below

Link between the membership rate and the participation rate (2009)
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The countries where membership rateare highest arethe Netherlands (27%)Germary
(23%), Luxemburg (22%) and Sweden (21%). The countries with the lowest membership rates
are Romania (2%), Poland (4%); Bulgaria (4%), Greece (4%) and Hungary (4%).

Young people are more likely to practice sport within the context of attlab the est of the
population 22% of those aged between 15 and 24 yearsrebrt being members of asport
club, whereas for those aged between 55 and 69 years old the figure is onlyl8$%.finding
from the Eurobarometer survey is consistent with the resilthe survey of grassroots sport
clubs conducted in Phase 3 of this study and commented upon in Part Il of this report.

Unsurprisingly, the members of clubs are to be found amongst those who practice a sport
regularly: 16% of those who practice sporguarly are memérs of a health or fitness club
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and 23% are members ofsport club. This &ll leaves many people practicing sport regularly
outside the scope of a club of ahealth & fitness organisation.

Although both participation and membershiptea arecorrelatedwith the level of economic
development of the country (as measured by GDP per capita, PPP adjusted), as illustrated on
the chartspresented in this chapterthis is not the only factor explaining participation and
membership. At a giverlevel of GDP per capita, some countries have higher sport
participation rates and sport membership rates than otherSverywherethere is room for
increasing these ratesUnderstanding the link between éhrates of sport practicand the

sport fundingmodels is one of the objectives of this study.

3.2 The stakeholders’ views as per the e-consultation

3.2.1 The e-consultation questionnaire

At the beginning of the study nee-consultationwas launchedn orderto collect the opinions

of a wide range o$port stakeholders on theperceived barriers to sport participatipand the

resources available for grassroots sport (presemd perceived future trends)The e
consultation’'s objective was to complement the
survey withi nf or mati on on the stakehol ders'’ assessmen
participation, of the resources available for the sport sector and of the issues for the future.

The econsultation was conductedover the period running from December 20@8 mid
February 2010 Fourquestionnaires wer@rawn upfor different categoriesof respondents:

1 Individuals (most of whom confirmed being regudanrt practitioners),
9 Persons in charge ofsportclub,

1 Persons in charge ofsportfederation,

1

Repregntatives of other types of institutions.

The espondents were asked tmentify themselves at the start of the survethen were
oriented towards different sets of questions depending on their stabigst of thequestions
were common to all categoriesf respondents, others were specific to certain categori€se
survey guestionnaire is presented in Ani8»and its detailed results in Annex 4

The questionnaire was put dime in three languages (French, German and Englihdtal of
618 resporseswere collected. The figure below shows the breakdown of respondents by
category.

An interesting featureof this econsultationis the high number of individuaisho respondel
(close to 40%Most of them declared practicig a sport regularly. Severgport clubsalso
responded to the esurvey, complementingand in some casegproviding a different
perspective o, the views of thesport federationsand the representatives of institutions. The
sport clubs accounted fornearly 30% of thaespordents. Repesentatives of federations
accounted for 22% of the respondent¥heremaining 12% represent other organisations
including representatives of théotteries, betting and gambling companies, media rights
owners etc
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Breakdown of the respondents to the e-survey, by main category (in %)

N

Individuals
Representative o 38%
federation

22%

—
Representative o
sport club

28%

Source: €£onsulration

3.2.2 The perceived barriers to sport participation

The table below compares the individuals
the barriers to sport participation.

Key barriers to the practice of sport, as perceived by individuals and sport club

Individuals Overall Clubs Overall
percentage percentage
_ Cost for the participant 25%

Lack of time 53% Quality or availability of
. 22%
infrastructures

Cost 26% Inadequate schedules 16%
Lack of equipment 13%

Source: £onsultation

For the individuals the main barrier to sport participation the lack of time. This finding is
consistent with the result of the Eurobarometer survey,which the lack of timeis also
reported to bethe main reason for not practicing a spofthe resultis alsoconfirmed by the
survey of grassroots clubsonductedby the consortiumin Phase 3 of thestudy, where a
majority of clubs reports stagnant or decreasipgrticipation rates oimembers in thel8-60
age range. From their point of vietine lack of time for members is the second or third most
often quoted barrier to a rise in membership, after the lack of trainers and coafdess
section 2.2n Part Il of hisreport).

In the econsultation,the cost of the practiceis reported by the individuals surveyed #se
second most important reason for not practicing sport.
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Forthe clubs andthe national sportfederations the cost for the participant is perceigdo be
the main barriey followed byissues related to the quality and availability of infrastructures.

There is a gap between this perception and that of the Eurobarometer survey, in which cost
was quoted as the main reason not to do spdsy only 4% d the respondentsand the
availability of infrastructures by 3% of the respondents.

There is also a gap between the response of sport clubs in-temsultation and that of the
sport clubs surveyed six montleter, during Phase 3 of the study. In there detailed survey

of sport clubs, the cost to the participant was not reported as the main barrier to a rise in
membership, but clubsid indicate that increases itheir membership fee level would lead to
falls in membership.

Two other factors perceed to limit the development of sport participation are the quality or

availability of infrastructure, and the lack of equipment. Respectively 22% and 13% of the

clubs representatives which responded to theansultation reported those two factors as the

main barrier to the practice of sport. In the detailed survey of grassroots clubs conducted later

in the study, the clubs also mentioned the lack of qualified personnel as a barrier to

member ship growt h, confirming a&hidfmempemshiy constr a
across the EU.

In summary, even if the cost of the practice does not appear to be the main impediment to a

growth in sport participation, it nevertheless constitutes an important factor. Lack of time,

and difficulties in matchingthedius ° trai ni ng schedules with the me
relevant issues.

3.2.3 Opinions on the resources available for grassroots sports

a) Main resources

Asked about the main resources which sport clubs can rely upa@ansenss emerges from

the e-consul&tion, which is thatvoluntary work is animportant resource for grassrootdubs

Close to 90% of the respondents consider volunteer wimrkbe either “ i mpor t ant ” or
“ e s s e nrhis iscdnfirmed by the survey of grassroots clulbsdertaken during Phasg,

and presented in Part Ibf this report Yet, as indicated bthe consultationlaunched by the

European Commissiéh there is not yetenough recognition of aluntary activityin the EU,

and theincentives to work as a volunteer are mffficient.

Individualsthink that membersip fees constitutehe mainresource ér the grassrootsport
clubs,along with wluntary work. Although hey believe that these two sources of funding will
remain importantin the future, they alsounderline the importance ofother revenue urces
such adocal public funding and sponsorship.

Representatives othe sport organisations(i.e. both the sport clubs andthe federationg
consider that voluntary work is the pillar of theirganisatiors. However, for the future, they
have high expectations abouhe future trend inrevenue from local authorities and other

1 The online consultation was launched on 7 April 2010 and remained open until 2 June 2010. It was aimed at
helping the Commission identify priority areas for action at EU level.
http://ec.europa.eu/sport/library/doc/a/100726_online_consultation_report.pdf
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public funding I n t heir vVvi ews, these funding sources
revenue in the coming years, even before membership fees.

Private fundng sources (sponsoring, membership fees or events) are given less importance
than public revenue sources for future funding

The key resources available for grassroots sports, as seen by individuals

Present resources for Future resources for the
the clubs (individuals) clubs (individuals)
. Local authorities funding 31%

Membership fees 38%
Membership fees 20%
Voluntary work 19%

0 . -

Voluntary work 31% Private f_undlng. 14%
sponsoring
Revenue from the

Local authorities funding 12% organisation of sport or 7%
non sport events

Other 19% Other 9%

Source: £onsultation

The key resources available for grassroots sports, as seen by the sport clubs

Present resources for Future resources for the

the clubs (as seen by the clubs (as seen by the
representatives of sport representatives of sport
organisations) organisations)

Voluntary work 46% Voluntary work 30%
Local authorities' funding 15% Local authorities' funding 22%
Membership fees 14% Other public funding 14%
Other public funding 8% Private funding: 12%
Private funding o sponsoring

(sponsoring) 6% Membership fees 9%
Other 11% Other 13%

Source: £onsultation

b) Other resources

Among the other resources which contribute to the funding of the sport system are the
revenues from state lotteries and other betting and gambling servaggerators, and the

revenue generated from broadcasting (or media) rights. When asked about the allocation of
revenue from these sourcea, | | categories of respondetots pro
the questiors “What should the revenue from lotte¥xis and sport'’ betting
“What should the revenue from broadcasting an
two responses were allowed per respondent.
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As indicated in the table below, @nsensusemergesacross all categories of gpondents to

the e consultationin thatthe revenue from thesewo sourcesought to go tosport clubs in
order to contribute to the development of grassroots spotb6% of all respondents to the e
consultation think that the revenue from lotteries oughtt be channelled to grassroots sport,
and 35% of the respondents believe that TV rights ought to be channelled to grassroots sport
more than the percentage of respondents who believes that TV rights ought to be used to fund
sport events As indicated bythe high percentage of respondents who consider that the
allocation of revenue from lotteries and media rights ought to be allocated to grassroots sport
through the federations, it appears that thepresentatives othe nationalfederatiors are felt

to bethe best placed to manage these revenues.

The funding ofsport facilities and of sport eventsare also considered to baatural
destinatiors of the funds from lotteries and media rights. The allocation of these funds to the
preparation of top athletes wly represents 5% of theesponsego the question on the natural
allocation of revenue fronotteries, and 12%f the responses to the question on the natural
allocation of revenue fromV rights.

Thetwo tablesthat follow show the percentage of respordts (all categories combined, i.e.
individuals, representatives of sport clubs, representatives of local or national governments
and other stakeholders in the field of sport) who indicated that the revenue from lotteries and
from media rights should be ad for each of the destinations indicated.

Allocation of revenue from lotteries and media rights: percentage of responses

Overall Overall

Lotteries TV rights
percentage percentage

Funding grassroots sport 21% Funding grassroots sport
through clubs through clubs
Funding sport events 17%

35%

Funding grassroots sport
- 19% .
through federations Funding grassroots sport .
- 16%
through federations

Funding sport facilities 16%

- Funding sport facilities 12%
Funding sport events 9%
Promoting sport towards 6% Giving better preparation 12%
population to top level athletes
Giving better preparation — Promloti_ng sport towards 6%
to top level athletes population

Allowing professional
Theses revenues must not 204 clubs to attract the best 1%
finance sport at all sportsmen and °
Other 2% sportswoman
Source: £onsultation
c) The perceived impact of the economic crisis

Respondergd consider the main consequenoéthe economic dsis tohavebeen a reduction

in the level offundingfrom central governmentsand a fall in sponsorship revenue (30% each).

13% of t he respondent s al so reported a fall
consequence of the crisis.
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Fromtherepondent ' s point of view, the
in the number of practibners, especially from losmcome categories.

Impact of the crisis on grassroots sports

Less voluntary wo
6%
Reduction in the Reduced number
number of low-incon practicioners
practicioners 10%
11%

Reduction of Sta
Reduction of Ioc/

funding
sponsoring 30%
30%
Reduction of loc:
authorities fundin
13%
So

3.2.4 The perceived objectives of public sport policy
The figure below shows he ranking of the “ mai

e duotibopo mi ¢ ar

urce: €onsultation

n objective

made bythe different categories of respondents. Health and social cohesion are generally
perceived to be the most important objectives. Healthustgd more often by individuals and

by therepresentatives of other institutions, whereas social cohesion appears toeggrimary
objectiveof the sport movement.For federationsand sport clubsthe practice ofsport at high

level and in competitionsialso an impdant public policy objective.

Opinions on the prime objectives of public sport policies

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Competition/high
level sport practist
Health

Leisure

Education

B Social cohesion

Source: £onsultation
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3.25 Ther espondent 6s views of future chall enges

In the open question at the end of the questionnaire, many respgoitsl expressed concerns
about the future ftinding of grassroots sport. Among tremments that were made are ¢h
following:

State funding is shrinking and tends to focus on elite @hgkl) sport: the added
value ofgrassroos sport is not recognized emgh in public policieghis comment was
also made by some of the representatives of the federationsweged in Phase 3 of
the study;

Grassroots sport is |l argely dependent on | a
difficulties to which local authdies are faced may lead ®cyclicalreduction in public
subsidies, which could threaten the viability of certgmassroots clubs

Solidarity is not sufficient:
between mediaexposed disciplines and other disciplines,
between professional and amateur spavithin the same discipline;

Reductions in public funding mdgrce clubs to raise their mengoship fees, which
would lead to a reduction in participation rates;

The future trendin voluntary workis a source of preoccupatiofor some clubssome
of the volunteers working today may negasilybe replaced in the next 10 years.

Many of these commentsirror some of the concerns expressed by grassroots clubs in the
more comprehensive survey undertaken Rthase 3 and commented upon in Part Il of this
report. Yet,the survey of grassroots clulshieds more light on the nature of the difficulties
and on some misperceptions, as vii# seen further on The high dependencef grassroots
clubson membership fees anthe trend in volunteer worlare often-mentionedconcerns

In the open question at the end of the questionnaingany respondentslso emphase their
on-goingcommitment to develop sport:

Many respondents consider that sportubs andsport federations have a key role to
play in the promotion of thesocial benefitsof sport. Yet, they are felt to be partly
responsible for thgoor recognition of the utity of sport in public policies;

Some respondentsonsiderthat the private fundingof small clubs an@f grassroots
sport events (via sponsorshipgrants or donationy must be stimulategboth in the
aftermathof the economic crisis, but also when the economic crisis will be over

There are categories of individuals whose participation to sport is expected to increase
in the coming yearswhich would h& raise revenue for the clubsmong these are
women, minorities and elderly people;

New types of partnerships are emerging, which are likely to meet the expectations of
both public policy makerand private stakeholders(individuals and companies)
Exampes of such partnerships are:

Partnerships betweenlubs of different disciplines;
Partnerships betweenlubs and the local authorities;

Partnerships between clubs and private companies ¢éxample to organize
sport at work or special eventer the employees) as companies put increased
emphasis on corporate social responsibility.
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Overall, the econsultation showed, amongst those interested in the future of grassroots sport,

a good level of awarenessf the chdlenges and opportunities ahead: althougheth is a

potential for, and possibly a need to, increase sport participation rates across the EU, changes

in the organisation of societywith reduced time available to practice a sperand the need

to further develop the offe meaning a need for imeased investments and costs for the
sportsecto—may constrain the sector’s future devel

Theeconsul tation mainly presents the stakehol d
concerns and be able to propose solutions there is a neednertake a more precise

analysis, at the level of théember Statesand at the level of individual sport discipline$his

is the objective of the next chapter, which seeks to quantify the resources going into the sport
system and which analyses the likalyufre trends in these resources.
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4. A top-down analysis of the funding of sport in the EU

This chapter quantifies the revenuows which contribute to the funding ofport'2, and
identifies “typical?” Alhoughithe gbjecticedetb islentdydheoss Eur o]
revenue flows goingpecificallyto grassrootssport, the topdown approactadoptedhere only

made it possibleo quantify overall revenue flows going tee sportsystem as a wholelt was

not possible to systematicallgnd precisely ifferentiate the revenuesallocated to grassroots

sport from those allocated tohigh-level, elite,sport The fguresapplying only to grassroots

sport that are neverthelespresented at the end of ik chapter areestimates based on the

data available focertain countriesextrapolatedto the whole of the EUPart Il of tke report

compl ement-dowrm’ sapgroga cthbp’t t & miackriaia disiplines in

selected Member Statefpcused exclusively on grassroots sport.

4.1 Overview of the sport sector’s financing structure

To offer services taheir members ando norrmembers the sport federations and sport clubs
incur costs. Theseomprisethe purchase of equipment and sporting goods, the cost of access
to, and the maintenance of, sport fatis, wages and salaries, and reimbursement of
expensegfor trainers, coaches, administration and management of the club or federation),
etc.

Although nost costs are visible (i.theylead toactualcash flows)there arealsohidden costs
This is tle casefor exampleof voluntary work orof the availability free of chargeor at low
fees of sport facilies Of course, tlse areboth a cost and a resource, buidy haveto be

taken into account when eval uat ordegto rhehseire sport sy
adequately the total costs associated with the provision of a certain level of: dffdeed,
some of these “free” resources may one day have

To offset costs, theport clubgrely on a number of revend@come saurces. Amongheseare:

o

Membership fees and othexpenditures by householgs
The economic value of theontribution of voluntary work;
Publicsectorfunding, at nationalregionaland local levels;

o
0
0 Revenues from levies and charges on lotteresdting and gambling perators
0 Revenue from sponsorshipatronageand donations

0

Revenue from radia rights.

Similarly to what happens with expendituredubs benefit from* h i d,dhenimbnetized,
resources: the contribution of volunteer work is an example. sTnion-monetized
contribution constitutes an important resource for the clubs, without which their operation /
survival wold be at risk

The chart on the next page illustrates the resource flows going from the different categories of
stakeholders to thesport sector. The next sections detaild quantifythese flows by category
of stakeholder.

12Both higlevel and grassroots sport. It is, indeed, very difficult to distinguish the amounts of revenue that specifically go to
grassroots sport through thidaep approach.
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The sport funding system in the EU

A Lotteries &
.| Professional other gambling
v services

Elite sports

Federations

Grassroots sport
associations

o
000 & G
ele 0 gOOG

Source: Eurostrategiesc onsor t i um

In the abovechart, the key stakeholdersnentioned in the Chapter 1 are represented.
GCompaniesinclude* sponsor s’ , as well as media organi :
gambling services operatorall of which are importantstakeholders when it comes to sport

financing.

The next sectionpresentthe revenue streamgrom each sourceni each Member Stateand
for the EU27. Volumell details the flows by Member Staté he data was collected through a
survey of national Sport Ministries and National Olympammittees (NOCLomplemented
through a literature survey All data presentedn this Chapterapplies to the year 2008n
orderto allow crosscountry comparison$®

4.2 Households’ contributions to the funding of sport

Individuals practicing sporteferred to as householdsn the above chart pay membership

fees buy entry tickets asport events,purchase goods and services from the clubs (food &

drinks at the clubhouse, sportswear, lessons,)etés noted earlier, teir contribution to the

sport sector alsincludes* i-kni nd” r esources in .the form of vo

Households lso make indirect payments to the sport sectthroughthe payment ofTV fees
(explaining the arrow between households anch e “ MeTHeir adirgctcontribution to
the funding of the sport system also includes thepayment of general and local taxes

13Given that the latest year available for the data essieswtries, the figures presented were wpdateeedadsing
the average nominal GDP growth in the country as an indicator of the trend in the variable. This makeg it possible to pre
consistent data across countries for a single year,ingh2@0tarts.
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(explaining the link between households and the public sectmtional and local government
authorities canindeed allocate part of the revenue from general taxation to the funding of
sport or to the construction of infrastructures and facilities that amade available to the
organisers of sport activitieslt also includes purchases of lottery tickets, sport betting etc.,
when part of this revenue is channelled to sport through regulatory mechanisms or because
the tickets were sold by lotteries arrangbg the clubs themselves for fundraising.

The direct contribution of households to spdherefore covers:

91 Actual household expenditures on sport: these comprise
o0 the purchase of goods and services, including sporting goods ;
0 the membership fee to grassots sport clubs;

9 The monetized contribution of voluntary work.

The indirect contribution of households to sport is taken into account in this study via the

quantification of revenue flows going to the sport sector from general and local governments
from lotteries, betting and gambling operatoasnd from the media.

Financial flows from households to the different stakeholders involved in sport

Households

Betting and Sport Y- National
gambling federations OV\%}'?W Governments
Sport clubs
A 4
Television & 00ds S€ es including Local
broadcasting . Sportswear Governments
- Sporting goods (A sponsors)

Source: Eurostrategiesc onsor t i um

421 Househol dsd expenditures on sport

Data on household expenditures on gooalsd services are available for 2¢untriesfrom
national accounts statistics and Eurostdhformation wasmissing for GreegeHungaryand

Spain For these countries, estimates were maagsuming a similar share of total consumer
expenditures on sportni these countries as itMember Stateswith similar consumer
expenditures structuresand GDP per capita levelas explainedin the country reports in
Volume Il. Also, where the available data was for a year earlier than 2008, the figures were
updated to he year 2008 based on average (nominal) GDP growth in each country between
the year of the data and 2008, in order to allow relevant cross country comparisons.
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The average expendituii@ hominal terms (not corrected for differences in purchasing power

parities (PPP)) varidsom €2.3 per capita and per annum in Bulgaria t o

€419 in I|Irel

in the Netherlands, andn estimatec€ 4 8 ih LuXembourg.

Annual household expenditure on sport, € per capita (in 2008)

Bulgariall 5 7
Lithuaniall 6,€

100,0

200,0

300,0

400,0 500,0 600,0

Source: Eurostrategiesc onsor t i um

Correlation between household expenditures on sport and GDP per capita
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Source: Eurostrategiesc onsor t i um
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The second graph on the previous pageshows the correlation betweeraverage annual
household expenditures on s pbDoPr t( € ipneTh€levphepri tcad)p.i t a
of household expenditure on sportis correlated tothe level of GDP per capita: the richer a

country, themore its citizens spendn sport.

At EU level,household expenditures onsport amounted to €  Onbn in 2008 This
represents an averagexpense per capita f 0E9inZhat year

To isolate the expensepecificallyassociated with grassroots spdes opposed to higlevel

and professional sport, or to the purchase of general sportswear and sport equijproeet
needs to break down this annual household expenditure on sport by category of expenditure.
There is however,no consistent data available for all EU Member Statés. estimate has
been made usingthe available data for Frante Germany?, the Netherlands?, the United
Kingdon¥’, Belgium®and Latvi&. It shows that:

- Around half of the total value ofexpenditureson sport corresponds to thpurchase of
goods §portequipment &sportsweay;

- 30-34 % is allocated to the pay spernsporto f servic
lessons, membership fees, sport lessons, admission to swimming poothase of
sport equipmentetc...

- The rest is al |l ocs@urehase dtickets tpadtendhighexel and er vi c e
professionhgames, TV s por t c h betiingeetc.3and othgr miscelwrieous
expenses

On this basis, it can reasonably be assumed, #@% of total household expenditures on sport
are allocated tograssrootssport: the 40%figure is slightly higher than th20-34% indicated
above becausemembers can buy some of their equipment and sportswéar the first
category above) directlfrom the clubs.

4.2.2 The contribution of voluntary work

Data onthe number ofvolunteers working in the clubs, and the average number of weekly (or
monthly) hoursper volunteer was identified i25 countrieg®. The two countries for which no
information is available are Bulgaria and Hungaty. the 25 courtries for which data is
available there are an estimated4.1 million sport volunteers, representin.9% of the
population of working agé andapproximately one in five members afclub.

Extrapolating to the 27 EU Member Statésthe number of volunteers in sporin the EUcan
be estimated at 4.7 million, corresponding to 1.4million full time equivalents (FTE}

14Source: INSEE.

15SourceStatistisches Bundesamt

BSour ce: Ministry in charge of sport, response to the quest
17SourceSport Market Forecasts 20071

18 Sourcewww.statbel.fgov.be

19Sourcewww.csb.gov.lv/en

20Source: Study on Volunteering in the EU, GhK, 2010 and the responses to the questionnaires of NOCs.
21Population aged between 15 and 65 years.

22Based on the population of the twdemiortwhich there is missing data, as a share of the total EU population.

23The estimate of the number of FTEs is based on the assumptioméhatrglmfiee works 40 hours a week, 45 weeks
per year.
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Assuming that the hours workduay thesevolunteers areequivalent to 70% of théours that

would be produced by salaried employees (implying a 30% productivi'gy differéhttap
SaliAYFGSR aY2ySGAT SR G2 WENM ddzZNBEY. Y2 T SHRE dzy G |

In-kind voluntary work contributions thefore represent an additional@1% of the estimated

contribution by households to the sport system.

The graph below shows the number of ftithe-equivalents per 100 inhabitants axss the EU

Member States. Countries with a high number of volunteers in sport (measured per 100

inhabitants, not based on the number of members per country) incliddand, Sweden,
France and Ae Netherlands Countries were the number of volunteers @0 inhabitants is

comparatively loware Spain Lithuania,Romania andPoland.

Number of voluntary workers per 100 inhabitants, in FTE (in 2008)

Spain J§ 0,00¢

0,71¢

0,000 0,100 0,200 0,300 0,400 0,500 0,600 0,700

Source: Eurostrategies,

One can reasonably assume that the langajority of hours spent by volunteers in sport are
within the framework ofgrassrootssport clubs.l n t h-¢dowrt’opesti mat e

allocation to grassroots at the end of the chapter, the share of 90% was retained

0,800

Amnyos,

of

CDE!

t

24The figure is estimated on the basis wéthgeagrodmourly wage rate. The 30% deduction reflects the fact that volunteers
are likely to be less productive than salaried personnel. It was assumed that if the corresponding howsaraee to be paid, th

work would probably be undertaken lies30#he. Eurostat data was used for the year 2008.

25 In interviews with people from the sport movement, it was reported that there are volunteerdeverking for high

professional clubs, for example during sport events. As a resutiaimedigsineot 100%. There is, however, no data on

the share of voluntary work linked to tlevéliglersus the grassroots practice.
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4.3 Companies’ contributions to the funding of sport

Campanies contribute to the financing sport in general, and ajrassroots sportsn different

ways:

9 By sponsoring specific sport events, or spabubs / federations

1 Bymaking availabléo the clubs free of chargeor at a costbelow market pricegoods,

equipment and facilities

By makinglonationsto the sport organisations

By funding (or subsidising) theireropy e e s’

= =/ =4 =4

or advertising 1in

By developing, operating and maintainisigort infrastructure and facilities;

me mbbatiorsthd sportclibon t r i

By paying taxes (corporate taxes, property taxes, other) to the central and local

governments, thereby contribing to the overall financial means which governments

can use to fund the sport system.

Within the broadcategory of companieghree subcategories are worth singling out in vief
their specific contribution to sport. Theshree subcategoriesare thesponsorgwhich can be
any commercial organisationjediaorganisations(broadcasters) anthe state lotteries and
betting and gambling services providersThe types of revenue flows from commercial
enterprises to sport are illustrated below. These flams quantifiedin the next sections

Financial flows from commercial organisations to the sport sector

Companies

As employers As tax payers

The sport system :

Individuals

- Sport federations

As sponsors

Lotteries and
betting and

- gambling

Services

Media companies
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4.3.1 Revenue from sponsors to sport

Sonsors areimportant contributors to the sport sector

Association (ESA) defingmosisorship as:

The European Sponsorship

“Any commercial agreement by which a sponsor, for the mutual benefit of the spamdor
sponsored party, contractually provides financing or other support in order to establish an
association between the sponsor's image, brands or products and a sponsorship property in
return for rights to promote this association and/or for the grantoigertain agreed direct or

indirect benefits ”

According to ESAlJose to 906 of sponsorshigontracts in the Eldre presently allocated to

sport.

Through the funding of sport, thesedmmercial orstate-owned)companiespursuea number
of commercial ofectives such as corporate brand name awareness, reaching a target

audi ence,
illustrated below.

changing

one’

S

i mage

and i ncreasi

Examples of objectives pursued by sponsors when sponsoring an activity

Corporate or
Brand Name
Awareness

Appropriate
Partnership

Build

Relationships

Involve
employees or
attract new
staff

Reach a
Target
Audience

Media Reach
and Profile

Corporate
Social
Responsibility

Increase
Sales and
Develop new
Business

Entertain
Existing and
Potential
Clients

Change or
Reinforce
Image

Support
Other
Marketing

Source ESA

Although much othe revenue from sponsorshigontracis goes to professional spast helps

to finance the organisation of higlkvel sportevents, there are sponsorship contracts which
are directly aimed at the promotioand supportof grassrootssports. As we will see in Part I,
many local clubgrdeedbenefit fromthe contribution oflocal sponsors.
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Precise quantitativenformation aboutthe value ofsponsorshipontracts which go to sport in

the EUis difficult to assemble given the diversit of companies and sectors whicre
sponsors, and the numerous possible destinations for the furf@g sources ofnformation

l ead to figures off OFbeferthe Etasayvhdtley € 8 bn and

1 ESAvalues sponsorship revenue allocated to spdrt€a 8 bn f or Eur ope; t h
primarilyconcerns professional sport and major sport evehswever

1 The data provided by the Ministries in charge of sptte NOCsand organisations
members of ENGS6urveyed duringPhase 1, updated to the year 2008 timose
countriesfor which only earlier data wasvailable lead toafigureof € .5 h.2® This
includes donations, grants and othfarms of financial flows from privateompanies
to the sport system,and excludes the revenudeom media rightsdealt with separately
in the next section.

The European State Lotteries and Toto Association (The European Lotteries)sdL)
communicatedpartial data on sponsolsp expenditures by its members Based on this

source the 19 lotteries which reported sponsang sport leagues, sport clubs and various

cultural activitiesallocatedbudgetsto the amonnt of € 297 mldd niliom(m (i n 2007
2008) and € 113 mi | |Ithaosportedeine 82 @ 06f%he total. TRikine st i mat e s
addition to the revenue from mandatory levies on the activities of state lotter{@ether major

sport sporsors, as reported by ESA, include financial services compapiass clothing and

sport equipment producers, telecommunicatiorend media operators and automotive

producers

Share of sponsorship deals reported to ESA, by category and number, in 2009

Broadcast
4% Other

2%
Naming rights
2%

Arts & culture
4%

Sports
88%

Source TWSM Annual Review 2009

26 Actual data was only provided by the sport organisations or ministries in charge of sport in 19 matebavestatesiciEated for the
remaining countrie@ustria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Greece, Hungary, Luxembourg, Malthaseti Rortfanisport sponsorship
share in GDP of countries with similar economic structures and GDP per capita levels.
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The € .52bn difference between the ELR7 estimated revenue from private companies to
sport and the ESAfigure includesdonationsas well asa multitude of (small) sponsorship
contracts whichdirectly contribute to the funding ofgrassrootssport. Theseontracts are

often between local stakeholders and the (local) clubs. The data collected from the grassroots
clubs surveyed in Phase 3 confirms this.

Whichever theexactfigure, it is difficult to break it down between grassroots and Heglel
sport. Indeedeven inthe € 8 ES#astimate there are examples of contracts targeted at
grassroots sports, as reported in the TWSM World Sponsorship Monitd®, Z0te funding of
high-level and professional sport may also indirectly contribute to grassroots sport through
solidaity mechanismsawithin the sport movement Nevertheless, the bulk of the contracts
recorded by ESAo to the funding of majorsport events and competitionsand to the
sponsoring osportteams.

To assess the share of sponsorship revenue which goesassrgots sport, the following
information is used as reference

{1 In Estonianpational statistic¥ report a total figureo f  2emillidn for the financing of
sport clubsby companieshrough daations and sponsorships in 200@is is 10% of
the total value of sponsorship contracts and donations to sport, aptasentsan
average contribution o€ 1 , 6 @rdssrootelub;

1 In France, a stud§on club financing estimates thaverage part of sponsorship the
clubs budget at 8% in 2006, for an average budgetr clubof € 30,000. This is
equivalentto€2, 400 per cl ub, and a thisaoeprasentso f abo
12.8% of the total revenue going from companies to (all) sports;

1 In the UK, the Carter repdftpublished in 2004ndicates thatapproximately15% of
the sponsorship reenue goes to grassroots sport.

1 In Denmark, the ministry in charge of sport reports a shaf 10% of revenue from
sponsorships allocated to grassroots.

1 In Romania, the estimate is also around 10%.

The share of total sponsorship revenue allocatgmkcificallyto grassrootssport therefore
usuallyranges betweeri0-15%.

The estimate used inhis study is a share of 15% dbtal revenue from sponsorship to

grassroos sport in the EE A ®&lsh annually Phisis the total revenue channelled to

grassroots sportexcludingrevenue from the compulsory levies on lotteries, betting and
gamblingper at ors that are not channelled too sport
and medi a rights’ revenue all ocated to gr a:
mechanismgin Italy and France).

4.3.2 Revenue from the media sector to sport

The nedia sector contributes to the funding of sportboth directly, by paying rights to the
sport organisationsto broadcast specific eventaand indirectly (through sponsorship, for

2727 hitp://pub.stat.eefpab.2001/1_Databas/Social Life/01Culture/18Sports/01Sports clubs/01Sports_clubs.asp
2828| e budget des asstioias sportives (2006), French Ministry in cé@oge of
29Carter, P. (2005): Review of national sport effort and teswongSport England)
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example) The sport eventrganiserswhich own the rights, negotiate with the badcasters

in order to generate revenue from the broadcast of the event. Given that the revenue from
media rights is typically linked to the broadcast of Higlel or professional sport events, it is
generally paid to the leagues or to timational federdions. Thesecanthen distribute part of

the revenue to the grassrostevel. Note that the Olympic Games also generate imtant
revenue from media rightsvhich are channelled to the grassroots levels via the National
Olympic Committees, as will be eajied later in this section.

In the EU, there is nepecificregulaion defining how the value of media rights is to be
defined?®, nor its destination. The value is defined throughegotiation between the sport
eventorganiseror a representative thereofind the broadcaster

Financial flows from the media sector to the different stakeholders involved in
sport

Professional —» Grassroots
& high level level

V'

Source: Eurostrategiesc onsor t i um

Media companiesalso pay corporate taxes: this is not indicated explicitly onfitst chartin
the introductory part of this chapterfor readability purposesbut it is indicated in the above
chart These taxes complement other tax revenu€Bhe nedia contribute indirectly to the
funding of sportthrough sponsorshipcontracts To avoid doubleounting sponsorship
contracts by mdiaorganisatiors have not been singled out as they are included ingbaeral
revenuefrom sponsorships

a) Esti mate of media rights©6é revenue going to sport
In the EUthe value of media rightisS & G A YF 6 SR | 4 I NPPUfBheywarp o6y LIS NJ
2008 The bulk of this revenueomes from football competitions (national championships,

UEFA Champions Leaguad indicated below. Part of the total, howeye&omes fromother

major events such as termGrand Slam Tournamentie Olympic Games, etc

30Of coursenational and EU competition regulations apply, in that collective selling arraggeeratiysbeudeared by

competition authoritiesagreements or practices that restrict free trading and competition between business entities is strictly
forbidden; similarly, abusive behaviour by a firm dominating a madehetdientpraes that tend to lead to a

dominant position are closely monitored and severely sanctioned. Transactions that are considered to threaten the competitiv
process can be prohibitedethier, or approved subjeemedies such as an obligation topdinest the merged business

or to offer licenses or access to facilities to enable other business to continemalbmpatengal Market rules apply in

order to guarantee market access adcranination.

31This estimate is constructed thlpttorap assessment of the revenue generated from a number of competitions and
events, the bigger ones of which are rapthitedectiofhe data refers to the year 2008.
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In football, for examplethe media rightsassociated with théroadcastof the Premier League

on British channelamount to an annual average €f875m annually for three years, starting

in the 20072008 seasonTo this figure, he revenue from the European and world coverage

must be added: this is estimatedé@t 2 6 0 amudlpf( €Eo 875 mi | | 2on over 3

In France, Germany, Spain and ltalye national football championship®getherearn€ 2 b n
a year for national coverage. This already makes for a subtotabaf than€ 3 b n .

With respect to theEuropearlCh a mpi ons’ League, 6.5% of the co
to the national leagues which had at least one club in the competitidime total revenue

di stributed in 2008 was € 56 million. Thi s i
those clubs which did notinthatyedriandyo the dinaricihge Ch an
of training programmes for young playersThe Euro football competition also supports
grassroots football through payments to the national federations within the context of the

Hat Tri ck progr amme, whi ch all ocates approxim
football.

In areas other tharfootball, th e Rol and Garros Tournament bring
Federation of Tenni s, of which € 25 million a
tennis Although no figures are available for Wimbledon, part of the revenue thus geatbr

also filters down to the grassroots level.

Anot her € 30 mil | i oimFraaage ¢no fipereseane available fobthe otherg b y
countries) and € 50 million from the Tour de Franc

In addition, 47% of the revenues from the IOC come flwoadcasting rights. Part of this is
redistributed to the National Olympic Committees. Because the IOC coverEuropean
countries, however, it is difficult to assess the share of the rights that are specifically related to
European sport.

The media ights generated from the Olympic Gamdwsowever, directlycontribute to the

funding of grassroots sport, through the Olympic solidarity schemes. Four stakeholders
benefit from revenue f r oomanisihngecommdt€s;, thetnatienal Ol y mp i
Olympic committees (NOCs), the international Olympic sport federations and a number of

other organisations such as the International Paralympic Committee. The support to the NOCs

aims to give them the means to promote and develop the practice of sport iin toentry.

Funding levels are defined on a feggar basis. For the period 20@®12, the total funding

l evel was approximately €225 million (approxi
from the previous 4year period.

Although there is nagprecise,comprehensive data available on the value of media rights
revenuelinked to other disciplinesit appears that the revenue streams coming from rugby,
cricket, snooker and other disciplines akessthan thoselinked to the abovementioned
events (Premier League, UEFRAympic Gameand the Grand Slam Tennis tournament$).
some disciplines and countries (for example in Finland, for disciplines other than football)
there arefederationswhichactually have to pay to get media coveréye

32Sourcehttp://www.sportbussieom
33Source: Ministry in charge of sport.
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In tota | , the figures | isted a®@Gwrthe hgumambercandmor e t ha
variety ofother sport events broadcast on various media channalg] the fact that most

countries have at least one highly popular discipline other than football whichgaserates

broadcast revenue from TV rightsit is assumed that the total revenue generated by sport

organi sations from medbkm Foithoehpargose ofahisgtady, thb et ween
figure of€ 5 bretainedafa all sports (highevel andgrassroots).

b) Redistribution of media rights to grassroots sport

The allocation of media right® grassrootssport varies across countriesepending on (non
regulated) solidarity mechanisms defined within the sport movem@iite only regulated
mechanisns identified are in Italy andFrance In Francea Stateregulated redistribution
system is in place since 1999T he | aw (commonly referred to as t
name ofthe Minister who proposed it) concerns TV rights contracts sold by alegsminal
leagues 5% of the revenudrom media rightsis allocatedto the Centre National pour le
5S@St 2 LIISY JGNDE whith fgntsspotfiacilities and projects in all disciplirfésin
20009, t hi s rndllpm. énsitelyhpare af theEeveh® from media rightss legally
channelledto grassroots clubhs In football, for example, a shar@ot less than 4%of the
revenue resulting from theade of TV rights is redistributed by professional football clubs to
grassroots football cluB$ In addition to that, as in other ElMember Statesthe professional
sport leagues redistribute some revenue to grassroagort through their respective
federations. The amounts involved aradetermined through a negotiation between each
league and its fedattion € 17 m in the case of the French football league for instance).

In the other countries the amount of revenue that is paid to the sport organisations at
different levels of the sport pyramicksults from specific agreements between the Leagdes
which organise mossport events— andthe federations (and thelubg. Thee aredifferences
across countries disciplines with respect tthe percentage of the revenue from media rights
that goes to grassrootssports, and to theway this revenue is disbuted across thesport
clubs:

- Inthe UK the major sports have signed tp a voluntary code of conduct run by the
CCPR which ensures that a minimum percentage of the income from TV rights is
directly i nvest ed Thensigngtoriass @mroithamselves poor t s :
reinvesting at least five per cent of the revenue derived from the sale of UK television
broadcasting rights to major sporting events with the aim of increasing participation
in, and the development of, their sporiThe” Rei nv e s tpleen”™ Pprrdawicdes t he
this goes towards youth programmes, community sport facilities, education and
training, research and development, coach education, volunteer training, diversity
programmesand grassroots communication. The rights owners, &@vever, free to
decide how they spend this amount. Although most of the funding goes to the
development of the sport of origin of the rights owners, some programsgsort
the devel opment of other sports. For exampl
Leagud s port”.

- InPolandthe PLPSSANR FSa22y | £ yI [ AtHd protessitnblholley A | G 1 26S2
ball leagu¢ transfers 5% of its sales income from title sponsorship rights, television
broadcasting rights and advertising rights to PZPS (Federation).

34The amounts thereof could not be identified, however.

¥See JORF 121 of May 25, 2006, t e x586 ofiMay 2302006 related tcCtoed e o f Sp
legislative part of the Code@t.Sp

%¥See the report on Iltaly and Law nA9/2008
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In football, the following examplesanbe mentiored:

In Germany a contract signed by the professional football league and the federation
secur es 3% of t he be ¢rangfaired t® grasswmotisporte r
organisations; another contribution is given directly by the professional foathddk;

In the Netherlands the football clubs pay 17.5% of their national media rights income
to the second division. Theeason behindthis is mainly grassroots. The clubs
themselves invest 7.5% of their income in education and grassroots develoffnant

indicated inVol ume | I, professional football

and

nati onal team provide of € 1 million per vy

Football Master pl an, € 1 mill i ontball s

dedi

infrastructures used by grassrootTerec!| ubs.

are more than 2 goals in FootBalare supported by professional clubs and the

professional football division of KNVB (the Royal Netherlands Football Association).

Anot her exampliet cihs tphej“emitniwhi ¢ hpitdhesms
around the country (especially in urban areas) so that children and people of different
social background, race, etc. can play football together.

In Portugal,the footbal |l eague redistributes € 8.1
The football federation decidesn the amount to be invested in grassrotits

In Scotland,the (football) Scottish Premier League (SPhyeds aron d €m*©2 5
annuallyinto youth/community/giassroots projects. The total turnover of the SPL and
itsclubsia p pr o x i man. €he nvedmegt Bepresents about 11% of turnover.

Estimated share of media rights filtering through to grassroots

Estimated Estimated
Annual value
of ri share to value to
million g grassroots |gr assr o
(%) million
Premier League, UK 1135 5,0% 56,8
National football championships, France, Germany, Italy, Spain 2 000 5% (1) 100
European Champions' League 56 17,9% 10
Euro League 50 100,0% 50
Roland Garros 65 38,5% 25
Wimbledon 41 (2) n.a. n.a.
Rugby, France 30 n.a. n.a.
Tour de France 50 n.a. n.a.
Olympic Games 56,3 100,0% 56,3
Total 3483,3 +/- 8,7% 298,1

(1) Estimated
(2) 2001 figure

n.a. = not available

37Source Eredivisie NV
38Source: Liga Portugal
39Source: Scottish Premier League
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When it comes to allocating the part of the revenue that is destined to grassroots sports all the
way down to the individual clubs, the systerim place vary significantly across countries and
are often ad hoc. As indicatédl those countries where specific information was identified (as
described in Volume 11), the allocation kesan entail a proportional allocation based on the
number of members in the club, aralso reflectother criteria (for example the sport results)
Hence, the revenues that are eventually generated by the grassroots clubs from media rights
vary across clubs, disciplines and countries.

Applying the above shares of media rights revenues reportedly allocated to grassroots, to the
medi a r i gdertifed in heaprevicrissection, leads to an estimated share of revenue
to grassroots, all events combined, of close to 9%.

Based on the above, it is assumed tti@% of the value adport media rightseventuallyfilters
through to grassroots spari.e € 5 0 0Thera i$, however, little tangible information
allowing tosubstantiatethis, other than theabove figures andnformation providedby the

sport organisation®f their internal allocation mechanismsThese, described in the country
reports in Volume Il where available, however refer to the allocation of (all) revenue received
by the sport organisations between the hitgvel and the grassroots leveaipt solely hat
generated frommedia rights Also, one has to note thatapt of the funds staywithin the
federations and helpthem to cover operational expenses linked with the provisiorserfvices

to the grassroots clubs, such the organisation oAmateur competitions.

4.3.3 Revenue from the state lotteries and betting and gambling services
operators to sport

Anothertype of stakeholdersn the financing of the sport systeiathe state lotteries, betting
and gamblingservicesoperators.

Definition of gambling services*

In a study for the European CommibsioBwiss Institute of Coatppar Lat¥ (SICL)definesi Gamb | i n g
s e r vasamyessraice which involves wagering a stake with monetary value in games of chance, |ncluding lotteries
and betting transactiofiis, therefore, also includes sport betting.

Betting can be-time, orhrough (physical) ticket sales. Betting can also be up to a certain moment (time/day), or in
real time (Alive bettingodo during a game, fo exampl e)

Even i f not all/l Me mber States share the ddmmgloegal d e
in most European countaigame of chance is defined as a game that offers an opportunity to compete for
prizes, where success depends completely or predominantly on coincidence or an unknown future event
and cannot be influenced by the player. One of the players at least loses his or her stake.

The SICL study covers the followiing @md cfine market sectors:

T Lottery services;

T Betting services (including horse and dog racing, event betting and pool competitions);
i Gambling services operatetly andor the benefit of recognised chantestforprofit making organisatigns;
i Media gambling services (i.e. games in the editorial content of the media);
T Bingo services;

i Casino services;

40 Studyof Gambling Service in the Internal bfafleEuropean Union, Final Report, A study for the European Commission
undertaken by the Swiss Institute of Comparative Law, 14 June 2006.
4lldem.
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T Services related to gambling machines thatcan be placed in locations other than in licensed casino s
i Sales promotion services consi sting of promotional game
participation is exclusively linked to purchase.

I'n the above, dngpassofferstdo pamicipatein asganceansvbicheahe winner is desi
element of chance, and the exclusive purpose of which is to encourage the sales of goods or se
games covered in the SICL study are all promotional gzgpes offere s i n excess of
games where patrticipation is exclusively linked to purchase of the promoted good or service.

As indicateby SICL in itudy, the market for gambling services in Europe is very complex to a
differing definitions and regulatory environments across countries. As a result, there iswides
typology of gambling servinesin the case of lotteries, the scope covered and the servitearyravids
countries

Brvices;
5 wi t h

gnated by an
rvices. Promoti
4100,

halyse due to
tandard, EU

D

The chartblow shows the total turnover generated from lotteries, betting and gambl
services in the past years, as reported by the Remote Gambling Association (RGA),
share of the total constituted by the sale of sport bdtsthe chart“ ot her ¢ amiol
products related to number games, poker, casino games, and bingo

Global sport betting turnover versus other gambling gross win in € bn (2004-2009)
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Source: Sports Betting: Legal, Commercial and Integrity Issues,
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RGA, 2009

In this study, state lteries aresometimesdistinguished from (other) betting and gambling

operators as these two families are often not subject to the same licensing condiindghe
fiscal regime applying to these can also vaRor example, among the products offered

by

lotteries, betting and gambling operators in the EU and the different regulatory systems

t hereto, references are al

applying

ternat.

v el

lottery games (such as Joker, Proto, Extra 5, Super 3 or Kino in Gi@eegample), draw

games, instant lotteries, class lotteries, lotto and toto games.

There can also be specific

frameworks (see volume Il) applying to sport betting, bingo, casinos, slot machines, etc.

Clearly, some of the definitions and markets oveylaut this large range of product referenc
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reflects the numerous types of licenses that can be offered to operators in a given country,
applying to different products, and the variety of taxes and levies that can be applied to these
products. Examplesfhis diversity can be found in the country reports in Volume Il

Revenue flows from lotteries and betting and gambling operators to sport

Lotteries & other
betting and gambling

Special

Sponsoring

v
4

As illustrated abovdptteries, betting and gamblingperators contribute to the funding of EU
sport inthree ways

1 By making payments to designated sporting bodies under statuschemesor in
accordance with the terms of their licencer under nomstatutory schemes Statutory
schemes include compulsory levies, whereas-statutory schemesefer to voluntary
payments The revenue from compulsory levies can be paithtostate budget otto a
fund set upto fund general interest activitie“* good causesspirt,or among wh
they @n be transferredirectly to the sport organisationsvithout being channétd
from the state or | ocal authorities’ budget s.

1 By making commercial payments to third parties active in sgortexamplethrough
advertising and sponsorship (for examp@gortswearflocking or through the payment
advertiementspacein sport  f ias®ii stadiump

1 By paying corporate and local taxesnational and/orlocalgovernmens, contributing
to the overall budget fronwhich governments annually define the amount of funding
that is allocated to sport

The table below shows the differeiypes of schemes in place across the EU to channel
revenue from the state lotteriesand in some cases also froather lotteries, betting and
gambling operators, to good causes in genasakpecifically tesport.

The regulatory systems applying to lotesj betting and gambling operators vary across
countries. The differences relate to four dimensions:

2Adapted from AThe funding of s padAtegort byrEurapd EconBntics forythepr i vat e
Remote Gambling Association, 2009.
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1. The different types of operators in the market: in a given Member State one can find a
state lottery, with a monopoly on its market, alongside (privdielting and gambling
operators, charity lotteries and small operators organising occasional lotteries (among
which the sport clubs’ own |l otteries);

2. The way revenue from these operators is channelled to sport:

- in some countries, the revenue frothe compusory leviesandtaxes go to the
state budget, or specifically to the budget of certain ministries, which then
decide the allocation of the moneyhis can itself be regulated or distributed
based on annual budgetary decisions;

- in other countries, the revaue is allocated to a fund created for the purpose

of funding gener al interest objectives.
to support a number of “good causes’”, [
sport;

- in yet other countries, the revenue @located from the lotteries, betting and
gambling operators directly to the sport organisations; the way the allocation
of the revenue is then undertaken across disciplines and clubs, and between
the highlevel and the grassroots level, can be framed éxgain regulations or
policy objectives, but most often the allocation is undertaken based on rules
internal to the sport movement.

Themaindifference between the three schemes is in the way decisions are made, or
the way the funds are allocated. Whemetrevenue is allocated to the state budget

(or to the budget of the regions, as is the case in Germany), the allocation of revenue
is defined annually based on policy priorities. When the allocation is made to a fund,
the decisions are made through a pess whichcan involve more stakeholders:

i ndeed, dgoveraande usudalsiricludgevernment representatives, but also
representatives of the sport organisations and of other organisations likely to
receive revenue from the fund (such as other sbwa cultural bodies), and
sometimes experts. As a result, and even when the share that goes to sport is partly
regulated (i.e. a broad envelope is set by main theme to be funded), the decisions
are made by the bard. Finally, when the revenugoes to tlke sport organisations
directly, it is these organisations which make the allocation decisions, although again
their room for manoeuvre may béntited through regulatory meanfor example,
through regulated shares indicating the amount to b#ocated tothe funding of
construction andbr the maintenance of facilities).

3. The third dimension which explains differences in schemes across countries is the tax
base: in soméMlember Stateghe levies or tax rates are applied to the total turnover
of the operators gross value to stakes, or gross gambling revenue); in others it is
based on turnover net of prize money (net gambling revenue); in others it is based on
net profits before tax; etc.

4. The fourth dimension explaining differences in schemes and in the lewvelvehue
generated from these systems is the rate of taxation. Clearly, the rate tends to be
lower the larger the base on which the tax applies, yet these two variables do not
completely define the tax schemes. In sevelkdéémber Statesthere are many
different rates applying to different gaming products, or varying based on the nature
of the operator (distinguishing for example a state lottery, a small lottery, a private
operator, etc.).
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The tableon the next pageseeks to provide an overview of the v@rs schemes that exist
across the EU, based aome ofthese dimensions.For more detail the reader is referred to
the country reports in Volume II.

In the table, the first column shows the different ways the revenues from this source can be
channelled: via the state budget to sport through specific allocation keys or budgetary
decisions; to regional governments (for at least a part of the total) and from there to the sport
organisations; via a fund jointly managed by government representatives, sp&ehstiaers

and eventually other stakeholdete sport; or, directly to sport. Given that in some markets
there can be different types of operators (state lotteries plus private gambling operators, for
example), several schemes can apply within a giventopun

In fact, h several ElMember Statescharity lotteries and small lotteries operate alongside the
state lotteries. These often directly fund the sport organisations. Their funding is, however,
not channelled via the (state or local government) et but goes directly to sport.
Examples ardDenmark, Finlandthe Netherlands and the United Kingdom, where charity
lotteries make direct payments to sport organisations, on the basis of voluntary agreements.

Finally, he sport organisations caalso organise their own lotteries, for fundraising. Again,
this is not channelled via a government budget, and these actions are generally tax exempt.

a) The revenue allocated to sport through compulsory mechanisms

In most EUMember Statesthe redistribution ofrevenuefrom state lotteries togood causes,
and sometimes directly to sporis legally provided forAlso, h most Member States, the law
defines the amount of theontribution and the destiation of the revenue.

In a few countries, the revenue fromdtstate lottery is allocated to the general budget, but
the amount allocated to sport is defined annually and not directly linked to the amount of
revenue generated from the lotteriesThis is the case imaly, for example where CONI (the
Italian Natioral Olympic Committee) used to be financed by Toto Calcio via the government
account. Nowthe automatic channelling system no longer existsthete is a law stipulating

that CONI receivea set amountg470 millionannuallyin 2008) from thestate budgé, which
consists in an indirect channelling of the gambling reve@weedenhas recently followed this
example substituting the direct contribution of the lotteries by a subsidy provided from the
State budget.
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Overview of the different schemes channelling revenue from gaming services to sport

Country in which this scheme applies

To sport or to good causes in general |

Revenue streams Allocation scheme

Type 1

Lottery ==> Government Budget
==> Sport

la - In overall budget

To good causes, among which sport

Bulgaria (*), Cyprus, Finland, Estonia, Greece (*),
Hungary,lIreland, Italy, Luxembourg, Malta, The
Netherlands (*), Romania, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden,
the United Kingdom

To sport only

Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria (*),Greece (*), The
Netherlands (*), Spain

1b - Regulated allocation key

To good causes

Denmark, Portugal

To sport

Czech Republic

Lottery ==> Regional Budget ==>
Sport

la - In overall budget To good causes, among which sport Germany
To sport only
1b - Regulated allocation key To good causes Latvia (**)

To sport

Type 2

State lottery ==> Special Fund

2a - To good causes

France (CNDS), Poland, Slovenia, Spain (Consejo

2b - To sport Superior de Desportes)
. . 2a - To good causes
Private Lottery -> Special Fund 2b - To sport Cithuania, Slovena

Type 3

State lottery ==> Sport

Private lottery ==> Sport

Lithuania

(*): in Bulgaria, Greece and the Netherlands, there are several state operators, at least one of which contributes directly to sport, the other to other good causes
(**) in Latvia, a certain share of the revenue from the tax on gambling activities is allocated to the local authority of the territory of which the gambling is organised
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In the table on the previous page, a few countries appear on different lines. This is
the case because different schemes apply to different market operators. Some see
their revenue directly channelled tgoert, whereas others are rather destined to

the funding of other good causes, or to the state budget in general, from which a
key is then applied to determine the amount which is allocated to the budget of the
ministry in charge of sport.

The systems ofllcation of revenue from lotteries, betting and gambling to good
causes in general, and to sport in particular, are thus varied and complex, even
within a given member state, making it difficult to quantify precisely the financial
flows to sport from thisource.

Note that, in this study, revenue from horse betting has not been taken into
account®. The reason is that in most countries where such betting exists, the
compulsory mechanisms channelling the revenue to the state budget allocate the
resulting revenue directly to the horse sector.

Also, he regulatory environment for gambling and bettingpigsentlyin a state of

flux. Many Member States’ governments are adj usH
line services The potential implications on renae flowsare reviewed in the next
chapter. Here, we present the estimated revenue which is presently contributed by
the state lotteries as well as other betting and gambling operators.
Average amount allocated to sport by the lotteries and gambling
operators, € per capita (in 2008)

Romaniall 0,2

Belgium (Flanderg) 0,4
Greece|l 0,4
0,0 5,0 10,0 15,0 20,0 25,0

Source: Eurostrategiesc o mshased on data from the national Ministries in chargeosfi $pegaming operators
and fronkL

43 Some reference® anade in certain countries in Volume I, but there has been no systematic analysis of the

regulatory and fiscal schemes applying to horse betting.
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Based on the information collected from the national governments, from the
national gort organisations, and on data provided by the European State Lotteries
and Toto Association (ELhe total amount of revenue to sport from state lotteries
YR FNRBY O2YLJzZ a2NE fS@OASa LI AR o6& GKS o0SddAy
bn in 2008 This aount is the sum of all revenue identified as targeted to sport,
whichever the channel, in Volume Il. It is therefore equal to the figure provided by
EL for the year 2008, incremented in some cases with other revenues identified in
certain countries (Bulgria, the Czech Republic, Ireland, Latvia, Luxembourg, Malta,
the Netherlands, Romania and Slovakia). In sahdhese countries, indeed,
beyond the compulsory levy on the state lotteries there is data available on
payments made by other lotteries, betirand gambling operators to spéftt

EL estimates that total mandatory payments made in the form ofpayments or

duties to other “good causes” amounted to € 2
€ 2.1 bn as channelled . @hrecflgute BpolFressath
3.4 bn per annum figure estimated by Eurelbeonomics in its study for the Remote

Gambling Association (RGA). Thishéizause theRGAfigure includes other

payments to sports than thosassociated with the compulsory leg on state

lotteries, such as the revenue allocated to sport through sponsorship contracts.

Here, this revenue is reported in the sport sponsorship figure.

In the chart, the revenue from the compulsory levies on lotteries, betting and
gambling servicess presented on a per capita basis. The detail per country is
provided in the country reports in Volume 2. For each country, the figure
represents the sum of the compulsory levy channelled to sport as reported by the
European State Lotteries and TotosAsiation, plus other revenue from compulsory
levies or charges, where such complementary revenue was identified, divided by the
population.

No data is reported for Cyprus, despite the existence, in this country, of many
operators. Yet, the compulsorwies applying to these operators allocate revenue
to all good causes, not just sport, and the precise amount destined to sport was not
identified.

Per capita,the average annual revenue going from state lotteries and other
gambling services operators tpat in the EWLR27 wes 486 in 2008 In the
Scandinavian countrieand in Ireland the contributionwas highert han p& 1 3
capita in 2008 The important variationsicross countriesare explainedby a
multiplicity of factors, among whichlifferences inpeopl e’ s propensity to
differences in the degree of competition in these markethfferences in the
organisation of the betting and gambling marketifferences in the types of
products / services offered, andifferences in statutoryschemes. It is difficult to
isolate any one factor in order to measure its contribution to the figure. The
differencesin regulatory frameworksare commented upon in sectiob.4 on the
regulatory environment impacting the funding of grassroots sport.

44See Volume Il of this repine figures indicated do not include the sponsorship contracts riayaitsese ope
nor do they account for their fiscal contributions to state or local budgets.
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b) The revenue allocated to grassroots sport

The analysis of the allocation oévenue flows from State lotteries and other
betting and gambling operators to spoiin Europé®, indicaesthat approximately
7095( i . e bn) & thelfun@s go tgrassrootssport. Indeed, inthose countries
where detailed information on the destination (use) of these funds exises the

United Kingdom, Germany, France and Spain, the share is higher than 70%. Given
the relative importance of these countries in the EU total, the figureQ86 €an be
considered to be a reasonable estimatégain, thee are wide variationscross
countries however

The€ 6bnwhich goes to grassroots allocated either:

 Via specific funds

o In France, for example, the CNDSentre National pour le
Dével opp eSpern) treceivas the revenue from the
compulsory levyand uses it tdinance facilities angrojects;in
2008, 56. 7% of the € 266 million di
were allocated to the development of speidr-all, through the
support of local associations, employment, training and special
publics. 31% was allocated to equipmertier{efiting both to
grasroots andto highlevel sport); 11.4% to the international
image of France and 0.9% to the payment of general operating
expense®f CNDS

o0 In Polandthe Fund for the Promotion of Physical Education is
aimed at developing grassroots support: 70% of the eyois
allocated to modernisation, refurbishment and infrastructure
investments in sport centres; the remaining 30% is used to
fund the promotion of sport among children, adolescents and
the disabled

1 Through the allocation of part of the total revenue torassroots
sport:

o In the United Kingdom, grassroots sport benefits from the Big
Lottery Fund (50% of total Good Cause) and from the Lottery
Sports Fund (7496)

0 In Denmark, the Sport Confederation of Denmark and The
Danish Gymnastics and Sports Associatiang the main
recipientsof the revenue from lotteries (via the state budget)
o0 In Spain, 45% of the revenuaBocated tos p o r58.6m) &e
allocated to the financingrahe construction of sportacilities.
f LY DSN¥lIyes GKS f20G§0GSNASa&hichasd Yyl 3SR
allocate the bulk of the revenue to the fundinggrissroots sport.

45Via the payment of compulsory levies or other schemes in accordance with the terms of their licences.
46 This estimate is made based on the information availffgweHEbr @untries, as reported below and in
Volume Il, and extrapolated to the whole e2The EU

47 Study on the Contribution of the Gambling Industry to the FundiBGBASa0&
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Logically, tke estimate ofa 70%share to grassroots spoinplies that he remairng

30%( i . e. € Moo higilevel spornahnd to professionaport. This figure
is also consistent with he information available for the following countrieshich

alreadyaddup t o c2500msilion, t d e @ v0 miljon for th2 Bther EU
Member States

9 In Spain, the Professional Football League receives 48% of the revenues
dedicatedt o s p&8,5milliof i@ 2008 out of € 219 million for
sport);

1 In Estonia, the main destinatiasf the revenueis Olympic preparation
projects( € 1. 3 mi | Icioseno 70% of the) tBt)in several
other central European countries, the bulk of the funding is also
allocated to higHevel sport;

1 In Denmark7,1% goes to Team Denmark, the structueditated to
elitesport( approxi mately € 8 million);

1 In the United Kingdom, 26% of the Lottery Sport Fund is dedicated to
performance sporf.

4.4 Public sector subventions to sport

The last (buby farnot least)contributor to the funding of the sport systems the
public sector throughthe central and local government budget$he public sector
provides money in the form of subsidiabocated tocertainprogrammes, ankbr to
the funding of pecific projects. It also contributes to the fundingtioé sport sector

by building and maintaining infrastructure/facilities for the sport clubs at the-high
and grassrootslevels.

4.4.1 Funding at the national level (central government budget)

Based on the survey of ministries in charge of sport amdational accounts d
the total revenuel £ £ 20F G SR (2 &LRNI FTNRY K
equal toe 10.7 bn in 2008 This represents an a'ege annual c
21.5per year and per person.

at a,
S OSyidN ¢
ontributi on

The chart on the next page shows the amountstite funding per capitaacross
Member States.

48id
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Average annual revenue allocated to sport from the central government’s
budgets, € per capita (in 2008)

16,¢

0,0 20,0 40,0 60,0 80,0 100,0 120,0 140,0

Source: Eurostrategies, Amnyos, CDES, D

In elevencountries, thecentralgovernments b u d g e t wasboert wsepeanr t€ 10
and € 30 per eightgiotuamtirme2008t ilknless than €
notably the case ohighly populatedand/or highly decentralisedountriessuch

as Germany, Spain, Italy and Poland. In GerraadySpain, indeedhe bulk of the

funding for grassroots S por tin Geronamg s from t
Comunidades Autonomas in Spainin eight countries, the budget for sport is

greater than € 30 per capit alLuxenbTohuer ghi(gEh e st
116. 8 per year), Il reland (€ 74.7) and Austri

The main recipients of these fund N2 Y (G KS OSYUNI f aBah@SNY YSydac
national sport federations and umbrella organisationsuch as the National

Olympic Committees: these receiapproximately 25% of the total revenue (on

average in the EU). In someuntries, the share exceeds 50% (as in Denmark and

Polandj®.

Many Sport Ministries finanally supportthe national federations on the basis of
the results achieved imajor international competitions, tacover the costs linked to
the preparation of top level athletes ard promote highlevel sport (the top of the
pyramid).This is confirmed in the country reports in Volume II.

Although the allocation of funds to higlevel sport ad to the organisation of major
sport events does not directly benefit grassroots sport, it does so indirectly as
outstanding achievements by national sportsmen and sportswomen, ohdiséing

of international events, can boost sport participation. Sudsitive effects were

49See the country reports in Volume Il for more detail on this.
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indeed observed as a result of the Rugby Watémpionship in France in 2007 and
the Handball World Cup in Germany in 2007. It also explains the high participation
rate intennis in Cyprus (with Baghdatis) and Belgium (with the siseseof Justine
Henin and Kim Clijsters). Tlmpact however, depends on the availability of
trainers and of the necessary infrastructure in order to be able to respond to the
higher demand level.

The second main destination of public fundafter the funding of highlevel sport,

is the financing ofsport facilities. This accouns for approximately one fifth of the

budget allocated to sport by central governments some countries, the share of

public funding going toi nf rastruct ur e s ’'50%f(Luremiboarg, n g exceed
Ireland, Estonid).

Once again, it is notgssible to distinguish facilities built for higgvel competitions
from the infrastructures built primarily for grassroots spods many facilities are
used by both types of clubs

The reveue allocated tograssrootssport clubs igherefore only afraction of that
allocatedby national governmentso the sport federations. Yet, thenational (and
regional, in some countries) sport federatiohsd the grassroots sport sector by
offering sevices to the sport clubs such as the organisation of amateur
competitions, and by funding projects.

The amount of funding allocated to grassroots from the state budget is either:
91 Defined annually as part of the budget allocation procedure;

1 Regulated:

o0 Linked to the revenue flows from other sources, such as public
revenue from the state lotteries or on sport betting;

0 A set percentage.

In fact in many countriesthe revenue from the compulsory levy odlotteries,
betting andga mb |l i ng s er yonstituses animpogantaparoaf the
centralgove nment ' s t ot al Pal of thg & tharmfeled tosspod ont
the basis of specific keysn Bulgaria and Spain, for example, the shaireevenue

from this source in total public sector fundiig50%. In Portugal, it is close to 60%;
and in Denmark, Poland and Sweden it is more than 80% of the state budget for
sport.

In general, he share specifically allocated to grassrosfmrt from the central
g o v er n me nig not amilablgyfe all emtries, but based on the countries for
which information is available one can assume that 50% is a fair estimadence,
in the topdown estimate of theamount of revenue channelled from central

%Sour ce, Ministries in charge of sport, responses to Eur
51For example, in Denmark, the share is 70%. In Finland one third of the funding from the state budget goes to the

national federations, and onetthifte municipalities which directly fund grassroots sport. In Malta the share

going to grassroots from state funding is 85%. In Cyprus and Poland it is around 50%. In the Netherlands it is

around 30% (for the ministry in charge of sport). In Abanéaighe little less than 25%, and in Lithuania and

Portugal the figure reported is less than 10%.
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governments to sport in the EU as a whdhe figure of % was retainedlt is also

consistent with reported allocations of revenue by type of use as opposed to by

nature of the recipient. Indeed, the 50% figureiits t he average of a
ranging from 35% to 65%where 35% corresponds to thaverageshae of direct

funding of clubswhere this is availableand 65% figure équivalent t02/3) is the

figure often quoted for the shareof state budget fundingallocated to
infrastructures. I n addition, 25% is often quoted
revenue that is allocated to specialgjects for grassroots sport.

4.4.2 Local authority funding

The total level of funding from local authoritiegn 2008 is equali 2 266 bn. The
figure varies widely ac3pess capurtar i(é:, Crygpmaq
163.4 (in Franca@.

The destination of funds paid by the local authorities to support sport is available in
approximately half of the EMember State¥. Based on tk information for these
countries, one finds thaabout half of thelocal authorities f uis dllocated to
sport facilities. The remainder is mostly allocated to the direct support of grassroots
clubs.

In this study,the share of revena flows fromlocal authorities to sport that goes

specifically to grassroots spagtestimated to be90%. This estimate is based on the

response provided to the consortium by the ministries in charge of sport and by

the sport organisationsn the questbnnaires sent at the beginning of the stddy

l ndeed, of the total money allocated by th
80%100% of the funding of infrastructure and facilities used by clubs is usually

destined to grassroots clubas opposed to lgh-level or professional sport. With

respect to the funding of events, the share of funds quoted as destined to

grassroots varies between 50% and 90%.

As will be seen in Pait | , the share of grassroots sport
authorities that this leads to is consistent with the results of the survey of grassroots
clubs presented in Part Il of this report.

52See the country reports in Volume 1.

Denmark reports a share of 90% of |1 ocal aut horitiesé
Finland, Ireland and Poland, for example, the figure is 100%. But there are also countries which report lower
shares. Among these are Lithuania (60%) and Portugal (22%), for example.

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 72



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the
Volume | of the Final report

EU

Annual revenue allocated to sport by the local authorities, € per capita (in

2008)

Cypruslo 3
Malta @ 1,5
Polandm 2,8
Bulgariajmm 5,1
Czech Republi 6,8
Lithuania 8,¢
Spain 12.F
Austria 17,2
Greece 19,¢
Hungary 21,2
Latvia 26,F
Portugal 28,2
United Kingdo 28,¢
Italy 31,7
Ireland 33,
Slovenia 40,¢
Slovakia 41.,€
Romanial 51,2
Estonia 51,3
Sweden 53,4
Netherlandd 54,
Belgium 58,:
Luxembourg 65,k
German 65,¢
Denmar
Finland
France

87,1

185,¢

163,

0,0 20,0 40,0 60,0

80,0 100,0

120,0 140,0

160,0 180,0

Source: Eurostrate§iesc onsor t i um

4.5 EU programmes accessible to sport organisations

Different EU programmegrovide funding opportunities for sport related projects.
These apply to the areas of Education, Training and Culture, Regional Policy, Rural
Development, Health, Social Affairs, Environment, Reseanth Revelopment,
Justice and Home Affairs and Cooperation and External Aid. pheg@mmesare
accessible to sport organisations operating at the grassroots level provided that
they fulfil the requirements for programme funding, and that their project
contributes to the goals and priorities of each programmeéor example the
financing of projects by th&outh in Actiorprogramme is for projects promoting
intercultural dialogue among young Europeans. Health programme funding applies

to projects promotig physical activity and a healthy lifestyle.

Regional policy

projects haveto contribute to regional developmenfor example these can fund

the construction of infrastructure andsport facilities that contribute to the

development of tourism

The EC futing never covers 100% of the projects. -flbancing rates are usually

between 60%80%. To qualify for funding, projects must have a European
dimension, be transnational in nature and involve partners from sectors other than
sport, such as regional bodiecompanies, universities, research institutes etc.

Although no comprehensive data available on the amount of funding that has
specifically been granted to grassroots clubs in the past years through these
programmes, the orders of magnitude of projectdied in the list of examples

provided by the EOEU Of f i ce

ranges

bet ween

€
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The higher figures apply to projects involving the development of facilities to further
develop the sport offer (and were funded through the Regil policy programmes.

Overview of selected EU funding programmes relevant to sport
organisations®

Education, training and culture

The Lifelong Learning Programme applies to all types and all levels of ¢
vocational education and traifmgnts and subsidies are awarded to proje
activities that foster interchange, promote bilateral and multilateral partn
transnational mobility of individuals and promote quality in education
systems throughout Europis.often to sport organisations wishing to submit
in the field of education and qualification, develop partnerships to share ¢
best practice, or for awarerasmg.

Youth in Action

rducation and
cts and
erships, foster
and training
projects
xperience and

The programme promotes the mobility dodnadaducation of young people aged

between 13 and 30, and aims to inspire a sense of citizenship. Sport cal
youth exchanges and initiatives, participate to the European Voluntary S
preparatory visits to discuss project idead patkfitial partners for a future pr

Europe for Citizens

The objective is to encourage citizens to become actively engaged in t
European integration. Sport organisations with a European network ca

n benefit from
ervice or fund
Dject.

ne process of
n receive an

operating grant on the basia work programme to cover operating costs. The
European Paralympic Committee f of exampl e re
progr amme, and ENGSO received 0 60,000 in 200
and international meetings.
Preparatory Action in the Field of Sport
This programme, created in 2009, is aimed at funding sport projects throligh open calls
for proposals, in four priority areas: promotingnhaatting physical activity;
promoting education and training; encouraging spednfomjith disabilities; and
promoting gender equality in sport. A tot al
programme.
Other funding opportunities
Other programmes are accessible to sport organisations, such as |the Culture
programme, the Euraopgaar for combating poverty and social exclusion 2010, and
the European Year of Volunteering 2011.
Other funding mechanisms are available through the Regional Policy Fupds, the Rural
Development policy, Health and Social Affairs Programmes, Lifesn{émt env
projects), the Seventh Framework Programme for Research and Development, Justice
and Home Affairs (work an the violence against children and young people in sport, for
example), and Cooperation and External Aid (as a tool for ethnic mcanciliation
means to promote the social integration of vulnerable groups, for example‘.
ven the EU's commitment to develop a “E
expectations are that the funding levels will increase in the coming years.
Source: AFunding for SporEOSEUOfficet Noeemiieu200@.pean Uni ono,
%Source: AFunding for Sports -EWOfficehMovekler20®e an Uni ono,
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In fact, a first majorinitati ve has been | aunched this year
Year of Voluntary Activities promoting actiyv
opportunities to activities with a volunteering dimension.

Sincethe EU programmeare primarily targeted at NGGand individual sport clubs,

100% of theestimated € 4 00 “mitlhleirdn fiumds gthéBUg i nt o spor
and other sources wassaumed to got 0 gr assr oot s -dsopaonr’t in the
estimate presented at the end of this chapter.

4.6 Solidarity schemes between the high-level and
grassroots level

Solidarity mechanisms betweeprofessional& highlevel sporf and grassroots
sport, have already been referred to above. Thayannelpart of the revenue
generated from the organisation of events (including revenuenf broadcasting
rights, but also net profits from these events, and from sponsoriagjrassroots
sport.

There are however three types offinancialsolidarity mechanismi sport

1 Within a given discipline from professionaland highlevel sport to
grassroots sporfi.e., topdown),

1 From professiondhigh-level sport to grassroots sportsacross disciplines
either through:

0 (2)Regulated schemes
0 (3)Voluntary schemes

1 From the grassrootslevel to the highlevel (i.e. bottom-up): sport club
membes indeed pay afee to the national federation of their discipline. In
principle this payment covers the services receiviegl their (grassrooty
clubfrom the federation, as well as administration costs and in some cases
insurance But part of thisrevenuecdne used by the “poorer” f ¢
to help elite athletes and teams, for example to cover their participation to
national or international competitions.

In practice, #hough many examples of financial solidarity exist, nmschanisms
organise solidaty within the same disciplinetop-down. This is the case, in
particular, of most mechanisms redistributing the revenue from media rights down
the sport pyramid. It is also the caskather revenue sourcesk-or example:

1 Golf's governing body, thé&oyaland Ancient uses part of the funds
generated by the Open Championship, with the Golf Development
Committee and Training Panéln averageé€ 5 million are allocate@nnually
to the financing of publisportfacilities, junior golf and coaching initiatives

1 UEFA redistributes its resources almost exclusively the national
federations, including support for implementing grassrogp®rt programs.
Wher eas mo st of t he revenue from the Ch
professional sport, and only a very small (albesing) share goes to
grassroots sport, a large share of the revemysmerated over four years in
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53 countries from the European Chps been distributed on innovative and

social projects.
Germany, fo exampl e, this support
Professional Football League
au Football Amateur (FAFA), which finances grassroots football

The national federations distribute these funds.

of infrastructure, equipment and salaries (jobeation). Between 20023

and 200898, the amount distributedn Franceh as r i s en

21 m. Theprogrammes fundechave also become more diversifiedver

time,i n cooperation with t h% THeE
Social Responsibility and Fair Play Commisalead i st r i b

activities otherthan footbalt this is entirely spent at the grassroots level,

but does not necessaril cont

affiliated to the national federation.

y

Examples of top-down funding based on the solidarity principle

The UK Kickgrogramme

Launched in 2006, iiekzo r 0 g r a m m buildssafer,lstsongerpomofre resp

communities through the deingthHepqwera

appeal of professional f oot bund peopl

otherwise difficult to reach, targeting some of the most challenging and ¢

communitie3 he objectivese to:

- Engage young people (agetB¢€s) in a range of constructive activities
l'ink to t lkeryGudMashamework 6 s

- Increase the playing, coaching and officiating opporparnti@pdots;

- Break down barriers ketwthe police and young peapteeduce crimand
antisocial behaviour

- Encourage volunteering within projects throughoutrtbig tdrg@thoods;

- Create routes into eation, training and employment;

- I ncrease young peoplebs interes

Beyond the practice of (amateur) football, the programme offers a range

the otherareassportas well as ,iimusic, arts and social developnileptojacts

retain football at the core of their provision and focus on relationship bu

participation in competitions with other clubs on a regional and/or nAtiooiady

the other sport disciplines offered)yammastics, athletics, karate, judo, bad

basketball, etin. that sense, the programme fosters solidarity in sports from the

top-level of football to the grassroots level within the same discipline, and in other

disciplines.

In their first year, Kickz projects receive 100% funding from the central S
second year 50% of the funds have to be founttisoapglyoach aims at promg
funding sustainability, further cementing projects into itiffeadtroature ar
strengt heni ng notheobjettevefthé progranmi to plomow
culture of volunteering within prjeatgh a paership with the youth volunte
charityv. It is estimated to have created and filled oved 18®)Qnteerin
opportunitiesBy May 200989 professional football clubs and their partn
engaged over 30,000 young péoplee programmeijthin 59 local autho
boundaries. Most participants arébatyeglen 13 and 16, and are from a mgde
of ethnic backgrounds.

In
S women'’ foo
(LFP) pays
in the form
from € 9. 14
FWOWE F AHag Tri
mtoe s € 5
ribute to t
ectful
mit of young |
el ubso® brand:
lisadvantaged
5 which
t in and conr

of activities in

Iding and the
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minton,

ource. In the
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ering

g
ers had
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56 The first HatTriglkogramme, which ran over a four year period #200&04ded in June 200Bas

been replacdxyHatTricK, due to run until June 2012. To date4gprogets have been approved aktli50
have been allocated to the national associations
57Kickz Goals Through Football Progress report, Monitoring and Evaluation, 2009.
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The programme is run through a partnership between various types of prganisations,
among whicarethe Football Foundation, The Premier ltbagDepartment for
CultureMedia and Sport (DCMS), the national youth volcnéetythg FAand
Nike.Theprojectalsorely on local partnerships with a wide diversity of organisations

or institution® the three yearsto 2009 r e t han ( A18. éawermi | 1 i on)
spent on ibprogramme.

The Fonds do6Aide au Fo®tball Amatjeur (FAFA) in
Another example is the FAFA fund in Based. oa Protocol between the Frgnch

Football Federation (FFF) and the French football league (Ligballde Foo

Professionnel or LFP), the LFP pays every season a contribution to the FAFA,
previously the FAI (Fonds do6Aide | | &l nvestisse

Fr ooald milionin2002003, t he | evel of 2rincontribution h
in200£2 00 5, t RZennillion io 208806b® f or e reaching 0 21 milli ol
20082009. A total 05,830 projectsad been funded betw26622009 Among
these, 381 consi sted of HAtraditional d funding proje
transport vehicle far thub, 33 consisted of a new synthetic football field, and 69 of the

creation of mintsal fields. Some of the funded projects consisted in the equipment of

grassroots clubs with the computer equipment & software, internet acgess, and the

provision dfaining in the use of these technologies: c880allibs benefited
from this. The funding also permitted the creation of 122 jobs in the Leagues and
Districts.

With respect to he revenue allocated from the state budgetis sport, this
geneally distributed along the sport pyramid through the umbrella organisations.
These have their own interhaules to allocate the revenuthat they themselves
receive acrossthe different (national or regionalsport federations The"rules’
typically tale the form ofconventions or protocolsaé opposed to being statutory)
and take into account overapre-defined objectives The allocation keyacross
disciplinestypically make reference to the number of members, and sport results.
Detailed data on tB amount of funding that is effectively allocated to the
grassroots clubsas project funding or other could, however, not be clearly
identified. In fact, an (undetermined but not negligible) part of the revenemmains
within the sport federations in ordeto cover the operating expenses linked to the
provision of services to the cluljsrganisation of competitiondraining, etc.). The
survey of grassroots clulmmented uponin Part llof this reportconfirms that
grassroots clubs, vith pay fees to their national federations, transfer more
(monetary) revenues to the national federations than they receive funding by the
federations.

Examples of allocation schemes across countries are as follows:
1 InFinland for example, there is a regulated key defipithe allocation of
the revenue from the lotteries to sport, specifying that in each sport
organisation 75% must be allocated to grassroots activities, and 25% to
hightlevel sport. When assessing the amounts to be distributed to each
sport organisation,lie Ministry allocates 70% accent on quality and 30% on
the quantity of activities;

58Sourcet 6 Ai de au Football. Amateur Magazine, April 2009
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1 In Latvia there is a broad, regulated, allocation key, but the detailed
distribution of the revenue received by the Latvian Olympic Committee
across federations is defindyy the General Assembly;

1 Inthe Netherlands Portugaland Romania the allocation of state subsidies
is defined through protocols or conventions between the sport
organisations and the relevagbvernment entity

o in Portugal, the allocationf public subentionsis defined annually
through protocolsbetween the government and each federation;

these protocols take into account t h
for regular activities, higievel competitions, equipment and
infrastructure;

o In the Netherlandsthe allocation of revenue from the lotteries to
sport is done througttonventiors with the sport movement which
take into account the long term strategic plan that has been jointly
formulated with the sport sector;

o InRomaniahe ministry in charge of spodistributes the budget to
the sport federations, county directions, national sport centres and
other; the revenue received by every federation is based on an
annual contract with the National Authority for Sport and Youth
(NASY) which stipulates the pragimes financed for that specific
year; the criteria for budget allocation include sport performance,
national rankings in the disciplines, number of members,
development programmes in place and diffusion of the specific
sport at national level,

1 In other ountries, as theCzech Republior Slovakia the allocationis also
defined through conventions but these ardernal tothe sport movement:

0 in the Czech Republifpr example,CSTV, the largest grassroots
sport’ umbr el llocatesthe revamsd frena the state , a
lottery annually in a General Assempiliough the formula which is
very stable in time.50% is allocated to the national sport
federations that are member of CST&ery member federation
receives a basic contribution and a part definedaccording to
according to membership base, participation in organised
championshipand thecosts for individuals to take part in sppthe
sport federations can use the funds received freely. The remaining
50% is allocated to the Chamber of sport clufpshich are
represented by regional unitsagain with a basic conibution, plus
50%basedon membership and 50%n the actual rental and energy
costs of all member sport clubs. Every regional unit receives funds
in line with this allocation key and thetlecides how to use the
revenue. The CSTV indicates that many regional units split most of
the money across the member sport clubs.

o In Slovakia, the amount of the public subvention allocated per
recipient is conventionnally definedin accordance with the
development strategy approved by the General Assembly of the
respective sport federations;

1 Inltaly and Cyprusthe allocation is more ad hoc: in Italy, the redistribution
of public funds down the sport pyramid is done by CONI and depends,
among other, on tB number of members and sport results; each

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 78



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU
Volume | of the Final report

federation has selfegulations on the basis of which they redistribute the
revenue received by CONI between hlghiel and grassroots sport; in
Cyprus, the rallocation is made by decisions of the ExecutivarBmf the
Cyprus Sport Organisation;

1 Inlreland and France the sport organiations can apply for project funding
in Ireland, organisations who wish to become eligible for support have to go
through a recognition process which imposes minimum requiremsieirt
France the CNDS funds actions and programmes, but also specific projects
based on applications for funding

Given the solidarity programmes identified and the partial information provided by

the ministries in charge of sport and the representatieéshe sport movement in

the questionnaires sent by Eurostrategies, in #ddito the revenue generated

from the solidarity mechanisms associatedith media rights, the estimated
financial flows between high level professional sport and grassroots spartge
0SG6SSy € wpn (2 niihisfigidis dalkudaied asibéldurh gy dzy

€90 million for Francoef (Wehi6Oh € 127 omi Ifloironf ofort
rights, plus€ 25 mi |l Il i on f or Ranlfoaroglhy) us betweess and € 5 r
€60-70 million for football in the UR € -B O mil |l i on f or50 Wi mbl edon,
million for football -l0hper@earfonthedyeFAawhi bet ween £

makes a tot al r e @30 nilieon forfthesb evéensalena. € 2 3

This is in additiona the solidarity mechanisms discussed earlier.

4.7 Summary of stakeholders’ contributions

In summary, the estimated total revenue going to spor€is 18%8in 2008 of
which:
1 € 10®riare paid by the households themselves;
i € 10.7 bn originate fromthe at i on al g o v e r(thigrimchdes budget s
the revenue from lotteriesbetting and gamblingperators channelled to
sportviathec ent r al gbadgets) n me nt ’
€ 2l cdine from local authoritie@egions, municipalities, etg.)
€ 0.5 bncome from compaies, mainly through sponsorslsig donations
€5 bn frommedia rights;
€ 0.2bnfrom state lotteries, betting and gambling operatotiis is the part
of the revenue that isllocateddirectly to the sport organisations, without
transiting throughthee nt r a | g o v e r an forelsicreatad bybtled g e t
public authorites I n f act , t h el brris channelléednvi(p € 2
governmenal budges, hence is alremtbgal canedred unde
“r egigonelr 'ninaacng ’
1 Anestimated 400 mi Irdmiothensowcesmmeludihg EU funds

= =4 4 A

59For mediarightsaldndye f i gure is 056.8 million, as mentioned ear|l
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To this, one can add the economic equivalent€of8.2 bn from voluntary work,
which represents a complementary fundingX#.4%. Including the contribution of
voluntary work the overall budget of the sportsyst#mo ul d t hus be € 182. 2

In the € 1 0 1 .alfiove,bhe total expenditure by householdsomprise all
household expenditures on sport, i.e. including certain expenditures on goods and
services not provided by sport organisations, but by sporting goods eguip
producers andnanufacturers of sportswear, including for daily (and not sport). use

It therefore overestimatethe actualfigure.

The revenue allocated to sporfrom central and local governmestbudgets
correspond to the sum of the budgets allocdtespecifically to sport by the
Ministries in charge of spartby other ministries andgovernmentalbodies (at
national leveland by local authoritiesas reported in the questionnaires sent to the
Ministries in charge of sport in each cuwy or identified in national accounts
statistics by Eurostrategies.The figure reported abovefor local governments
excludesthe financial support provided to clubs by making available to them
facilities or equipmentgor free or at a cosbelow market price: it was, @eed, not
possible toquantify this form of support, the monetary value of which is spread out
under dfferent headings int he | oc al authorities’ budget s
budges for public education, in the case of thesport facilities pertaining to
schools).

The revenue fronthe differentstakeholdesis reported for the year 2008.

The structure of revenue going to the sport sector at EU level (2008)

Sponsorshi| Gambling service
6,9% 0,1%

the

0,3%

National go\
6,9%

Local authoritie

16,9% \

Household
65,7%

Source: Eurostrateiesc onsor ti um, from nati on

The revenue structurethat corresponddo these income flowss presented on the

chartabove. The chart presents the breakdown of all the monetary flows, excluding

the monetized contribution of voluntary work. On the chart, the revenue from

gambl ing services’ 0 peehaethatig®tchaimelledvins r eport
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the government accounts. The actual share of revenue from the gambling services
operators to sport is ten times the figure indicated.

Across countries, there are wide variations funding structures however, as
illustrated in the following chart, built on the basis of the information presented in
Volume II.

Structure of revenue allocated to sport, by country

United Kingdom
Sweden
Spain
Slovenia
Slovakia
Romania
Portugal
Poland
Netherlands
Malta
Luxembourg
Lithuania
Latvia
Italy
Ireland
Hungary
Greece
Germany
France
Finland
Estonia
Denmark
Czech Republic
Cyprus
Bulgaria
Belgium
Austria
i

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

W Households B Companies ONational govts M Local govts @ Media rights W Gambling revenue not channelled via Gvt ‘

Source: Eurostrate§iesc onsor t i um

These datalead to the identification of diffenat funding models acrosthe EUin
the next section. The models will be differentiated based on the relative
importance of the various categories of stakeholders in the different Member State

The chart shows a high share of household expenditures on sport in most EU
Member Sates, with some exceptions such as Romania, Slovenia, Slovakia and
Lithuania, where local authorities contribute significant amounts to sport.

The share of gambling revenue not channelled via government budgets (or a special
fund created for that purpaos that would receive the revenue from special levies
and taxes on lotteries, betting and gambling services) is significant in Slovakia, the
Netherlands, Lithuania and Latvia, Ireland and the Czech Republic: these are the
countries where the revenue from loér market operators, including charity
lotteries, could be identified. It is possible that the sport system also benefits from
such revenue streams in other countries, but the data could not be identified.

Given the share of each type of revenue thatéstimated to be allocated specifically
to grassroots sport, the next chart presents the funding structuregmafssroots
sport. Again, this does not take into account the monetized contribution of
voluntary work, and only breaks down the financial flowsigdo grassroots sport.

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 81



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU
Volume | of the Final report

The structure of revenue going to grassroots sport at EU level - a top-
down approach (2008)

Sponsorshi ) )
2.2% Gambling service

0,2%

National go\

7.4% Othe

0,6%

Local authoritie

32,6%

Household
56,3%

Source: Eurostrate§iesc onsor t i um

On the chart, the revenue from lotteries, betting and gambling services operators
only relates to thepart of the revenues that are allocated directly to grassroots
sport andthatarsmotc hannel |l ed via the national govern:

The tot al revenue allocated to grassroots s
total revenue for the sport systeras a whole. The bulk of the difference comes

from the 40% share of household expenditures on sport which is specifically

all ocated to the grassroot s’ practice. The |
less than for sport in general, given the thighare of these that remain at the top

(professional and elite sport) level. The share of local governments is comparatively

higher than for sport in general, as the bulk of their funding is allocated to the local

clubs.

Al t hough t he qndng Sructue tissbasedpoa partial ddta for a

l' i mited number of Member States, compl ement ¢
final breakdown of revenue for grassroots sport is consistent with the results of the

survey of grassroots clubs presented intRiof this report, as will be seen later.

Considering that 90% of the monetized contribution of volunteers also goes to
grassroots sport, this represents an addit:i
an additional 35.6% of the total budget allocated to grassroots sport.
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4.8 The key « funding models » in Europe

Di fferent types of “funding morelagive s ” can be
importance ofeach revenue sourcim the sport system

Thefundingmodels are characterized by:
9 The level of sport participation (measured by the membership rate);
1 The average level of public funding per capita;
1 Theaverage household expenditure leyel
1

The contribution of voluntary work.

Eachmodel reflects different historical, institutional and cultural factoras well as
differences in levels of economic dewpinent and inthe regulatory environments
across Member States

The two charts on the next page showhe four types of funding models that
emerge, and positions them based on tlewel of public (respectively household)
contribution to sport. On each chd, the size of the bubble represents the
membership rate: the larger the bubble, thégherthe membership rate.

A first group of countries emerges, referred
include most northern EU Member States, along with sdvexae European
economies and Cyprus.

Already on the first chart, the positioning of Franaad the United Kingdom
deserves special attention. In the case of France, the level of public expenditure per
capita iswell above that of the other countriesvhereas the value of household
expenditures on sport is lower than most countries in Group 1, even though the
level of GDP per capita is similar.

In the United Kingdom, the value of household expenditures per capita on sport is
similar to that of countes in Group 1 but the per capita value of public subventions
iscomparativelylower.

Thesecondfigure presents a zoom of the above chart in ordebétter presentthe
positionningof the other EU Member States.

Three additional groups of countries erger. The first, “Group 27, [
Italy, Malta and Greece. In this group, the average value of household expenditures

on sport is relatively high (around € 100 per
sector support is comparatively low (lesstha € 50 per capita and per
Anot her group, referred to as “Group 3”7 coun
European countries along with Portugal. In this Group, household expenditures on

sport are about the same level as public sector expenditureon s por t , at aroun

50-75 per capita and per annum. In all countries on the chart, the membership rate
is also fairly low- and lower than in the Group 1 countries, or than in France and
the UK.
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The positioning of the EU Member States based on different
characteristics (1)
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The positioning of the EU Member States based on different
characteristics (2)
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A fourth group of countries aabe identified, formed by Bulgariiithuania,Poland

and the Czech Republic. Inthisgreupe f er r ed t obothpublic&doup 47
household expenditures on sport are lower than elsewhere, and so are participation

rates.

The models presentedan ke represented onthe general economic framework
presented in Chapter 2, and recalled on the following chatrt.

The different funding models in Europe

Supply curve

Source: Eurostrategiesonsor t i um
The chart present s t towlcdsipper capiteod the vertical v e, wi t h t
axis and thanembershiprate on the horizontal axis.

Along thesupply curve the different country groupings proposed correspond to
different levels of social demandlihe figure below positicsithe different countries

on the chart. The horizontal axis measures the membership ratee. the level of
demand at a given price and the vertical axis measures the total cost per capita.
On this chart, he costs per capita figures have been adjusted for differences in
purchasing power paritiesin order to allow cross country comparisonsihey
represent the total costs of the sport offer per capita, not the cost associated with
grassroots sport offer only, given the lack of sufficient data on the cost breakdown
between highlevel and grassrostper countr§®

In the countries inGroup 1 the level of social demand is fairly high, yet the total

costper capitais not necessarily much higher than in the United Kingdom, where

sport membership ratesarelowrr ance’ s posi t i thecounsgiessi mi | ar t o
in Group 1, but with a different mix of household and public sector contribution. In

Group 2 and Group 3 countries, the level of social demaras measured by

60 The split between Higlel and grassroots in Section 4.8 was done at the EU level, but the breakdown on a
country by country basis is not possible due to the lack of information by country.
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positioning of the demand curveis lower, despite the low cost per capita (and
even after adjusting for differences in purchasing power parities).

The different business models as applied to the general economic
framework

Total cost per capita, in €

Membership rate >

Source: Eurostrategi esd c.

The positioning of the countries on the theoretical framework
(Figures arrected for differences in PPP parities)
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A third type of informationis presented on the above chart, where the size of the
bubble represents the contribution of volunteers per 100 inhabit&htsThere are
many volunteer hours ikinland Denmark, the Netherlands and the Czech Republic,
for example, whereas the relative coibution of volunteers is lesin Slowakia,
Portugal or GreeceThe small sizef the bubblefor Spain reflecta particulaly low
number of volunteers in the Spanish clfbs

Across country groups, tHellowing emerges

1 Group lincludes the countries whera high level of demand reflects social
provision: in these countries, there ia high national weighting gfositive
external effects leading to high participation rates and comparatywéigh
levels of both private and public funding. The group includes Austria,
Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands
and Sweden; Cyprus is positioned aslightly lower social demand level,
however it can be considered to belong to this group in view of its
positioning on the first chart presented in this chap{given that GDP per
capita is much lower in Cyprus than in the other Growgountries the level
of social demand observad comparatively high

1 Group 2includes countries with gow(er) level of publicsupport private
demand receives limited support, implying tHassimportanceis given to
positive externalitieghan for Group 1 countriesPeopleare nevertheless
willing to pay for the servicewhich leads to a highevel of household
expenditure is high compared with the public funding level. This group
includesGreece Jtaly, Malta and Spajn

1 Group 3includesseveralcountries in whichone has seen a collapse of
(sometimes already limited) sport infrastructure after 1990n these
countries, there idimited demand for leisure sports given low average
incomes and public policies do not prioritise (at the present time) the
achievement & a high level of social demandother policy areas take
precedence over the achievement of positive external effects of higher
sport participation.In this group of countriesre Estonia,Hungary Latvig
Lithuania Portugal, RomaniaSlowakia and Sloeenia;

9 Group 4includes countries similar to Groupi® terms of social demand
level, yet with lower levels of household and public expenditure gegpita.
The Czech Republic stands out in view of the high contribution of voluntary
work to the sport systemwhich partly compensatedfor lower monetary
revenue flows.

With respect tathe two spedfic cases:

1 In Francethe level of social demanand the total cost per capita are similar
to the levels observed for the other Group 1 countrigsd the participatbn
rate is also similar to that in Group 1 countries. Yéhe public sector
contributes to amuch higher share of thecost than in the Group 1

61Measureth fukimeequivalents.
62 As indicated in Volume 2, Spain is indeed one of the EU countries with most paid staff in the clubs.
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countries, whereas households contribute comparatively less th&braup
1 countries; this indicates low wilingness to pay by individuals and a
comparativelyhigh level of publicly funded supply

1 In the UK state supportis more limitedandthe level ofsupplyis lessthan
elsewhere indeed,the supply curve is further to the left than in Group 1
countriesat the same level of developmertr GDP per capitdiouseholds
pay a relatively high share of the total cost.

Inthesetwo“ s peci al case” countries, sdnmueh r el evanc
linked to different per cephuitodiferencesin t he “soc
supply situations

The tablebelow summarses the characteristics of thhfferent funding models

Again, the above funding models relate to all sports, not just grassroots: the lack of
information on the breakdown per country oflahe different funding sources
indeed made it impossible to specifically characterize the funding models of
grassroots clubs in each member state. The costs linked to the provision of sport
services to all citizens nevertheless account for the bulk ef mavenues and
expenditures of the sport system. Hence, the analysis of the specificities of the
models below can be considered to be also relevant for grassroots sport.

The key features of the funding models identified

SHETCN0)
levy on
Public Household| Voluntary stgte Member-
Models fundin expen- work lotteries & i e
9 ditures contrib. other P
betting and
gambling
Group 1: the Northern and Western
countries' model +++ +++ +++ +/- > 15%
Group 2: the Mediterranean countries + + " +/- 4-8%
model
. H - 0,
Group 3: the Rainbow model ++ + + +/- 2-10%
Group 4: the BCP model + + +++ ++ 4-8%

. . o
United Kingdom t +t it + 9%
France +++ +++ +++ + 18%
+++ : High
++ : Moderate
+: Low

+/- : Variable across the group
Source: Eurostrategiescriums o
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4.8.1 Group 1: the Northern and WesternEUcountri es® model

For each countrin this Group the table below shows the average membership rate

in 2009 (from the 2009 Eurobarometer surveye publiccontributionas a share of

household expenditures on epr t , the share of househol d’ e xop
per memberin GDPper capita( measuring the “ratetheof effort?”
contribution of other private stakeholders to the funding of the sport system, the

number of volunteers per 100 inhabitantand the share ofevenueof the sport

system which come$rom compulsory levies oiotteries, betting and gambling

services that is channelled to sport

Characterisation of the funding models of countries in Group 1 - 2008

Lotteries,
Public betting and
. subsidy as a Rate of effort . ULGr gambling
Membership Other private volunteers per
rate (%) SHE 0 % contributions 100 revenue as a
household households (*) inhabitants share of the
expenditures total budget
for sport
Austria 17 0,23 6,7% 8,6% 0,45 1,4%
Belgium 14 0,56 3,5% 16,8% 0,26 0,2%
Cyprus 5 0,26 21,1% 46,7% 0,35 n.a.
Denmark 19 1,04 1,3% 19,3% 0,56 7,1%
Finland 17 0,51 5,9% 2,5% 0,58 3,6%
Germany 23 0,22 4,6% 7,5% 0,26 1,1%
Ireland 18 0,26 5,8% 5,3% 0,30 2,5%
Luxembourg 22 0,37 2,8% 13,1% 0,50 0,5%
Netherlands 27 0,27 4,3% 8,7% 0,72 1,1%
Sweden 21 0,25 3,8% 12,1% 0,64 3,3%

(*) Household expenditus®n sportPER MEMBERs ashareof GDFper capita.

Source: Eur o s tfromanatempliseuscds consorti um

Note that the househol ds”’ “ e f dnondidatiom at e s ”
of the effort undertaken by households in their budget allooatiprocess, but it
overestimates the true figure. Indeed, in the calculation, ALL expenditures on sport
have been associated to the sateembersof sport clubs. Clearly, some of these

repo
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expenditures are undertaken by individuals / households who are nonlbegs of a
sport club.

As indicated in the table on the previous patfee main characteristics of this group
are:

1 The highmembership rate nine of the 10 countries in the group have the
highest membership rates of the E1J. These range between 14% (in
Belgium) and 27% (in the Netherlands).

1 The high level of direct household contributiorisoth in monetary terms
andmeasured bythe contribution of voluntary work: in several countries in
the group,more thanone person out of 200 works as a volunteertie
sport sector; in Denmark, the figure is even q@ee 100 inhabitants;

T Yet , in terms of “ef fort rate”, member s
share of thér incometo sport relatedexpenditures: the share of consumer
expenditures on sport and raed services in GDP is, inde@&d orless in
most Member Stategwith the exception of Cyprusyvell below the levels

observed in other countries. I n Denmar |
since househoslodsport repregerd less thanb% e GDP:
t he publ i c sector’ contribution i s, h o

countries in this group, notably fro local authorities as per thealy on
Financial Support t&eneral Education;

1 Although the level bpublic financing which goe® sport in generd® is
comparatively high (as illustrated on the charts earlier), this represents less
than half — often only a quarter- of the amount spend by households.
Again, Denmark is an exception with a contribution from public authorities
equivalent to tre value of consumer expenditures on sport.

1 Other stakeholders(companies)contribute a significant albeit highly
variable amount to the sport system: the share of revenue from companies
(covering sponsorships, doranhs and other)in the total budget ofthe
sport systenvaries between % andl5%, and is as high as 20% in Denmark.

In the countries in this group, sport participatiorclearly benefits from high

Fdzy RAy3a tS@Sta FyR TNEVYnDenmad? Eidignd Add & & LJ2 NI
Sweden the contributbn of lotteries, betting and gamblingto the sport systenis

also importanf at mo r3eer tahita implyingalshare of total reveme for

sport ranging between 3.36 (in Sweden) and 7% (in Denmark) In Germany,

another country in this group, theontribution from betthg and gambling is lower,

at .ALperdcapita on avexrge in 2008,1.1% of the total revenue of the sport

sectof.

In this group, he high level of direct funding which is facilitated by the high
general level of wealth in the countrieshich means aomparativelylow rate of
effort by households- goes #ong with a legal framework generally favourable to

63Not specifically of grassroots sport, givewabkatot possible to isolate revenue flows gaisgramts in

all cantries through the-tigwn approach.

64 The revenue from lotteries, betting and gambling allocated to sport has gone down by close to 30% between
2005 and 2008, according to the European State Lotteries and Toto Association.
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grassroots sportas will be seen in the next chapter. As a leghe membership
rate ishigh

Besides the high membership rate, most of these countries have overall
participation ratesto sport (including the practice of sport outside a club, at least
once a week) well above 60%.

Given the likely future trends in the revenues from the different categories of
stakeholders (discussed in detail in the next chapter), key issues for the countries in
this goup are the future trends in public sector funding of spiorthose countries

where high levels of public sector debt call for budget cuts in many aaeathe

future trends in voluntary workas thisr e pr esent s an i mportant
resource fo the clubs. Ageing and pension reforms impacting the number of
people with time and dispositions to work voluntarily in a club may indeed impact

the trend in volunteering.

“

com

The key issues for countriesthis Group 1:
1 The sustainability of publitinding ofgrassroots sports
1 The future of voluntary work
1 The maintenance (or enhancement) of incentives leading to
contributions from private companies to sport, through sponsorsh
donations or other.

4.8.2 Group 2: the Mediterranean model
This group incdesGreece, Italy, Malta and Spain

In this group,average annuaéxpenditures on sporby the sport club members
alreadyaccount fora higher share otheir budgetsthan in Group lat between 8
12% of GD®. Note that this is not entirely dedicated fgrassroots sport, since the
figures in the table efer to the entire sport sector: gt of these expenditures arg
indeed, allocated tothe purchase of tickets to attentigh-level and professional
sportevents, ando related expenditures

Similarly towhat happens in Group 1, the public se¢tas s upport to the sp
system representsapproximately half of totalhousehold expenditures. The
contribution of voluntary work ishowever,less than in the first group of countries,
which does not help to raisthe level of offer the share of people who work as
volunteers (measured in FTE)s only 2 per thousand inhabitants Other
contributions — from companies essentially- vary significantly in order of
magnitude, ranging from 24% in Itaty 0.6% in Spair where this contribution may
in fact be underestimated. The contribution lofteries, betting and gambling to
sport via the compulsory levy on this activity also varies, froB%0in Greecé¢o
close to 15% in Greecdn ltaly, the contribution used tbe channelled directly to
sport. Although thisnow goes to thepublic sector budgeta fixed contribution is
annually allocated to sport, as indicated in the report on Italy in Volume 2.

65As for the figuresinGrqup 1t he fdeffort rateo of households is measur
sport are undertaken by members of the sport clubs.
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The result is a membership rate below 10% and smaller clubs.

One $ould, however, note thathe countries in this group have a strong culture of
professional and higtevel sport, which draws public attention and expenditure.
The contributions to grassroots sport artmerefore, less thanthe figures in the
table below.

Characterisation of the funding models of countries in Group 2 - 2008

Lotteries,
Public betting and
. subsidy as a Rate of effort . el gambling
Membership share of by Other private volunteers per revenue as a
i () household households (*) LIS . 10.0 share of the
. inhabitants
expenditures total budget
for sport
Greece 4 0,47 10,0% 4,9% 0,03 0,3%
Italy 7 0,34 6,4% 24,3% 0,22 2,7%
Malta 7 0,13 9,2% 4,2% 0,19 0,9%
Spain 9 0,15 5,7% 0,6% 0,01 1,9%
(*) Household expenditusen sportPER MEMBERS ashareof GDFper capita.
Source: Eur o s tfromanaterpliseuscds consorti ur

Given the possible future trends in revenueorfr the key stakeholders which
contribute to the funding of sport in the countries in this group, a key challenge for
the future is the development of a higher level of offer without further weighting on
househol dsrlhisirplied g re¢dso generdteevenue from other sources
than membership fees or the sale of services to members and their families and
relatives. The alternative funding sourcean beeither the public authorities at
national and/or local levels, or private sponsors and donoos increased

contributions from volunteers (=ikind resource) The share of the spoa
budget which is-directly or indirectly-funded from a compulsory levy on lotteries,
betting and gambl i ng siaicompatisers with segal e nue i s

countries in group 1, despite the fact that these countries have allocation
mechanisms channelling part of the revenue thus generated to good caasang
which sport.

An increase in supply andhe reduction in average costs to households are

necessgy in order to increase the participation rate which is presently
comparatively low.Given the challenging economic environment to whigteece,

Italy and Spain are nowonfronted with, due to the need to reduce the public

sector deficits and the publicedb t ’ share in GDP, austerity p
put in place which wilalsocurb the growth in household purchasing powerhe

development of alternative private sources of revenuethas an ambitiousbut

necessary objective.
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In summary, he key issug for countries in Group 2 are:

1 The einforcement of solidarity mechanisms in order tmcrease the

amount of funding that filters through to grassroots sport;

1 Further develop the practice of spartby enhancindghe sport culture,
for exampleby communicaing more on the benefits of sport
Create a volunteer work culture in sport
Develop publigrivate partnerships or other collaborative mechanis
to increase the private sector
sport offer.

= =

4.8.3 Group 3: the Rainbow model

The countries in this group aréestonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Portugal,
Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia

Although the level of public funding in this group is I@v % per capita or lesim all

countries but Estonia and Romania 2008, national government and local

aut horiti ¢sheshamemmb ipruébd i ¢ r ev evaralldbudggets t he <cl ubs
which rangedetween 4@ and75% is much higher than average. In other words,

even ifpublic expenditure on sport in theseountries is not very igh in absolute

terms, or even per capitahisis the main sourcef revenue forthe sport system

The average public subvention s al so high i n comparison Wwi
expenditures on sport, since the public funding level often exceextsmetimes

a factor of 5 (in Slovakidhe amount paid by households on sport and related

services.

The ®“effort rate” of househol ds, measured b
households to expenditures on sport and related services, varies across countries,

rangng between 0.8%and 1.2% in Slovenia, Slovakia, and Lithuania, and 6.8% in

Hungary, and a possibly overestimated 21.3% in Romania.

Revenue from companies, or from compulsory levies on lotteries, betting and
gambling (sometimes channelled via the govermtaccounts), do not contribute
much to the overall funding of the sport system: in most countries, less than 1% of
the total revenue going to the sport system comes from this source, compared with
more than 3% in the Scandinavian economies, for examplg,naore than 10% in
Group 4 countries.

Finally, wluntary work is not widely developed (less thamér thousand (2 per
thousand in Slovakia, and 3 per thousand in Slovegfithie population is involved
in volunteering) which does not help to raise thevel of offer.

As a result, the membership rates are fairly low, ranging between 2% and 13%.
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Characterisation of the funding models of countries in Group 3 - 2008

Betting and
Public Number of gambling
Membership subsidy as a Effort by HH Other private volunteers per  services'
rate (%) share of HH @) contributions 100 share of total
expenditures inhabitants revenue going
to sport
Estonia 10 1,03 5,5% 20,5% 0,07 0,8%
Hungary 4 1,02 6,8% 5,4% 0,00 2,7%
Latvia 6 2,68 2,5% 6,6% 0,00 1,7%
Lithuania 6 2,43 1,2% 38,9% 0,01 1,7%
Portugal 8 0,95 3,5% 5,4% 0,16 6,5%
Romania 2 2,45 21,3% 0,7% 0,01 0,2%
Slovakia 9 5,23 1,0% 13,8% 0,16 0,9%
Slovenia 13 2,97 0,8% 39,5% 0,26 1,5%

(*) Household expenditusen sportPER MEMBERSs ashareof GDFper capita.

Source:Er ost r at e gfiompafiondswurceo r t i um

Given the possible future trends in revenue from the different sources, and in
particular the financial constraints to which governments in manyhe$é countries

are confronted within the sequence of theconomic and financial crisis, the key
issues for the future will be to better balance the different sources of fundimg,
order to find complementary sources to public sector subventions, and to
contribute to the emergence of a sport culture which wouldai se i ndi vi dual
willingness to payand possibly lead to an increase in the contributionvofuntary
work, making it possibléo raise the level of supply. As will be seen later in the
study, a diversification of resource flows can also be obtaitl@@dugh the
development of partnerships with other families of stakeholdersuch asthe
education systemor private companies An adaptation of the offer of services to
the changing needs of the local population may also be a way to further diversify
the offerand increase the resources available for the development of sport.

The key issues for countries Group 3aretherefore to:
1 Balance the sources of fundingncreasing the contribution b
households and the private sector;
1 Increase the sport paitipation: enhance the sport culture, notably
communicatingmore)on the benefits of sport
1 Develop new types of partnerships to broaden the offer;
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1 Create incentives for increased participation by volunteers;
1 Develop the clubsind adapt/diversify the fier in order to generate
new revenue sources

4.8.4 Group 4: the BCP model
The countries in this group aiulgarig the Czech Republiand Poland

As indicated above, the funding structure of the sport system in these three

countries is very similar to thaif the countries in Group 3, howevethe overall

levels of funding are lowerAtl east i n the CzechesdRegsubl i c, the
(and invisiblecostg are more important than elsewhereThese take théorm of a

high contribution of voluntary wdt, and of significant support from local authorities

to the sport clubs in order to help these to pay for the infrastructure and facilities

that they use-a contribution that is not measured in the accounts provided for the

sport system In Poland and Hgaria, the contribution of public adhorities to the

funding ofsport even largely exceeds the average revenue coming from households.

A remar kabl e feature i n t hese countries i s t

budget which is funded from the com{zory levy on lotteries, betting and gambling
services.

Characterisation of the funding models of countries in Group 4 - 2008

Lotteries,

Public betting and
. Number of .
. subsidy as a Rate of effort . gambling
Membership Other private volunteers per
rate (%) SHE 0 % contributions 100 revenue as a
household households (*) . . share of the
. inhabitants
expenditures total budget
for sport
Bulgaria 4 3,99 1,2% 3,2% 0,00 18,0%
Czech Republic 7 0,55 2,9% 11,8% 0,32 11,8%
Poland 4 1,18 1,9% 11,2% 0,01 23,4%

(*) Household expenditus®n sportPER MEMBERSs ashareof GDFper capita.

Source: Eur os, tfronanateomgdurees d consorti um

The state contribution is partly funded by the compulsory levy on betting and

gambling services: per capita, this equals r e
Poland and € 5.9 in the Czech Republic in 20C
the € 3.5 generated through compul sory mechan
4.4 per capita in Germany.

For househol ds, the “effort?” ratio is moderat
less of theirincome (measured by GDP per capita) to expendgura sport and
related services.
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The membership rate is much lower than in the other EU Member States, and the
sport participation rate is also low (13% in Bulgaria, 28% in the Czech Republic and
25% in Poland, compared to figures above 70% in SwedtFRiatand).

In this group of countriesa key issudfor the future is to secure the revenue
generatedfor good causefrom lotteries, betting and gambling, whether this goes
via the government accountronot, and to ensure that this remasneffectively
channelled to grassrootsport. Another key issue is, as in Group 3 countries, to
raise p e o p awareress of the benefits of a regular practice of sport and to
increase willingness to payn order to diversify the revenue sources. Introducing
incentives 6r households, businessompanies and otherto participate more to

the funding of the system including through the provisigror funding of sport
infrastructure and facilities, could also raise the level of offer muadte it possible to
increase the participation levels without weighting too much on household
budgets.

The key issues for countries Group 4areto:

1 Enhance the sport culture, notably by communicating more on the bengfits
of sport in order to increase willingness to pay
1 Secure the reenues presently coming from the compulsory levies

lotteries, betting and gambling and/or reinforce the mechanisms that
channeltheseto grassroots sport

1 Diversifythe sources of fundingfor example through initiatives aimed at
raising the contributios of sponsors and donorspr developing
partnerships between firms and the sport clubs order to reduce the
sy st enmyrdiante®mpublic funding;

1 Develop the clubs and adapt/diversify the offer in ordergenerate new|
revenue sources.

4.8.5 The United Kingdom

The model for the UK is different from that of théher countries,and in particular
of countries in Group 1 which have similar GDP per capita |dvetsiuse the level
of public funding in the UK is beldive averageof the other countries with aimilar
GDP per capita What compensates thi@nd explains the still reasonable
participation rateis thatthe systems of redistribution aevenuefrom professional
sport to grassroots sport amell developed €.g.Premier League, R&A in Golf).

Even s, the membership rateemains fairly low and hascrease only slowlyover
time in the UK In 2009, the averagenembership rate was only% of the
population,and the participation rate was less than 50#hjch translates into fairly
small clubs (belowhe averageclub sizeor countries of that GDP per capital level).

The level of household expendittsens port i s al so fairly high,
capita and per annum (despite the low membership jatehich means that the

average cost per membds comparatively high. This figuréowever, includes

other expenditures on sport than those specifically related to the practice of

grassroots sport indeed, the attendance of higlevel sport events and the

purchase of sport equipment and sportsweae a@lso comprisedn the household

expenditure figure.
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The contribution of stakeholders o t hham Households and the public sector at
national and local level§.e., of companiesdccounts for approximately 10% of the
total budget of the UK sport sector and the contribution of voluntary work is
equivalent to that observed in Group 1 countries.

Characterisation of the funding models of countries in the specific
countries - 2008

Lotteries,

Public betting and
" Number of .
. subsidy as a Rate of effort . gambling
Membership Other private volunteers per
rate (%) L) % contributions 100 revenue as a
household households (*) . . share of the
. inhabitants
expenditures total budget
for sport
France 18 0,82 4,8% 9,5% 0,64 0,7%
United Kingdom 9 0,17 14,5% 11,1% 0,32 1,2%

(*) Household expenditus@n sportPER MEMBERs ashareof GDFper cayita.

Source: Eur o s tfromanatempliseucds consorti um

In 2008, evenue generated from compulsory levies on betting and gambling
operators accourdd for 1.2% of the total resources allocated to sport

Given the above, and the likely future treméh revenue from different sources, as

will be reviewed in more detail in the next section, the key issues for the Ut are

adjust the level of offer whilst at the same time complementing the revenue sources

available to fund the systemgiventhe alredy hi gh “ef fort rate” of
Another relevant issue, beyond the diversification of revenue sources, is the

stabilisation of these, especially in economic downturns, when private funding

sources (from households or companies) tend to shrink.

Thekey issues fothe UKare:

1 Broaden thesportoffer;

9 Foster higher participatiomembershiprates,

T Ensure that the cl ubs’ can r efg
their high reliance on private funding sources)

1 Consolidate and reinforce solidaritmechanisms to increase fundit
from lotteries and other private contributors (commercial companies

1 Integrate the support of sport as a policy objective (recognize
positive externalities of sport in public policies).

4.8.6 France

France isanother specalc a s e , di ffering from the model ou
countries as well as from the Groups 2and4 models Indeed, the level of public

funding is much higher than in thather countries inGroup 1 even though the

overall revenue per capita alloet to sport in France is not significantly different

than in Group 1 countries. The high public sector contribution indeedpensates
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a comparatively low direct contribution by householdbe latter is indeed well
below that of other countries with theame level of GDP per capita.

The contribution of voluntary work is broadly in line with the other countries in
Group 1.

Although Francehas compulsory mechanisntBat channelpart of the revenue
generated from the lotteries, betting and gambling opeoas to sport, the
contribution of this revenue only accounts for a very small sli@ré%)of the total
budget of the sport system. Furthermore,intra-sport solidarity appears to work
less well than in the UK, and membership rates are not significaighehthanin
the Group 1 countries

The key figures for France were presented above, in the table presenting the two
‘“speci fic’ finwievd of fikgly futwedtrerdss ithe different revenue
sources(discussed in the next chapteshd of therelative weight ofthe different

funding sourcesa key issue for Frandeto better balance the public sector arnle
househol ds’ contributions to the system,
the awareness, by the general population, of thenefits that can be generated

from the regular practice of sport)and by raising private contributions from
companies, through the sponsoring of grassroots clubs and donationthe
development of partnerships between companies and sport clubs

The clallenge is all the more important, given the futuoenstraints onpublic
sector revenue (including at local level) in a country where future pension payments
and expenditures on health are forecastteike an ever growinghare of the public
sectoretss budg

The key issues fdtranceare:

T Raise individual s willingness

1 Balarce the various funding sources to have less dependence on
stream of funding adapt the offer to the needs of households
increase membership and participation rates, aimtrease funding
from other (private) stakeholders;

1 Secure the revenue from lotteries, betting and gambling and reinf
solidarity mechanisms which channel revenue from thehiéyel to
the grassroots level: including through solidarity within the $p
movement: although there are regulated mechanisms channelling
revenue from lotteries, betting and gambling and media rights to s
these revenues represents less than 1% of the total budget of the §
system
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5. Legal and fiscal framework impacting
grassroots sports financing

This section presents the different types of regulations and Laws impacting the
financing of grassroots sport, following the sequence indicated in the figure below.

The funding channels subject to regulations

A

.| Professional
" Elite sports

wﬁ
5
Households 1
2 Grassroots sports
associations

Voluntary
work

2

Sport
participation

Food & drink,
sporting goods,
etc.

3

N

Lotteries &

4 71 other gambling
- services

Sponsorship

Public
funding

Infrastructure /
facilities

Source: Eastrategi®&s consorti um

The first category of regulation with an impact on the funding of sport in the EU is
the fiscal framework applying tosport clubs, sport organisationsand other

stakeholders involved in sport.

The secondategoryapplies to measuwes in favour ofndividuals, either in order to
promote direct funding by individuals (donationsfor example through fiscal
incentives to promote the contribution of voluntary work, or to raise the

membership rates

The third type of regulation applietb companies as for individuals, pecial
provisionscan encourage the sponsirg of sport by commercial organisations
whereas othersnaylimit the revenue flowghrough specific regulations applying o

certainproducts or activitiesglcoholadvertisingfor example).

The fourth type of regulation is theegime for lotteries, betting and gambling

servicesoperators.
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The fifth category of regulation applies to media rights and to solidarity
mechanisms

The sixth category applies solidarity mechanismsvithin the sport movement
The lastategoryof regulation applies téocal authorities.

In most Member Statesthere is a general Law on sport (or an Act) which confirms

the promotion of gport-for-all, competitive and togevel sports a well asrelated

civic activitiesas important policy objectie@ The Member States r egul at ory
frameworks also defindghe role of thedifferent levels of governments and of the

different administrationsn charge ofmplementingsport policy, andsometimesset

out specal provisions applying tahe sport organisations,including specific

regulatory or fiscal measures.

Thischapterprovides an overview of the main types of regulations in each category
and discusses thieimpact on thefunding ofgrassroots sport The objective is to
identify eventualregulatory barriers to the funding of sport, and to identify good
practices / incentives which increase the resources available for grassroots clubs.

The country monographs ivolume Il provide more detil on the regulatoy
frameworks percountry.

5.1 The fiscal framework applying to sport organisations

5.1.1 Income taxes & corporation taxes

In the EU, he vast majority ofgrassrootssport clubs are registered ndor-profit
associations. In principle, hey are therefore subject b the generalregulatory
regime applying to this type afrganisation

Yet, in some Member States, special fiscal provisions apply tefonprofit

organisations that are recognised to have a public utility objective. In some cases,

as in Portugal foe x amp | e, t her e pblieunt ielxiitsyt ss taat“ussg’o ratp
specifically to sport organisations. To benefit from the particular provisions applying

to organisationswith a recognized public utility statushe sport clubs must fulfil a

number of egally defined criteria, applying for example to the nature of their

activities, their management structure and governance, the sources of incomes that

they are authorizedo receive and be registered.The criteria for registration as a

not-for-profit association with apublic utility (or sport public utility) objective are
generally not deemed very restri®cahd ve by th
the costs of registration are small in comparison with the potential benefits that can

be derived.

66 In fact, this barrier was not mentioned by the federations and other sport organisations interviewed within the
contexbf the study, nor reported in the questionnaire submitted to the NOCs and members of ENGSO. Only in
Spain does the number of sport organisations benefiting from this status appear to be small, for reasons that could
not be fully identified.
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The fiscal regime which applies to sport cldbgs not only dependn their notfor-
profit status, but also on the particular legal framework of each Member States.
Even for the nofor-profit, public utility clubs, the fiscal benefits thapply vary
based on the type of activity organiseahd the sourceof income

Indeed, @pending on the country, the benedican entail lower taxe®n income
generated by the clubgor lower taxes on some categories of income) as well as
reductions in property taxin capital transaction taxn payroll taxesand/or in local
taxes;reduced social security contributionstc.

Below we give the examples o$elected countriesto illustrate the variety of
situations and fiscal regimes across the EU

In Estonig IncomeTax Law lists nefor-profit associations and foundations
among the organisations entitled to benefit from income tax incentives
when the activities of the associations or foundations are the charitable
support of sport, and the incomes or assets are nistributed to its
founders or membersCommercial sprt clubs are subject toa 21%
corporate taxrate.

In Germany the Third Chapter of the Fiscal Code defitiesrequirements
for being registered as an organisatiofi publicbenefit purposes. Clubs
that meet the requirements are exempt from corporate tax, trade tax,
capital transactions tax, inheritance tax and real property tixHungary
and Luxembourgalso,the not-for-profit status determines thdiscalregime
applying tosportorganisations.

In Ireland, sport clubs can benefit fronexemptiors of income tax,
corporation tax and dividend withholding tax where the income of such
legal bodiesas is shown to the satisfaction of the Revenue Commissioners,
has beenor will be applied for the sole pyrose of promoting an athletic or
amateur game or sport. Relief from capital gains tax ialso available
provided the proceeds of the gain are reinvested in acquiring new assets for
the promotion of the game/sport in question.To benefit from fiscal
benefits the clubs must be: (1)/ member controlled and ownadd notfor-
profit; (2) legally established in the state and have its centre of management
and control therein. In addition, the majority of its
trustees/directors/officers, as appropriate, must besident within the
state.

In Finland registerednot-for-profit associations may be eligible for public
support and certain tax exemptiong.he Income Tax Act defines the criteria
for not-for-profit organisations ("organisatioreccruing collective beni$™)

to benefit from total income tax relief for smaficale, norcommercial
business activities.Amorg other exemptions, ncefor-profit organisations
do not pay taxes on income gained through sponsoring, fundraising,
donationsor evenmembership fees mvided that no one receives direct
personal benefit from it, and that the funds are used for thgerieral
interest’, i/e to support the activities of the club If a club's activities
extensively involve nomembers, however, these activities may be deemed
commercial in nature, which makéhe club's revenue subject to tathe
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frontier between notfor-profit activities and commercial activities is not
very clear.

- In Lithuaniag sport centres and other sport facilities may be exempt from
land rental taxfollowing a decision by the municipality or regional council

- InSweden sport clubsbenefit froma reduced payroll tax.

- In Portugal sport clubs with a recognized *“ sy
publica desportiva) can benefit from a certain tax exemptiarg] qualify
for contracting with the state (fopublic subventions The status is not
automatically granted and there have been federations which have lost this
status in the past (weigHitfting, sailing, more recently football).

- In Spain sport organsations which are recognized as being“op u bl i ¢
utility?” a r yet, ahha the natiorelmgpdrt; federations, the
autonomous federations that are affiliated to a national sport federation
and the Spanish Olympic and Paralympic Comnste recognied as
having a public utility status. To get this status, the sport clubs have to
make a special request and demonstrate their compliance with a number of
rules. Very few clubs seem to benefit from the publitility status

- In the United Kingdom the 2M2 Finance Act allowggisteredCommunity

Amateur Sports Clubs (CASCs) to benefit from certain tax rebates, similar to

those normally given to charitiessome 4,141 clubs are registered as CASCs,

with an estimated total ienarsthxreieenef i t of

corporate tax reduction and Gift Aid repaymetfits Clearly, ports

organisations culd attain charitable status, but the CASCheme is

designed to achieve parity for sport with charitable status with less

paperwork. The advantages inckid

U0 80% mandatory business rate refidbcal authorities can offer up to
100% reliéto clubs at their discretion;

U the ability to raise funds from individuals under Gift :Addregistered
CASC can reclaim up to £28 in tax for
next financial year), though at the moment this does npplyg to all
types of donations;

U CASCs are exempt frotorporation tax on profits derived from trading
activities if theirtrad ng i ncome is under £30, 000 pa

U profits derived from property income ar@so exempt for CASCs if gross
property income is under £20,000 pa, 0
the abolition of the nil rate band:;

CASCs whose income does not exceed these threstaol®io longer
required to complete an annual Corporation Taxuret

- In contrast in theCzech Republjsport organisationswvhich are all NG®are
subject to the same regulatory framework as anwther legal body the
general frameworkthat appies to not-for-profit legal entities makes no
exceptions for sport orgasations Up to a total reported income & the
equivalent of12,026 they can however, benefit fromincometax exemption

67 http://www.cascinfo.co.uk
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provided thatthe taxexempt revenue is used for the development of the
club.

The notfor-profit status sometimes goes along with restrictions on the type of
activities thatcan be undertaken. In certain countries, the sport organisations
interviewed indicated that there were limits on the types of activities that they
could undertake.In Lithuania for example,registered clubs cannot engage in
commercial activitiesIn Finand they are notexemptfrom tax on commercial
activities

5.1.2 The VAT Regime applicable to sport activities

Article 132 of the VAT Directiffestates that activitiesnthe publ i ¢ i nterest ”, S
as the supply of services closely linked to sport or physthatation, can be exempt

from VAT. Annex lll offers a reduced rate VAT (5%) which can be used by Member

States for admission to sporting events and use of sporting faciliiteough most

Member States apply the principle of VAT reductions and exemptiothis area

the concrete applicationariesacross countries

For example:

- InSweden Malta and The Netherlandsageneral VAExemption is applied
to not-for-profit organisationson the supply, bythese organisations, of
services related to sportrgphysichactivity.

- InFinland sport clubs arealsonormally exempt fromVAT as long as they
run their activities in a nefor-profit manner. If they are considered to run
business activitigghen they become taxable entitiend the standard/AT
andincome tax rules appiythe normal VAT rate is 9% for sport services, for
other services the VAT rate can be either 13% or 23% depending on the type
of service. The threshold for exemption is

- There are severadVlember Statesin whichthe VAT exemptiorfor sport
clubsis only applied below a certain revenue threshold.

0 For example,n Denmark sport clubs whose revenue is less than
DKr50,000( a p pr o x i ma fare éxgmpi€frons \VA?. OTideje
has been some discussion around a possible change isphisal
VAT exemption regime Qubs which qualify for the exemption
dread the potential increase in administrative work that would
result from theend of the exemptionsince,as elsewherePanish
grassroots clubs rely a lot on volunteer workKlhe prospect of
havingto fill in the VAT forms wuld divert preciousvolunteer time
away from sport activities

0 InCyprus the threshold is € 15, 000.

o0 InBulgarig athresihold of € 2 5 appli@sdn revenues from the
supply oftaxablegoods & services

68Directive006/112/EG6f 28 November 2006 on the common system ofechtag add
69VAT Law No 375 of 1994; sounitp://www.culturalpolicies.net/web/denmark.php?aid=515
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(0]

In Germany sport clubsare exemptfrom VATas long as their
turnover remains under €17, B00
the current year). In certaihand/regions sport clubs benefit from
reduced tax rates of 7 % instead & % (e.g. selling of tickets)
exceptwhen they act in ampetition to commercial clubs

- There are member states in which tMAT exemptiordoes na apply to all
clubs, or only applies to some sources of revenue for the clubs:

(0]

In Romania the VAT exemption applies talplicsystem clubs The
private system clubs are divided into: Aoir-profit clubs, which do
not pay VAT, and, commercial clubs whare exempt from VAT up
to € 35,000.

In Estonia and Lithuania also, the VAT exemption ialso not
automatically applied to all clubs: in Lithuang&nort services are
exempt from VAT if they are provided by Hot-profit bodies up to

a t hr es h qODOperoydar inEEst@idonly those services
provided by a nofor-profit association to its members free of
charge or for a membership fee, and those services provided [by a
not-for-profit association] to natural persons relating to the use of
sport faglities or sport equipment, are VAT exemp#f 21% VAT is

(the

Y

applied to when their revenue exceeds

In France not-for-profit sport organisations with selfless
management are exempt from VAT on the revenue from services to
members, and on the revenue from sales to members inithé bf
10% of total receipts; the ATexemption also applies to the ndor-
profit operations when prices are very different from those applied
by commercial organisations, and to profit making operations if
they are not predominant and if the receiptoin these operations

are |l ess than € 6 fortsOe@eits drganésedybye a r

the clubs aren ot subject t o TaxeA Jur lésu t

bef
t o

spectacles |, t he revenue of whi ch goes

However, it is a residual taxation sinceny sports clubs are partly
or totally exempt indeed, aministerial order permanently exemgt
around 40 disciplinesMoreover, all sports activities in Corsica are
exemptedfrom the tax

- In someMember Statesn whichno general exemptiompplies, there ia
reduced VAT raten some of the activities offered by sport clubs. For
example,in Portugal all clubs are subject to VAT but a reduced rate applies:
sport equipment, sport activities and sport events are indeed taxed at the
reduced VAT rate of 5%n the Czech Republic sport clubs are not formally
exempt from VAT but most clubs do not pay.it

Other provisions apply in other Member States.

All these provisions make it possible for Hot-profit organisations to retain a
higher share of the revenue gerated from their activitieshan would otherwise be

70See Volume Il for more detail.
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the case dl else equal, ie VAT exemptiomllows themto increase their offer or
reduce the fee for their service.

Not only would an end to the VAT exemption reduce thé unetsinicome but it
would also lead to increases in costs or in the burden put on voluniesrfluman
resources would be needed to deal with the tax administration.

Note that the revenue threshold wihh exists in certain countriexeates a barrier
to the growth of sport clubsnaking it more difficult to generate economies of scale
on certain activities.

5.2 The fiscal framework applying to individuals

521 Measures impacting householdsd contri bt

Beyond theregulatory and fiscal framework applying to the sport organisetio
themselves other regulatory measures impacting the funding of grassroots sport
includetax incentives, andgomerestrictions on the funding of the sport sector by
individuals / households.

With respect toh o0 u s e hmonretdrg ontributions, three families of measures
have been identified:

T In several Member Statesdonations are encouraged through fa
incentives these generally only apply to donations madeniut-for-profit
organisations the tax exemptions arsometimesalso conditional to the
fact that the beneficianjhas arecognisedpublic utility objective Countries
where legislation concerning donations by individuals to sptrbs were
identified areDenmark, Estonidtrance, Germanyungary, Ireland, Latvia
Luxembourg, the Netherland®oitugal, Slovakia Slovenia,Spain and the
UK Sometimes, the exemption is conditional, or capped

In Germany donationsare tax deductible for the donor the recipient isan
organisation which serves the general interest

In Latvig there is a limit onhie tax exemption which i85% ofthe amount
donated (90% ifthe donation is to theOlympic Committe the donation
may not excee@0% ofthe total amount of tax due to the state

In Portugal there is a nmxmumd e d u c t i o on personaléntoin® for
individuals when the donation is madeto a clubwithr ecogni sed
public utility?”

sport

Slovakiaoffers aslightly different formulation of this incentivendividuals

and companiesandonate 2% of their taxes to ndor-profit organisations

among which sprt clubs in Hungary taxpayers can allocate 1% of their

income tax to a noiovernmental organisation of their choice (plus

another 1% to a registered church, if they so wish). According to the data

disclosed by the tax authorities on 2006, nearly 5% oHungar y’' s tax paye
channel |l ed € 31 mil |l i on to 27,400 or ga
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organizations) under this scheme. About a fifth of this is estimated to have
served notfor-profit purposes such as culture and sport

In the UK Gift Aid works by prading income tax relief to individuals on

their gift or donation and by allowing the recipient CASC to reclaimame

tax on the gift from HMRC.The amount ofthe tax benefit depends on

whether the individual pays income tax at the basic or higher datdaoth

cases the club will .receive £28.20 for e

In contrast, in countries such as Bulgaria, Cyprus and the Czech Republic,
donations related to sport are not considered as deductible expenses in the
calculation of income tax

1 In one Member StatéGermany, a special tax provision wassofound to
apply to individuals who work in the sector as a secondary activity: this
entails them to an income tax reduction;

1 On the other hand,restrictions have been seton the sale of certain
products by clubs, such asalcoholc beverages or spiritslimiting the
revenue that clubs can generate from fc
premises For example:

o0 InCyprus the sale of kohoic beveragess prohibited m the clubs'
sport premises; the same rule apgién other countries, among
which Romania and Spain;

o IntheUnited Kingdomthere was aecent debateon the obligation
for sport clubs to buy thenecessarylicence to be able to sell
alcohol. In the absence of such a licengecause of the extra costs
entailed for club housegotentiallyindividualsmay spend less time
in club basor restaurans, which in turn measless revenue for the
club houses

o In Finland the sale of alcoholic beverages is subject to a license
administered at local level;

0 InFrarce, the sale of alcohol is restricted during sport events, both
in professional events and in amateur event$n Lithuanig no
beverages with alcohol concentration of over 5 percent can be sold
during sport events around sport events the saleof alcohoic
beveragesvith alcoholic volume not exceeding 6 per césmbanned
in retail and public catenig establishments;

The effect of thesgax incentivesaandrestrictions on the overall amount of revenue
going from households(and other private stakeholdersp grassroots clubss
difficult to assesshowever The negative effect of theestrictionson overall
revenue going from households to the clubs h®wever, minor in regard of the
other sources of revenue that can be generated from members and theiliés
thanks to the tax reductions

5.2.2 Measures encouraging sport participation

In some countries, the practice of sport within a sport club is encouraged through
specialincentives. For example
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1 In Finland employers can subsidise the membership fee antl aydax
refund, which reduces the cost for members and potentially increases sport
participatiorn

1 InLatvia families are entitled to a State Far
for each child in the family until they reach the age of 15

1 InMalta, parents pging sport membership fees can benefit from an income
tax rebate up t operyearrea approvedrby thd Malal 0 0
Sports Council) on account of their children

Smilar measures may apply in other EAé¢mber States

5.2.3 Laws encouraging volunteering

Given theeconomic and sociaportance of volunary work for the sport clubs, the
promotion of voluntary work is a key issue for grassroots sports. This is recognized
at both the EU and national leel The study on volunteeridgundertakenby GHK

for the European Commission shows that in eight countries (Belgium, Cyprus, the
Czech Republic, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Luxembourg, Malta, Poland, Portugal,
Romania and Spain), volunteers have a legal status. Five countries (Austria,
Bulgaria, Ireland, Greecend Slovenia) are about to develap legal status for
volunteers

This study has identifieda number of countries with tax exemptionn the
reimbursement of expensesr other types of financial benefits for volunteerdn
most cases, there is a ceiliog the amounts that are free of tax, but the ceilings
vary a lot across Member State:

1 In Denmark the fiscal legislation entitles the volunteers working for sport
clubs to an allowance withiraplifies reimbursement proahires: up to a
level of € 67 0, a Vvolunt e efar expeases rédated tb ei mbur sed
transportation costs, the use of their phones or the washing of clothes for
the local teamwithout any receipts.

1 In the Netherlands sport clubs are allowed to provide a thre
compensation ofup to € 150 per €nag58Q per yeaam fod
volunteers. Up to this amount, they do not need fastify their expenses.
Higher compensation is possible if the organisation reports the
compensation to the tax inspector, on a yearly basis.

1 In Austria, expensesreimbursemens are tax free up tc€ 10,900. In Italy,
the ceiling for experes reimbursements €i7,500per year

1 In Germany the fiscal framework for volunteering was strengthendide
legislationnow setst he cei |l i ng f or OO0 periyeabYet,sements at
income generatedfrom a secondary activitguchas a training supervisor,
instructor, teacher, attendant or from a comparable secondary activity in
the service of, or on behalf of, a pubbenefit sport club is tasexempt up
to € a2,yle0ar (training supervisor’s allowan
26 of the Income Tax Law).

71 Volunteering in the European Union: a studK ligr @¢ European Commission, Directorate General
Education and Culture, anBdiieational, Audiovisual & Culture Executive Agehay FeAary 2010
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1 InBelgium the reimbursement oéxpensess alsafree of tax, but no ceiling
is reported the same applies inlungary

Sometimes, the benefits go beyond tax exeiops on the reimbursement of
expenses:

1 InFinland there is arinsurance scheme for volunteeasd they can receive
reimbursement of expenses free of tax;

1 In Romania volunteers benefit fronsocial insurance, skills certificatand
reimbursements oéxpenses

1 In the United Kingdom there areprogrammes to help sport clubsand
organisationgo recruit volunteers, increase the recognition of volunteers,
and grantawards toyoung people that arengaged in sport volunteering.

Number of FTEs per 100 inhabitants in the EU (2008)
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Although other countries not mentioned above may also benefit from specific
incentives for volunteer workit isneverthelessnteresting to sedhat the countries
mentioned abovehave comparatively igh levels offull-time equivalents per 100
inhabitants. On the chart, the countries where a specific tax provision was
identified are indarkblue, whereas the other countries arearlighter blue olour.
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5.3 Measures impacting the funding from private companies

5.3.1 Fiscal incentives

Many EU Member Statedave introduced legislatiomo promote the funding of
general intereshctivities—among which sport by private companies.

With respect to sportfour familiesof incentiveshave been identifiedthat are likely
to have a positive impact atme revenue allocated tgrassrootssport (and in some
cases alsdo elite andprofessional spojt For examplethere aretax reductions
applyingon:

1 Donations: this is the case for example irDenmark, Estonia, France,

Germany Hungary, Luxembourg, Malta, The Netherlands,Portugal
Slovakia, Spain and the United KingdonT.he taxreductions can be
conditional b the status of the recipient, however (for example, bjipg
only to donations to nofor-profit associations, or tassociations with a
registeredpublic-utility statug; there canalsobe ceilings above which the
exemptions do not apply. For example

In France donations made by companies to charities orpuoblic-benefit
organisations are entitled to a tax reduction equivalent to 60% of the
payment, in the limit of 5 pethousand of the turnover of the donpr

In Germany donations are tax deductible for the donor if destined to an

organisation which servabe general interestsimilarly, inSpain donations

made by companies to organisations having
benefit from tax exemptions for the donator

In Ireland, tax reliefexiss f o relevant donations to an approved sports
body, for the funding ofapprovedprojects’. The scheme is applicable only
to donations received on or after 1 May 2002. The minimum qualifying
total donation amount by a single donor in any year to an individual sports

body i sEligble @djebts must costlessth€rd 0 mi | | i on. When t
aggregate cost of a project exceeds this amount, relief may only be claimed
on donations up to the € 40 million thres

project becoms fully funded, the approved spotiody should not accept
further donations or issue receipts irespect of that project under this
scheme

In Malta, companies can claim a tax deduction for the financial assistance

given to sport organisations or athletes for their participation in national or

international sport events. The total deduction thathche claimed in any

yearisthe | esser of the expense actually incur

In Portugal there is gpossiblededuction ofup to 120% ofthe fiscal values
for companies when donatianare madégoas port or gaspors ati on wi th
public utility st atus, as postfedetaonscase of many s

There are countries in which riax exemptiors applyon donations among
these are Bulgaria, Cyprus and the Czech Republic.
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1 Sponsorsng: tax benefits on sponsoring expenditures have been identified
in Denmark, France, Hungary, and Lithiaa There can, again, be ceilings or
conditions imposed on the amount deductible

In Hungary for example the amount that igax exempt can bel50% ofthe

amount paid to a recognized OPBQ( dutstanding public benefit
organisation”) . ikbhmualtpledges, ciarate of dak mul t
exemption can even bd70%. Almost alsport organisationgqualify as

Public Benefit Qanisations (PBO), and a smallimber qualify as
Outstanding Public Benefit Organisations (OPBi@ge 2010, there is the
possibility to claim tax allowance up to the amount indicated in the
sponsorship certificate, up to 70% of the tax liability. This applies to the
sponsoring of the national federation, of affiliated sport organisations or
supporting foundation of visual team sports.

In France gponsorship revenue invested in general interest activities can be
deducted from the taxable income of the company according to Al 89

the General Tax Codd& herefore, the company does not pay the corporate
tax related to this amount, wibh represents 33.33% of the amount of
sponsorship contracts

In Belgiumand Spain sponsoring expenses are not deductipker se but
these expenses can be reported as advertising exemptions and benefit from
tax exemptions on that basis

9 Advertising on gort: for examplein Spain

Other measures apply, which deserve mention. Among thibsefunding,
by a companypf all or part ofits employeesCmembership contributions to
a sport clubcan benefit from tax exemptionsThis is the case for example
in Finandand Germany

In Finland as indicated earlieremployers may offer to their emplogs a
possibility to use sporservices either free of chargm at subsidized prize
this actvity is taxfreetotheemployeup t o 400€/ year .

In Germany to promote healthier journeys to work and reduce
environmental pollution, the 1999 Finance Act introduced an annual tax
exemption, which allows employers to |
equipment to employees as a tdbee benefit

Nonregulated initiatives can also encourage funding by private companies.

For example, irFrancea “ | abel ” has been awarded to
participate in partnerships with, or ewnd, projects undertaken by
grassroots c | webhancementhtbat this cremtgse for the

company at local or higher levels can be an incentive for them, or for other

firms, to increase their funding of the sport sector, at a time when increased

attention is given to Corporate Social Responsibility. (8eexample the

label granted by the French Swimming Federation to its corporate partners).
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5.3.2 Restrictions on advertising and sponsoring

With respect tocompanies, eme restrictionsalso existwhich potentially limit the
revenue that could be channelled t@at in general, and to grassroots sport in
particular. Beyond the limitations on the sales of alcoholic beverages already
mentionedin the section related to the fiscal framework applyinghousehold,
sincethese reduce potential revenue flows goingpfm households to the grassroots
clubs, threegfamiliesof measurescan be listed

a) Restrictions on advertising and sponsorship by producers of alcoholic
beverages

With respect toadvertising ofalcoholic beveragés p r o, dlitfeceat rtypes of

measures appl, the purpose of which is often to protect minors of age

1 In certain countries, aBinlandand Portugal the marketing and sponsoring
of alcoholic products to minors (under 18 vishot authorised

1 In Cyprus advertising by alcohol companies is not ata by clubs in any
forms @n Tshirts, sport fields, etc.);in Denmark it is not authorizedon
sport grounds nor in sport magazines

1 In Spain alcoholic beverages over 20&bv cannot be advertised on TV
since 1990Regional governments have also imposeeir own legislation.
For examplen Catalonia, alcohol advertising above 28B%is also banned
in streets, highways, on public transport and in cinenaas no broadcast
advertising is allowed before 9.30pifhere are alsoedf-regulatory codesn
certain regions;

1 InAustriathere is aban onthe advertising of spirits on TV and ragdamd on
sponsorship of TV and radio programmes by companies primarily concerned
in alcohol production

1 InBelgiumno commercial advertisinig authorisecon date TV, andhere is
alegalban on spirits advertising orommercial TV.Alcohol advertising on
the radio is also prohibited In other media, voluntary guidelines prohibit
the encouragement of *‘drinking to excess
the under 2lyearsold.

1 In ltaly, Lithuania and Ireland there are restrictions onadvertising by
alcoholc beverages producers on the media, such as time slot restrictions.

In addition to these legal provisions, there are a number ofregjfilatory codesas

in Spain Italy and the UK. nl the United Kingdonfor example alcohol sponsorship
cannot be aimed at youth events, and alcohol sponsorship should (voluntary) not
appear on replica junior shirts.

Concerning sponsoring by alcohol companies, the debate has been redetivby
ESA with aecentresearch? cthe objectives ofvhichwere to explore the attituds
towards alcohol sponsorship in view of theurrent uptake of seffegulatory
measures. Indeed, alcohol companies avery active insponsoring and the self
regulaory codes and banslimit the revenue that sport clubs can generate from
these sponsorsTheimpact of alcohol sponsoring on drinking behavioyuh®vever,

72http://ec.europa.eu/health/ph_determinants/life_style/alcohol/Forum/docs/ev_20090609 co03_en.pdf
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still the subject of debateand it isvery difficult to estimate how much more
revenue could be geerated in the absence of this seéfgulated codeand whatthe

side effects would be. The fact that the debate is ongoing indicates how complex
the issue is

b) More general restrictions on advertising

In several countrieghere are more general restricins onadvertisingon certain
media. The relevance to grassroots sport of such measurewlisect: if broadcast
media generate less revenue as a result of these restrictions, then they may not be
able to pay as much for the right broadcast sport ewats. The section above
already gave some examples of advertising limitations on televisierapplying to
alcoholic beverages Other restrictions have been identified in selectdtmber
States In Belgiumfor example advertisingis not authorised ontate TV. In the
Netherlands advertising on television is only permitted in the evening after.2lth
France a recent lawalso limits the time frame during which advertising can be
shown on television. Again, the effect of these restrictions on theua of revenue
flows that would eventually be channelled to grassroots sport is very complex to
assess, and falls outside the scope of this study.

In the case of advertising restrictions on TV or radio, the way these restrictions

impact sport funding isvery indirect: in (potentially) reducing the revenue of

broadcasters, the latter may not generate as much income to afford to pay higher

prices on media rights onevenja impacoathee nt s ... Fi
funding ofgrassroots sporis even more diluted as this impaatill depend on the

solidarity mechanisms in place as this mainly concerns-leigdl and professional

sport. The restrictions were nevertheless spontaneously mentioned by many of the

people contacted during the course of tstudy, and in the questionnaires sent by

the Eurostrategies’ consortium to the minis
organisations at the onset of the study.

A possibly more relevat limitation on advertisingis the prohibition of adveising in
schools (as is the case for example in Netherlandis)}this case,te (not quantified)
impact on grassroots spoit through potentially lower revenue from advertising
and sponsors for those clubs which use public education facilities

C) European regulatory framework

Finally, anumber of EU Directives impaitte potential revenue flowgoing to sport

in general- and potentiallyalso tograssroots sportthrough solidarity mechanisms.
Among these, a Directive often mentioned by the sport organisationsvieweed in
Phase 1 ishe Tobacco Advertising Directfiewhich bans all tobacco advertising
and sponsorship on every forms of media such as the internet, television, print
media, radio and sports events within the European Uniowet, the societal
benefits derived from the implementation of the Directive outweigh thessible
negative implication®n grassroots sport

73EU Tobacco Advertising Dire€@®1(2008) 330 final
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The European Convention on Spectator Violence and Misbehaviour at Sport’Events

is another example: the Conventi@ims to prohibit the itroduction of alcoholic

drinks by spectators into stadia; to restrict, and preferably ban, the sale and any

distribution of alcoholic drinks at stadia, and to ensure that all beverages available

are in safe containersThis convention mainly aims at largeents, however, not at

amateur grassroots competitions. Yetjgtat the origin oimany of the restrictions

i mposed by Me mber States on alcohol consump:
vicinities.

Although this Convention was mentioned by some of tedefations interviewed
during Phase 1, iagainprimarily impacts tghlevel and professional sport. h&
consequences for grassroots sport anestly indirect

5.4 The regulatory environment for state lotteries, betting
and gambling services

This setion looks at the regulatory frameworKor lotteries, betting and gambling
organisationswhich defines the destination of funds from state lotteries anftom
betting andgambling services operators.

As previously stated, mariyetting andgambling services (inclirdy lotteries) are
subject to acompulsorylevy. Often, there is a Law or regulation which specifies
both the level of the contributior(rate of tax and tax basgand the destination of
the revenue. In the case of state lotteries, where governments #re main @and
sometimes theonly) shareholder, there is no levy but the definition of the allocation
of net revenues from this activity. The table in sectiér3.3 illustrated the
mechanisms in place.

The regulatory environment is the midst of changeéhowever,due to theneed to
adjust tothe online delivery of gambling services in many Member States. This is
leading to changes in regulations or to the introduction of nkegislationin a
number of countrieswhich will have future implications on thevels of funding of
sport — and grassroots sport from this source For example in France, the
regulatory framework was recently modified to open the market tclioe betting

and gambling services. Although the Law, adopted in May 2010, mainly $ocase
the prevention of fraud, the fight against illegal betting and, in the case of sport
bets, the prevention of match fixing, it also includes specific measures aimed at the
funding of good causes, among which sport

As illustrated earlierand on the next page the taxation systems vary across
countries on several dimensionsnaking it difficult to compare the schemes
internationally: thebaseon which the tax is applied (sales turnover, gross gambling
revenue, net revenue, winnings, profits, etc.) caary by type of product; theéax

74European Treaty Serids. 120
> See the Minutes of the Council of Minist&sMafrch 2009 published by the National Assembly

(http://www.assembteionale.fr/13/dossiers/jeux_argémrisasell as LawA -416®f May 26, 2010, Article
51. The levyglied to sport bets is 1.3% in the first year (2010), increasing to 1.5% in 2011 and 1.8% from 2012
onwards, to be paid to the CNDS in charge of the development of sport.
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rate also varies by produatr market segmen{for example, in France, a different
rate is levied on state lottery products, on honseing and on poker; in Estonia
there is a miform 18% tax applying to the games of Iskilassive and instant
lotteries and games of chance which are not organised on a gambling table or
gambling machinea 10% tax rate applied to number lotterieg; fixed levy on
gaming tables etg; the tax rate can also vary based on the amount of revenue
generated by the gambling operator (in the Czech Republic, different rates apply
based on turnover); there are also differences across countries idebgnationof

the funds. In addition, commercial operators can also be subject to standard
corporation taxation, at rates which also vary across Member States.

The tables on the following pages present a synthesis of the regulatory frameworks
applying today in the differerilember Statesas detailed in Volume II.

These tables illustrate the large vasieof schemes applying across Member State
with different market organisations, different levy schemes, etc

Asshownin the table, and in the tablen the funding of sporpresented in section
4.3.3 another factor explaining differences in the rel&tiimportance of revenue
from this source comes from the (regulated or not) allocation mechanisms which
candefine the destinationf{nal use) of the revenue generated from tha&x orlevy.

In some Member States, the revenue goes to the central government budget , and,

depending on policy priorities set annually, part (or all) of it is allocated to general
interest activities, among which sport. tither cases, there is a regulated key.
There are also instances in whialpre-defined, regulated, alloc@n rule appliego
define the share of the revenue that is allocated to sgsge the country reports in
Volume II). Finally, there are instances in which the revenue is directly allocated to
sport by the gambling operators themselves (because the spayanisations are

the shareholders of the gambling operators or lotteries, for example, as is the case
in the Czech Republic), in whichse, the revenue allocated to sport is distributed
on the basis of an allocation system which is internal to the spostement.

The table also recalls that there is not always a specific levy applied on state lottery
operations: when these are state owned, indeed, the net profits of these
organisations automatically go to the state budget. Generally, the regulatory
framework defines the share of the total turnover that is distributed as prize money,
and the share that can be allocated for operating expenses, in order to guarantee a
sufficient net revenue to fulfil the |
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Market status

Levy

Earmarked to sport

Austrial Lotteries = state monopoly (only

3 % of the annual sales proceeds of the Austrian Lotteries are to

Distributed according to a set formula; managed by
Austrian Federal Sport Organisation; on average, 16.3% of

authorized. Sport betting authorised in all
disciplines but only one operator for sport
bets on horse races

managed by government

Austria } be earmarked for the promotion of sport practice, minimum ; A
one license) ayvment of G 40 million annual the lotteriesd turnover has
pay Federal Sports Organisations through this mechanism
o . -
Net profits of state lottery allocated to good causes: the national 27'.44 6 goes directly to the three communities, and 72.56
. . _ . . % is allocated to the Federal Government. Amount of the
Lotterie nationale = state monopoly. lottery management contract fixes the terms of calculation and . -
. ) ’ . - otteryds revenues going sp
Belgium Gaming operators and small lotteries also|payment of the monopoly rent, as well as the special contributions
! . annually. In 2008, only 3.3% of total allocated to central govt
operate and percentage of pre-tax profits to be levied annually for purposes - .
L budget went to sport. No info available on share of
of public interest o
communities' part that was allocated to sport
Amount allocated to sport defined annually. Amount = taxes
' The two operators are'the Bulgarian State The two state owned operators hand their net revenue from lottery paid by t'he Bulgarian Sport Totalizer to the state budget in
Bulgaria Lottery and the Bulgarian Sport s the previous year, plus 10% of the tax paid to the budget by
. . activities to the general government buget -
Totalizator. Both are state entreprises. other organisers of toto and loto games. For the state
lottery, no allocation to sport but to other good causes
Only one lottery, owned and operated by
the state. A greek operator also pays a
Cyprus fee. Commercial betting and gambling Net profits of state lottery go to a government consolidated fund Share of revenue allocated to grassroots among other good

causes not clearly identified

Czech Republic

Sazka is the national lottery company.
Another lottery is due to receive a licence
in 2011. Private betting and gambling
operators authorised subject to licence.
More than 100 betting and gambling
operators present in the market

Varies based on turnover betwe
2M, 8% for revenue |l ess than
20M, 15% f or revenue | ess than
G040M.

Revenue earmarked to any type of general interest activity,
not only sport. Actual share going to sport depends on
conventions between the lottery and gambling operators
and the sport movement. For SAZKA, share of levy going
to sport is 100%. For other operators can be much less,
even zero

Market open subject to licensing. One

Regulated share of revenue from lotteries and gambling services
goes to certain missions of general interest, of which a given

gaming operators who fulfill the
requirements established by the local
gaming authority

number lotteries; fixed levy on gaming tables etc.; 5% of the stakes
of betting services

Denmark lottery operator. Several charity lotteries. |percentage is allocated to sport (see text for detailed allocation Regulated allocation key for certain sport destinations
key)
There have been rumours of privatising
the state lottery, AS Eesti Loto, but not Uniform 18% tax applying to the games of skill, passive and instant|37.4 % allocated to support projects related to sports,
done yet (2011); in 2011 the Estonian lotteries and games of chance which are not organised on a science, education, children, young people, families,
Estonia market will be open to all international gambling table or gambling machine; 10% tax rate applied to medicine, welfare, elderly persons and disabled persons; 22

% to support Olympic preparation projects; 10 % to support
other sport projects
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Market status Levy Earmarked to sport
Tax rate of : 30% on the total value of winnings and prizes given
out in any other lottery/competition (this applies for example to
lotteries organised by the sport clubs themselves; 10% on the
operatordéds gross profit in | ot
Lottery licenses awarded on certain 9.5% on the operatordéds gross p
conditions (public purpose or charity events;1.5% on the total sales of tickets in competitions or events |Regulated allocation key: 25% to sport, 9% to youth policy
Finland objectives, among other). Licensed where consumer goods are distributed as prizes, and on guessing |measures, 15.5% for scientific research, 38.5% to the arts
operators exist for both and certain games organised by not-for-profit organisations, as defined by the |and 10% for discretionary annual use for these purposes
gaming markets provisions of the laws governing gaming, gambling and lotteries,
and on the total incoming payments derived from keeping
automated machines, giving consumer goods as prizes, available
to the public; 5% on the total value of winnings and prizes
distributed in a bingo game.
FDJ=national monopoly, 72% owned by
France French Sta_te. PMU is another operator 1.8% of the revenue of the Francaise des Jeux goes to the
(horse betting). Market recently opened to budget of the CNDS
other operators subject to licensing
Regulated market, federal license The amount of the levy varies across Land, from 15% to 30 % on The reven_ue can b_e u_sed to support sport, art, culture and
Germany - other charitable objectives (for example, to sport
required the lottery proceeds o ) ] )
organization funding or to improve the sport infrastructure).
State monopolies: all games of chance
Greece must serve a charitat_)le cause or benefit [Special account recgiving revenue from sport bets via state 70% of sport budget is the revenue from the special
the state budget. Various types of sharehol ding ¢ account
lotteries, however
12 % tax on lottery proceeds, with 50 % of the gambling tax on
book-maker's bets, and the gambling tax on sport betting (football-
pool, etc.). There is also a game tax on drawing games (instant
] ticket) of 30% of the monthly proceed; a game tax on lotteries of
Only state-owned companies can apply . ) .
) 24% of the monthly prize-pool; a 7% tax on the monthly prize-pool
Hungary for a lottery license through a state ) . . -
concession of bingo games; and a 17% tax Qn the monthly prize-pool of joker
games. The game tax on keno is 24% of the net monthly
proceeds. The game tax on continuously organised totalizer-type
betting is 17% of the monthly prize-pool, and 17% of the prize-pool
for non-continuous totalizer-type bettings.
Ireland National Lottery company Net profits allocated to good causes
The revenues from betting and gambling are destined for
. The tax system distinguishes different types of games, with pub_lic_ benefit purposes and for the gaming operators. The
Totocalcio = national lottery. Many . . h majority of the revenues goes to the state treasury, and a
Italy . . different tax rates and different tax bases applying per type of . ; -
licenses awarded to private operators . . part goes to the Ministry of Heritage and Cultural Activities,
game. No automatic channeling of revenue to sport - h
the sport sector, the horse racing sector and some smaller
cultural and social activities
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Market status Levy Earmarked to sport
One (state) lottery operator, plus charities
‘ _and small opgratlons_ (turnoyer ceiling Net_revenue of the state_operator goes to sport. Others are For lottery, 50% is earmarked to sport. For other gaming
Latvia imposed). A license is required to subject to a tax (10% of instant sales and 8% of lottery sales) )
: . products no regulated allocation key
organise a lottery or any other form of which goes to the state budget
gambling: there are 20 licenses at present|
Distinction between national and local 5% (tax rate) of the nominal value of distributed tickets. For bingo |Agreements between central administration and
Lithuania lotteries. No state monopoly on national |and betting, the gaming tax is fixed at 15% of the total income less [federations. Two operators have sport organisations among
lotteries. Licenses required. prize money their shareholders/founders
. 15% of the lottery proceeds (stakes). Broad range of activities
Luxembourg State lottery and other licensed operators 0o yp ( ) 9 Vit For good causes
authorized
4 classes of license based on different Different rates apply according to the type of gaming license. For
Malta games and activities but state monopoly [sport betting, rate of 0.5% on the gross amount of bets accepted in |For good causes
on lottery remote betting operations.
National Lottery Company. Betting State regulation defines the redistribution of this revenue to
opened to commercial operators but on- [19,33% tax due to the State from lottery proceeds. By law, L .
: . L b . o : . 2 . the sport organisations. In the license of one of the
Netherlands line betting prohibited. Licenses required. |incidental lotteries must contribute a minimum of 50% of their sales o L o
. . . o . ) organisations, it is specifically stated that the revenues are
Various charity and local (occasional) to organisations of public benefit
; earmarked for sport
lotteries.
. . Totalizator Sportowy has a legal obligation to pay 25% of the price |The funds from special fund devoted to physical culture and
Private operators are authorized to . . . h )
Poland operate in Poland subiect to certain rules of a given bet (number games) and 10% of the price of a sport called Fundusz Rozwoju Kultury Fizycznej are wholly
aEd conditions ! scratching, SMS or other to the two funds which allocate the devoted to investments in sport and to the maintenance of
revenue to good causes school sport
. R . R D -Lei n.° 40/2 17th F fi h
State monopoly (Santa Casa da Set allocation key distribution all the revenue to various ministries ecreto-Lei n.° 40/ 005’. ¢ ebruary, defines the .
Portugal L . ) . percentage that the public monopoly gives to the Instituto
Misericordia de Lisboa) and for own operations of the state lottery operator
do Desporto de Portugal (IDP)
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Market status Levy Earmarked to sport
60% of its net profit to finance social housing, sport halls,
Romania State monopoly operator Net profits are allocated to good causes the construction of sport arenas and other types of sport
facilities
0,
. Commercial betting operators authorized [Sport betting is taxed at 5 % of the amount of bets (for horse 50 4) Of. the amount generated from the levy on sport
Slovakia . : — - betting is destined to sport, the rest goes to the general
subject to licence. Lottery=monopoly ? racing where the rate stands at 1%)
State budget
The national bettllng _market IS open to Up to 20% of the proceeds of the ordinary lottery, and up to
private operators: private lotteries can
. . . 80% of the proceeds of the sport lottery. Sport
Slovenia operate in the country, subject to L . :
o . . organisations receive approximately 7% of the funds
obtaining a license. Online operators are : e
generated from this activity
also allowed to operate
Market opened to licensed operators. 1% goes to the High Sport Council which earmarks the
Various sport betting services exist, Set allocation of part of the turnover, with particular allocation key. |[revenue for non-professional soccer. 10% of the turnover
Spain among which official srate betting Regulations organise the distribution of the revenue from sport from football betting goes to the soccer clubs which
schemes (including sport betting) and betting. participate in the Professional League; this revenue is
private operators distributed by the Professional Soccer League
State owned lottery. Market not open to Prlor to 2_010, sgt percentage o_f the profit on gambl|ng
. - . o . services is destined to the funding of sport for children and
private operators. Lotteries can be Net profits of state operators distributed to good causes via govt S
Sweden . ) L youth, and a set amount is distributed to the sport
organised by not-for-profit organisations [budget . )
; - movement as general aid. Since 2010, replaced by a
under certain conditions :
general state subsidy.
Eféﬁzg 'i:sorr?eﬂgteec:y_ggle noglen"f;;:]igei!es a There is currently no statutory financial return specifically
United Kingdom __y 15% on lottery gross profits; Horserace Betting Levy of 10%); targeted to grassroots sport from the betting industry in the
granted at present ==> monopoly UK
operator )
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5.5

The

Regulations applying to media rights

all ocation of

grassihotsaports is gdt fyet) regutated/ie mosteEU t o

Member States. Only Franead Italyhave voted a law that has a direct impactin France,
the lawdefines the percetage of the rights revenues that has to be paid to CEBuffet,
1999) This Law was extended to all communication channels (mobile, internet...) in 2008.

France, the sport lavalsog i v e s

sport organi sations

ah “ever

earlier (Ownership of the right of exploitation)n Italy,as noted earlierpart of the revenue
from media rightgs also legally channelleéd grassroots clubs

As indicated in Chapter 4,adia rights arenormally negotiated directly between the gpt
organisers and the broadcaster. In some countries, federations of several disciplines negotiate
collectively, whereas in other countries/disciplines the negotiation is bilateral. For example:

INCyprus f ol | owi a

ng

d e ci s i, eanh clob/negCtiatpsritsl avh

anti

media rights in Slovenia also, media rights are subject to agreements between each

federation and the media organisations;

In the Netherlands each sport competition organiser decides if it wants to unite to
other event orgnisers in the same discipline to negotiate broadcasting rights

collectively, or whether they prefer toegotiate independently;

In Denmark th e NOC and Sports
agreement on behalf of about 50 spdatisciplines;

Confeder

ation h a\

In the United Kingdom,a CCPRCentral Council of Physical recreatidgluntary Code

was signed by the main Rights Ownef$is Code aims to generate a funding
grassroots sport by rwvesting the revenues from television broadcasting
major sporting events to community sports.

boost to
rights of

The UK regulatory framework for media rights

The UK regulatory framework for media rights is presented here in more detall, as it
to the EU regul atory fr asalesinmothdt EU Member State

In the UK, as in other EU Member Statesain aims of UK competition law are to
agreements or practices that restrict free trading and competition between busine
includes the repression délsatanning abusive behaviour by a firm dominating a mar
competitive practices that tend to lead to such a dominant position. Practices contr
may include predatory pricing, tying, price gouging, refusal to deal aadinzdsty iottiede
supervising the mergers and acquisitions of large corporations, including some

makes reference
s0 applie

prohibit

5s entities. This
ket, or anti

olled in this way
2S

joint ventures.

Transactions that are considered to threaten the competitive process can be prohibited altogether, or

approved subject to "remedies" sacholdigation to divest part of the merged business
licenses or access to facilities to enable other businesses to continue competing.

These regulations of course also apply to media rights in sport: the tender process
Governing Bodiespbrt has to be fair, offering the contract at a reasonable and affolrd
the UKRights Owners hattlerough the CCPR Voluntary @adie, a commitment todagrin
the tender, and making every effort to enthat their events receiive widest possik
broadcastCompliance with these commitments is scrutinised by the Sports Broadc
Committee.

The templ ate for
2003 competition decision conce n g

1
EF

se i ng
U AOs

or to offer

for
able price.

e
ast Monitoring

—_——

por |
I

U)—h
v O
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Premier Leagl@eBundesligd the Commission has explicitly endorsed the notion of exclusivity,

stating that AUEFAds |joint selling aalrangement pr
focused media products from thiSysapean football club competition that is sold vig a single

point of sale and which could not otherwise be produced and distributed etfaally efficiently

In this case there are benefits for the consumer, wdtchdoegm subscribe to a host of media

suppliers to follow one competition, the media supplier who can increase revenue from advertising,

the advertisers who will have a defined target demographic and sport which can improve revenue

through exclusivity. A t hese benefits are set out |in more deta

The fact that rights are sold nationally and not @ur@pesan basis is also backed by the

Commi ssion in the same deci si ontslikehttetJEFAt not es t hat
Champions League are normally sold on a national basis. This is due to the character of distribution,

which is national due to national regulatory regimes, language barriers, and cultural factors. The
Commission therefore considersdbeaghic scope of the upstream markets for the media rights

to be natioriéd .

In the smaller EU Member States, the joint negotiation of media rights generally gives the
sport movement more leverage visvis the media sector. Nevertheless, as reportediea

the bulk of the revenue from media rights is related to foottzild tennis Everywherethe
amount that filters down to grassroots depends on solidarity mechanisms within the sport
movement, between the professional and hittvel and the grassrostleve) reviewed in the

next section

5.6 Regulations applying to solidarity between high-level and
grassroots sport

No national regulations orchestrating solidarity between the Heglel andthe grassroots level
were identified. In Europe, the sport movemt is very autonomous and solidarity is
organised by the sport organisations at the different levels of the pyramid, matBpecific
legal framework.

5.7 Regulations applying to local authorities

With the exception of Denmarkorspecific, Eiwide or natioral regulation applying to funding

of grassroots sport byhe local authorities was identified, beyond the general framework

organising themplementation of sport policy at different levels of governmeasdescribed

in the country reports in Volume IThe sport organisations interviewed within the context of

this study did not point out any particular “b
regulations.

76European Commission (2006) COMMISSION DECISION of 22 March 2006 esdiimy porsymacto Article 81 of the

EC Treaty (Case COMBBB.1738 Joint selling of media rights to the FA Premier League

77 European Commission (2003) Joint selling of Bundesliga ndediestriioimmission decisionpursuant to Article 9 of

Regulabin 1/20Q3

78European Commission (2003) COMMISSION DECISION of 23 July 2003 relating to a proceeding pursuant to Article 81 of the
EC Treaty and Article 53 of the EEA Agreement (S@N888.Dint selling of the commercial rights of the UEFA
Champioriseague)

79European Commission (2003) Paragraph (88) COMMISSION DECISION of 23 July 2003 relating to a proceeding pursuant to
Article 81 of the EC Treaty and Article 53 of the EEA Agreemen8{COBIRILIR selling of the commercial rights of the

UBFA Champions League)
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In Denmark, theLaw on the Allocation of Financial Support to General Education makes it
mandaory for all Danish municipalities to financially support sporting activities organised for
children and young people up to the age of 25. The municipalities can also choose to support
sporting activities organised for those aged 60 and ovdre Law als makes it mandatory for

the municipalities to let the sports club use the public sporting facilities for free as long as the
activities are aimed at people aged less than 25 or more than/@@ere the clubs have to use
private sporting facilities becaus® public sporting facilities are available, the Law makes it
compulsory for the municipalities to subsidise the rental cost by 65% or more.

5.8 Impact of the regulatory framework on the funding of grassroots
sport

5.8.1 Barriers

In the analysis no significantregu |l at ory “barrier” to the fundi
identified, whether atMember State or at EU level. A number of restrictions were identified,

suchas those applying to sponsoring and advertising t he c¢ | wrbvariousmedami s e s
channels,along with the EU Directive on tobacco advertisitizge social benefits of these

measures however, largely outweigh their eventualnegative impact orthe supply of sport

servicedue to a lower level of funding.

Many dfferences inthe national regulatory frameworls were pointed out,however,among
whichthe different regimes and levels of tation oflotteries, betting and gambling operators,
and thedifferences in the implementation of VAJn activities organised by the clybaith
not-for-profit organsations benefiting from complete exemptions in certain Member States,
and only up to a certain revenue threshsld other Member States. These differences do not
constitute barriers per se, but may be perceived as such by stakeholders in the sector.

Ancather measuresometimes mentioned s being a “barrier’isthby t he
need for sport clubs to be registereats not-for-profit associationsor to be recognized as a

public utility organisationin order to benefit from the(favourable)tax regime applying to

these organisations Yet, the nofor-profit and public utility statuses appear to bring in
benefits—in the form of tax exemptions and otherthat far exceed the administrativieurden

of the registration procedure. So, this obligatidoes not seem to be a relevant barrier.

Where regulatory regimes differ and restrictions exist, the amounthefpotential revenue
loss for the grassroots sport clubs, although not easy to quansifgevertheless likely to be

limited giventhe (low) share of the rgpectivei ncome sources in the gras
model s. l ndeed, expenditures by househol ds
premises onlyaccount for amarginal share of th&6% r evenue share of gr e
income funded byhousehol ds. The bul k of househol ds

membership fees, sport lessons, expenditures on sporting goods and equipment, gate
revenue, etc.
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Differences in the regulatory frameworks applying to lotteries, betting amdldjag operators

do account for part of the crossountry differences in the contribution of this activity to the
funding of sport, but at EU level the share of revenue going to sport in general from this source
is only about 1.5%. The high contributioflotteries, betting and gambling services to the
public sector budgets in the Scandinavian countries and in certain Eastern European
economies, however, provides an indication of the potential resources that could be
generated from this activity in othelember States.

Finally, with respect to media rights, no particular barrier was identified. As for revenue from

the compul sory |l evies on the state | otteries anc
the share of rights channelled to grassrossort depends on the allocation mechanisms in

place within the sport movement.

5.8.2 Incentives

In paralle] a number of incentivesvere identified, the objectivesof which are either to

increase thelevel of revenueavailable for the sport sector (sometimepegifically to

grassroots sport), oto increase participation rates Among these are tax reductions on
sponsorships and donations, tax exemptions on household income for households practicing

sport or contributing to the clubs as volunteers, tax redustidor companies contributing to

there mpl oyees'’ f ereduded VAT matesr (and in $omd ca¥dsl exemptiors),

etc. With respect to VAT, beyond the revenue implications of applying VAT to the services sold

by the c¢cl ubs ( wbnesstopay is kmited)e anather consehuenEamving to

pay VATon services or products sold by the clubss om t he grassroagiss cl ubs
the paperwork that this entadlin a sector which highly depends on volunteer work.

The table belowpresents a synthesis of the assessment of the incentives to the financing of

sport that were identified Each “+” in the tabl eiventygper esponds
ofincentive. The “+” however provide no i nthedmpatet i on on
of the measure on grassroots sport funding.

The presence of many “ +7 in the table for a g
instruments are in place, but it does not allow to conclude on the magnitude of the impact on

the resources avaible for the sport clubs. Indeed, taking the example of tax exemptions for

volunteers, the ceilings under which these apply vary significantly across countries: clearly, the

measure is more likely to lead to a high level of volunteering in a country wiherdax

exemption ceiling on expenses paid by the club is high, than where it is low. Given differences

in GDP per capita level and other country specific factors, it was indeed not possible to rank

the measures according to the magnitude of their impact
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List of regulatory incentives potentially impacting revenue flows to grassroots
sport

Fiscal incentives

Tax reductions " Tax reductions " . Tax rebates for Tax rebate for
X VAT exemption or Tax rebates for Fiscal deductions X . X .
applicable to donations/sponsori employers' funding

applying to R
. households applying to R . .
grassroots sport donations from X ng by commercial  their employee's
B registered to a club volunteers X B
organisations households companies membership fee

reduction (for not-
for-profit)

Austria *

Belgium * * |
Bulgaria * *

Cyprus * |
Czech Republic * * * *

Denmark * * * * * |
Estonia * * * *

Finland * * * * * * |
France * * * * *

Germany * * * * * * |
Greece * *

Hungary * * * * |
Ireland * * * *

Italy * * * |
Latvia * * * *

Lithuania * * * * * |
Luxembourg * * * *

Malta * * * * |
Netherlands * * *

Poland * * * |
Portugal * * *

Romania * * |
Slovakia * *

Slovenia * * * * |
Spain * * * *

Sweden * * * * * |
United Kingdom * * * *
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6. The outlook for sport’ financing

The previous chapter has shown the structure of revenue allocated to the funding of sport in
generalin the EYidentified thekey funding models for sport across the EU and analysed the
regulatory framework applying to this sector. It showed that the relative importance of the
different funding sources vags acrosscountries Beyondthe question of theefficiency of
different funding models,which will be analysed in Part Il of this repoanother major
question arises, which is the future sustainability of the different funding models.

Indeed, although historical trends in funding structures are difficult to assemble dteeto
scarcity of data, there is little doubt that the different sources of revenue have grown at very
different rates over the past years. Yet, future trends may differ from past trends, for a
number of reasons ranging from demographic changes to the cpesees of the recent
economic and financial crisis savenues and expendituresAs a result, some of the models
identified in Chapter 3 may be at risk.

This chapter reviewthe key factors which will influence the future flow of funds going from
each ype of stakeholder, to grassroots sports.

6.1 Expected trend in household contributions

As indicated earlier, duseholds contribute to the funding of grassroots sports through the
payment of membershifiees the purchase of goodsnd servicegincludingfood & drink and

the payment ofsport lessony and the supply of work on a voluntary basis. They also
contribute to the sprt funding model byoffering paid work.

The likely futuretrends in thesemajor resourcesor the sport sectoare reviewed below

6.1.1 Impact of demographic trends
Demographic trends matter because:

- There is a link between thpopulation age structurethe rates of practice and the
choice ofdisciplines practised;

- The number of people of working ageterminesthe labour supplyin the ecanomy in
general- and in thesport sectorin particular—whether this is paid work owork on a
voluntarybasis.

Demographic trends also matter because they impact future trends in economic growth and in
the general gover nme hhberemihdedimtneméxesectioss. t uati on, as

In Europe, demographic growth is slowing down, albeit at different rates across countries. This
slowdown has an important consequence which is a pronounced ageing process in most EU
Member States.

The table on the nd page shows the projected change in the total population by country
between 2008 and 2015. Although the total EU population is expected to increase byn2.5%
total between 2008 and 2015 which corresponds to an average annual grovdte of 0.35%,
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sevaal Member States will see their population decrease over that time frameAmong
those countriesare several eastern European countries such as Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania and

Romania.

Population growth by Member State between 2008 and 2015

Population Cuncwﬁ'l’;tg/: %
Countries 2008-2015
Austria 8334 325 8 569 899 2,8%
Belgium 10 656 209 11 069 711 3,9%
Bulgaria 7 642 185 7 382 440 -3,4%
Cyprus 794 576 888 003 11,8%
Czech Republic 10 345 927 10 496 514 1,5%
Denmark 5475791 5591 046 2,1%
Estonia 1338618 1323 261 -1,1%
Finland 5299772 5428 612 2,4%
France 61 875 822 64 202 980 3,8%
Germany 82179 136 81 857 964 -0,4%
Greece 11216 711 11 475 669 2,3%
Hungary 10 045 398 9 964 433 -0,8%
Ireland 4414798 5051992 14,4%
Italy 59 528 974 60 928 533 2,4%
Latvia 2 269 103 2200 033 -3,0%
Lithuania 3 365 443 3275272 -2,7%
Luxemburg 482 188 523 024 8,5%
Malta 410 489 420 933 2,5%
Netherlands 16 404 282 16 717 366 1,9%
Poland 38 115 641 38 068 048 -0,1%
Portugal 10 617 407 10 947 334 3,1%
Romania 21 423 356 21102 552 -1,5%
Slovakia 5398 755 5426 588 0,5%
Slovenia 2022 644 2 052 980 1,5%
Spain 45 283 259 49 381 307 9,0%
Sweden 9182 927 9 588 259 4,4%
United Kingdom 61 270 284 63 791 983 4,1%
EU 27 495 394 020 507 726 736 2,5%

Source: Eastat

The charts which follow show the impact of these demographic changes on the age structure
of the population, comparing, for each country, the years 2008 and 2Ba8hfigure presents
a different group of countries. They show that thleare of indviduals aged less than 25 will
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significantly fall in several Member States, while the proportiothose aged 65 or more will
substantially increase.

At the same time, in the 564 years old category, in which one finds many retired people
nowadays, e rate of participation to the labour force witise with the increase in the
average age of retirement.

These trends hava number ofimplications for grassroots sports:

9 Hrst, given that it is amonthe young people that the membership rates arglmest,
slower demographic growth and a reduction in the cohorts of young people means
that, everything else being equal, clubs wiltreasinglycompete against one another
for members

1 The second implication derives from thise in enployment rates amorgt the 5564
age range population: thismay lower the rate ofsport practice in this age range, #s
will reduce the time availablby people in his age group to practice sport.

1 Third, the ageing process will put a burden on social security and healtietsu The
practice of health enhancing physical activity by all age groups can, however, help to
limit the rise in health costs, by ensuring that the quality of life remains high through
ol d age. Yet, not al/l S p o rahd®r candueiveds “ access
enhancing peopl e’ si nhetahlet hs oacnitdeilt bgehésessabpetienrge:s t ,
to increase the practice rates of those sport disciplines best able to contribute to a
reduction in dependency rate3his may imply a need toiee the offer ¢ services in
those disciplines.

1 Another aspect of demographic and societal changes is the growing competition from
non-organized sport, and from commercial sport organisatiolms.the interviews
conducted withthe national sport federationsthe Dutch federations for example
insisted on the fact thathe competitive framework for sport clubs has increased. This
is not only due to the emergence of fithess and atlstemmercial sport centers, but
also to the massive increase in opportunitiesstqgo e nd one’ sNowadags e t i me.
there areother possibilities to participate in sport that make it no longer necessary to
join a sport club. In additioras highlighted by the Danish sport federatiopspple
want more flexibility in their busy livesyhile the sport club mainly provide a rigid
structure for sport participationyith fixed training schedules and, for team sports, the
need for all team members to be present in the same place and at the same time
during the week and at weekends.

1 Finally,the changes in age structures may impact thailability of volunteer work
As highlighted in th009 Eurobarometer survews well as irthe e-consultation and
confirmed by the survey of grassroots clubat will be commented upoin Part llof
this report, the contribution of volunteerss vital to many sport clubsIn countries
where voluntary work is widespread, will the next generations have the same level of
civicengagement as their elders?

Although the study on volunteering in the EU showst i@ trend in volunteering is still on
the rise, a future change in trermannot be egludeddue to:
4 Ageing andlow demographic growth

4 Increasing time pressures;
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4 Tighter regulations, applying for instance to the required qualification levels of teiner

4 Changes in social attitudes.

The latter factor (changes in social attitudegln play either positively or negatively. For
example, if volunteer works betterr e cogni sed and val uetdrugha s
this “year aHenunlmetofhourseotered hwgllinteers mayincrease But the
opposite could happerif stress at work continueto rise and the availabiy of free time
decreass, or if the fiscal incenties that are currently in place we removedas a result of
budget comtraints.

At the same time, &igherproportion of professionally inactive (retired) peopteay choose to
carry outvoluntary work There is thus no certainty as to the future trend in volunteerk.

Should the number ofrolunteersor the number of hous worked byvolunteers decrease,
however, new funding sources it have to be foundoy the sport organisations in order to
maintain or enhancéhe level ofservice offered

As seen earlier, the monetised contribution of volunteer work represe3itgo of taal

household expenditures on sport, and 24% of the financial flows going to the funding of sport
at EU level. It is a major revenue source that would need to be compensated for if it started to

decrease.

Changes in age structures by country, between 2008 and 2015 (1)

100%

B Under 25 years =1 From 25 to 34 yearfd From 35 to 44 year< From 45 to 54 yee
E1From 55 to 64 year& From 65 to 75 year{3 Over 75 years

Source: Eurostat
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Changes in age structures by country, between 2008 and 2015 (2)

100%
90%-
80% | [
70% | L
60%-
509
40% | {;
30%
20%
10%]
0%-

B Under 25 years [ From 25 to 34 year{d From 35 to 44 year< From 45 to 54 yee
1 From 55 to 64 year@ From 65 to 75 year{3 Over 75 years

Source: Eurostat

Changes in age structures by country, between 2008 and 2015 (3)
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These changes and their implications for grassroots clubs can be summarised as

follows:

Future trends in the contribution of households

Summary trends in terms of demographic Consequences for the clubs
change

Reduced number of young people

Increased competition for members

Less free time for the population aged 55 &
more

Increased demand for disciplines accessible
those aged 55 & more

Changes in behaviour and values

Increased competition from alternative practi
modes

Risk of a decreasin available time for
volunteer work (in the medium and long term

Need to find complementary revenue source
to compensate eventual decreases in the
contribution of volunteers

6.1.2 Impact of the business cycle

One of the results of the 2009 Eurobarometsurvey confirmed by the econsultation

undertaken in the first phase of the studwas that a key issue for the individuals when it

comes to the practice of sport is tlwest of the practice

The “cost of t he
absolute terms, as theactual driveri s

practice”
tafforelability”

ed rmoredn radative thanprt
of t he

purchasing power, increases in unemployment or tighter credit conditaamsmake it more

di fficult for

housediol ed”

t, @hic déam seanse themad dut

certain expenditures and redudbe practice of grassroots sports.

Future trends in participatiomnd in club membershipates will therefore dependon future
trends in purchasing powerThere is already evidee that the recent economic and financial

crisis has negatively impactéduseholdexpenditures on sport. For example, several sporting

wh i

practice:

he

goods companies have reported a reduction in the value of sporting goods sales as a result of

the crisis: in 2009, N&k’ s s al es

fell

by 7 %, Adi das

’ s al

es

3%. Declines were also registered in other areas, such as sportswear and footwear. A study by
CCPR also shows that 39% of thespitt clubs have seen a decline in membershipawals,
and that the clubs have suffered from a significant reduction inrtheaber of new members:
as a result 40% of them have witnessed fall in revenue frommembershipfees The
consequences of this are potentially dramatic, as some of those clabshat they will have
to close in the coming year. To avoid such an outcome, nuiglubs reported® cutting

investmens in coaching and staff, in kit, facilities and community initiatives, and shortening

opening hours and training offered.

80In 2009.
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Attendance ofsport events can also be impacted in business downturn$port + Markt
consultancy for instance reparthat, at the outset of the economic and financial crigig% of
the German respondents, and 34% of the British respondents envisaged attendingsfmster

events in order to save money.. The respondent s

events on TV than go to the stadiin

Other than the monetary impacts of the crisis on household expenditures, another
consequence of the crisis on private @ing sources has been owolunteer work.
Unemployment has indeed risen significantly in the crisis. Although in theory the unemployed
have more time to offer on a volunteer basis, or to practice sport themseine®ality it is

mainly those in employnme who practicesportand contribute voluntarily some of their time

to the sport clubs organisation and manageméfit The unemployedrioritise the search for

a job or working in the informal economy, rather than the practice of sport or working on a
voluntary basis for @portclub. In the UK, where volunteer work represents a magsource

for the sport clubs, more than one in five clubs claims to have felt a negative impact of the
crisis on the offer of work by volunteersThe EC Volunteering study ajad earlier also
reports a number of countries were a decline in the number of volunteers in sport has been
observed. In the survey of grassroots clubs in Part II, many clubs in the Czech Republic and in
Spain reportalso a decrease in the number of wbiteers, which confirms the above
statement. The crisis has indeed severely hit these two countries, causing sharp rises in
unemployment.

In the Netherlands, in contrassport clubshavehardly suffeed from the consequences of the
financial crisis. Jusa few sport clubs have reported financial problems at the national crisis
hotline for sport clubsMost associations report asufficient’ to “good’ financial situation of
their members. Nevertheles only a few associations have quadtiite evidence tosupport

this view.

In the coming years, the impact of the 2608 economic crisis will wanas the recovery
unfolds. Yet, ovethgrowth in the EU is unlikely to recover the past growth rates. At the same
time, public sector deficits have expanded asegymments were trying to weather the effects

of the crisis on the economy, substantially raising public debteseTteficitswill have to be
reduced so that the coming years will likely skgther budget cuts and tax increases in most
EU Member StatesThe process has already begtitting household purchasing powers a
result, the annual growth in real purchasing powsill probablyremain below 2% per year in
most EU countriei the coming 34 years

For household expenditures on sport to inase substantially in a context of low demographic
growth and moderate income growth, one will either have to seeduction in the relative
price of the sport practice (as compared withsubstitute goods and servicésor a change in
behaviour'social values, or in the diversity and quality of the offerthat would raise

K 2 dza S KMllihgRes<tto pay and causthem to privilege the practice ofsport to other
activities. Such change in behaviour is possible with the growing awaereof the health

81The evidence from 2009 shows thations spofis d i s atéengande angl gate rechipte beestagnatingt best,

and often decreasing. There isuistanding exceptibowever, which is that oEtiglislsoccer Premier Leaglies,

however, possible that this exception refleatoia tickets ratchet eftecpricalecreasedn Spain, for exampieket

pricehave been left unchargéide Spanish league).

82Seethe Study on VolunteeringeiBuropean UnidaHK, February 2010.

83The countries in which the number of volunteers has decreased are in Austria, Bulgaria, Germany, Luxembourg, Latvia,
Romania, Slovakia and Slavenia
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benefits d regular practice of sport and physical activity, and with the overall trend towards
improved quality of life, but its not a certain outcome.

The table below summarises these trends and their consequences for grassroots sport clubs.

Future trends inthe contribution of households

Impact of the business cycle on available

Consequences for the clubs
resources

Cyclical household expenditures on sport =3
Economic volatility and cyclical downturns |need to be able to adjust to temporary
revenue shortfal§

Slow revenue growth from private

Slower long term economic growth stakeholders

Need to reduce public deficits and public

debts Potentially scarcer public subventions

Need to keep costs / menenship fees low
and/or increase willingness to pay, for
example through new offers

High sensitivity of budget constrained
households to prices

6.1.3 Impact of technical progress and behavioural changes

Technical progress modk the way individuals practice sport. For example, NTih@ke it

possible for individualsotpractice at home with a coach located in another location, or taped.

New games such as the WII Fit have emerged, which make it possible to practice team sports
such as tenni s i n one’ s | i vi ngga nrecsd m, h awiea ad r
captured the nterest and attention of many organisationsitside of the gaming industrguch

as sportinggoods manufacturershealth insurers and healthcare providers These new
technologiesare gaining widespread acceptance across all age groups and custegments.

Given the above, it comes as no surprise thég marketsegment is generally perceived to be
rapidly growing. Hence, even if consumers become more interested in sport for health and
well-being purposes, they may find new ways to pracspert at a laver cost, keeping their
(budgetconstrained) money for other expenditures.

If this became the case, it would redudbe participation rates in traditional clubs, andr
the fee that individuals would be willing to pay to practice a sport witha club
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Future trends in the contribution of households

Impact of the technological progress and
changes in behaviour

Consequences for the clubs

Need to adjust demand to changing demand

Growing competition from new types of offers patterns

6.1.4 Impact of the regulatory and fiscal framework

There are alsolanges in the regulatory and fiscal framework which could impact membership

rates or the contribution of voluntary workExamples of such regulations were provided in

Chapter 5 Different types of icentives, not necessarily of a regulated natuwasre also

identified, someofvhi ch consti t utForekagpl@ i’ spmaec tGeaaema.n Land
health insurances apply a discounted rate for those who practice a sport regularly. In the

future, if the economic (monetizedpenefits of sport practice arebetter assessedy, private

insurances could increasingly adopt a differentiated fee structure, applying lower life or

medical insurance fees to individuals who can prove that they practice a sport regwa...

Similarly, if the benefit of practising a sport becomes more accepted and the (positive)
consequenceson productivity confirmed, one wuld think that companies would

spontaneously encouragiaeir employeedo practice a sport regularly, eventually byaking

infrastructure and equipment available their employeesat or close to the workplageor by

subsidising the e mp | o ynembershipfee. This is already the case Kinland,where the

practice is stimulated by a tax incentive for companiéterce, gvernmentscan accelerate

the process by introducing tax deductions for <co

In summary: there is room for future fiscal and regulatory framework to reduce the cost to
individuals of practicing a sporhence fostera rise in participation rates hanges in the
regulatory environment, such as the creation of strong incentives for individuals or companies,
could offset the negative impact of economic and demographic developments on participation
rates and membership combutions. However, the increase in practice ratdst this would
prompt may not be in organised sports.

6.2 Expected trend in revenue from national and local governments

6.2.1 Impact of demographic trends

The impact of demographic trends on tipetential levelof funding by national and local
governments has been discussethove through the discussion of the public fimare s’
situation and the impact adigeing @ future government outlays. To recall, this impact is likely
to be very negative in Europe in themimg yearsgiventhe structuralincrease irexpenditures

on health and pensions: in a budget constrained environment, this rise in structural
government expenditures will squeeze out other types of expenditui@eing governments

to make tough choicedt is, however, not possible to anticipate which type of expenditure will

84 For example, what is the expected reduction in health expendituaresan i ndi vi dual 6s | i fe span
practices a phyai@ctivity, compared to a person of the same characteristics but physically inactive ?
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suffer most,nor the extent to which the budgetuts may impact the funding afrassroots
clubs operating expenses, oof their investments on infrastructure and facilities. The
decisiors will vary across countries based on policy choices.

Future trends in revenue from the public sector

Summary trends in terms of demographic Consequences for the clubs

change

Ageing will put further pressure on public Risk of a reduction in the allocation of public
sector budgets (pensions, Hea h , ...) |revenue to sport

6.2.2 Impact of the business cycle

a) The impact of the recent economic and financial crisis on funding by national
governments

The recenteconomic and financialrisis has made more appatethe strong link that exists

between the general economic situation and tbadget level that can beallocated by the

publicsector @t both national and local levels) to sports in the different EU Member States.

The immediate effect of the crisis hasdpea reduction in personal incomes and profits, hence
in tax receipts, while social transfers have risen, in particular those linked to unemployment.
Although it is difficult to preciselguantify the impact of the crisis on sport budgeis 2008

and 2009 the reduction in tax receipts at national and local levelsihaereased the financing
difficulties experienced by central and local governments, hence may have reduciede¢hef
public support to the sport system This trend is underlined by severlbs in the survey
presented in Part Il of this report, notably in Spain and the Czech republic, where the crisis
seems to havealreadyhit public subsidies.It is also underlined in the interviews with the
national federationsaandwith organisations ke CNDS in Franc&€NDS for exampig asked to
increase its contribution to the funding of infrastructure and facilities for Wyl
competitions (not grassroots) Although recovery packagesere put in place in many EU
Member States to offset the mmtive impacts of the crisis on personal incomes and
employment there appears to have been littidirect channelling of the recovery packages to
grassrootssports. On the contrary, the presidents of national Olympic committees have
expressed their concas about falling government support in the aftermath of the crisis.

In the longer run, the public debt situation of most Member States will call for stabilisation
policies aimed at bringing the public deficit share of GDP back to less than 3%, and ltbe pub
deht share of GDP to less than 60%his is bad news for theport budgetswhich seldom rank
amongst t hestgpprioritesc sect or’

The charts on the next page illustrate the high level of indebtedness of most EU Member
States, and the importamcof the adjustments that will have to be achieved. The movement
has already started. Many Member States have entered an era of budgetary austerity. After
Hungary, Latvia, and Romania (which had to ask support to the IMF and are therefore under a
specid austerity programme), Greece, Portugal, Ireland and Spain had to submit austerity
budgets in order to quieten financial markets. They were followed by several other Member
States, including Germany, the UK and France. In these circumstances, @uk tifiee how
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national governments could significantly increase the budget allocated to grassroots sports in
the coming years.It will take a strong political commitment and a much greater recognition
than exists nowadays of the societal benefits ofhigsport participation to make budget
increases in this area possibldowever necessary these will be.

Public sector deficits as a share of GDP in the EU-27, in % (2009)
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b) The impact on funding by local authorities

Local authorities are not necessarily in a better position than central governntentsise
expenditures on sportas thei revenue steams also dependn the business cycle.

The share of | ocal a u t(foroall putposesydries acxopsetirecElJt ur e s
based on the level of decentralisation and on the mix of competencies of local authorities. For
example|t is higher in Sweden and Denmark, where local governments have the responsibility

for health and social expenditureand is lower in Greece and Portugal where the degree of
decentralisation is lessThe share of local government expenditures in @3B vaies based

on the level of government which has responsibility for educatitvencewnhich is responsible

for the payment of wages andikaries of teachers and other personmabrking in the sector.

The table below shows the overall share of local govermmt s '’ expenditures
expenses combined, not onlgoserelated to sport) to provide an illustration of the different
weight of this level of administration in eaatrember state.

Share of local expenditures in GDP (for all purposes, not just sport)

- 0, 1
Less than 10% of GDP oeween 10 - 20% o'y, o ihan 20% of GDP

GDP
Greece (2% |Ireland (117% Sweden (23%
Luxemburg (5% |Italy (135%, Denmark (BO0)
Portugal (57%. Spain (148%;
Belgium (66% Netherlands (122%,;
Germany (A% |Finland 17,3%)
Austria (4%
UK

France (9,8%)

Source: Eurostat

As indicated in Chapter, &@nd as will be confirmed in Part Il of this repont,several Member
States, local authorities are the main source of funding for grassroots speelisahead of
central governmerd

Before the start of the crisistnany local authorities in the ERF were already indebted.
Because of falling tax revenue (due to the effect of the crisis) while expenditures continued to
rise (most of these are linkedo investment and operating expenses on puliiansport
systems as well as agducation,waste collection and treatmentyater networks, etc.) the
financial situation of local authorities has worsened significantly during the crisis. Some have
also lostmoney due to ill advice on the past allocation tbkir (financial)assets which
aggravate their financial difficulties. The prospect of rising interest rates in 2011 or after will
only make future adjustments more difficult.

In the future, many locauthorities will therefore have to simultaneously reduce their deficits
and pay a growing share of interest on thdebt. In the countries where local authorities
have the responsibility for social expenditures or health, the burden of ageing willetgver
weigh on their ability to fund other categories such as culture and sporiess their revenue
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is also substantially increaseet, the economic climatmakes it difficult to raise local taxes,
which means that in many Member States budget cutd té unavoidablelso at local level
These cuts could impact thmudgets for sports local authorities could lmmemore selective

in their supportand shift to project financing as opposed to granting general subsidibe

shift from programme finanag to project financing makes it possible to keep a tigirtrol

on expenditures and facilitates evaluaticas indicated in the next sectiorOr, they may start
charging for the use of sport facilities which represent an important cost component tiiz cl
often do notpay the full (market) price fét. Finally, there is a risk that they woudvilege

certain disciplines at the expense of others, viewed as less popular or perceived to have a
lower social interest.

Clearly, the choices that will beade will depend upon the particular situation and policy
stance of eaclocal authority

Future trends in revenue from the public sector

Impact of economic trends and the business
cycle on available resources

Consequences for the clubs

The share olocal authorities' budget varies
across the EU due to differences in the levelt
decentralisation

Changes in budget priorities cannot be
excluded

Local government budgets also depend on tlf Possible increase in prices to be paid by the
business cycle clubs for the use of public facilities

Risks of a focus of local authorities' funding i

Need to reduce public deficits and public dek . o
favour of certain (more popular) disciplines

6.2.3 Impact of technical progress and behavioural changes

With respect to tlis parameter, it is mainly behavioural change rather than technical progress
that will impact public funding of the sport system. Given the tightened budget constraint,
changes in behaviowre emergingvith a growingemphasison project fundingas opposedo

policy — or programme - funding (which guarantees revenue streams within a given
programmeg. In many areas of public policy, indeed, specific objectives are increasingly
pursuedthrough thefundingof projects directly aimed at achievimggvenobjectives: exampls

are R&D financing, or vaccination campaigns. Other public objectives, such as education,
howeveroftenr e mai n f i nanced o:rtheleveloffundngigdefinechbased b a s i s
on the means that need to be mobilised to run the programfice example, provide English
courses in schools in non English speaking countries), rather than based on what is felt to be
needed to achievéhe statedobjective (run specific courses in colleges located in economically

85See a confirmation of this in Part Il of this report, based on the results of teersotsegfudfgyra
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distressed areas).In the case ofsport, an example of programme funding would be for
promoting sportfor-all, whereas an example of project funding would be allocating public
sector money to the organisation of an open tournamewcessibldéo members and non
members alike. Another exanple of programme funding would consist of making a sport
facility — say, a swimming poet available at a low price to the sport club. A project funding
would entail a reduced price for the swimming lanes for certain categories of members, for
example seror citizens.

The financing difficulties to which governments are increasingly confronted creates incentives

to focus on certain projects, rather than run
difficult because the objectives are many and variddhe shift to project financings already

visible in a number of EU Member States such as Finland, and is spreading to other countries
across the EU. With respect to sports, it could mean a future tendency to fund certairs event

or competitiors, rather than subsidising the operating costs ofjort club. For the clubs
themselves, sucla s hi f t in policy means a need to “c
government financing, and to plan events and projects well in advance in order to qualify for

the fundng. The competences needed in order to respond to this policy shift are clearly
different from those related to the general managementcfortc | ub t oday

Future trends in revenue from the public sector

Impact of changes in the allocation of public

: Consequences for the clubs
funding

Need for the clubs to plan ahead and bid for
project funding; increased administrative
burden

Possible shift from programme funding to
project funding

Increased competition for public funding

6.2.4 Impact of the regulatory and fiscal framework

Being on the receiving end of taxes, central governments and local authorities are obviously

the first to be concernedby changes in the regulatory and fiscal environnsenfs indicated

elsewhere, manycentral and local governmentwill need to raise the level of taxation

whether through increases in direct or in indirect taxés the coming years, in order to

rebalance their budgets.Reductionsin tax rates applied tasport activities are therefore

unlikely in the coming yearanless the benefits in terms of deferredr reducedexpenditures

become a lot more obvious By benefit in terms of deferred expense, one means for example

a |link between the practice of sport amd heal
fad, it is more likely that one will seeeductions in some of the advantages from which the

clubs benefit at present unless the value of sport practice is better acknowledged.
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Future trends in revenue from the public sector

Impact of the regulatory ad fiscal framework Consequences for the clubs

Increased level of awareness of the positive
Budget constraints will lead to tighter fiscal | externalities of sport and of the deferred
policy stances (monetised) benefits of sport practice to the
government'sbudgets needed

Possible need to cooperate to projects aimeq
at collecting data and information for that
purpose

6.3 Expected trend in revenue from advertising and sponsorship

With respect to this revenue sourcthe two keyquestiors arethe possible futue trends in
sponsorship budgets, and eventual substitution effects between marketing expenditures,
advertising and sponsoring.

6.3.1 Impact of demographic trends

Demographic trends do not play a major role explaining trendsenbudget levels allocated

to advertising and sponsarg, or donations The impact of ageing on consumer choices

however, does have an impact ons p o n s o casoh chaids:l sponsorsmay put less

emphasis on spoytespecially grassroots spodnd prioritize other activities such asta&

culture in order to gain visibility via-visthe elder population Anothertrend is the growing

emphasis ons oci al and environment al pr oj, @uettos whi ch
greater emphasis on social corporate responsibility

6.3.2 Impact of the business cycle

The economic crisis hasegativelyimpacied the turnover and profits of many traditional

sponsors enticing them to cut costs, among which sunk costs such as advertising and
marketingexpenditures, and sponsorshipAs indicated on the chabelow, which shows the

past trend inglobal sponsorshiprevenue i n € and US$ respetheti vel vy, a
economic crisis hasiterrupted the upward trendobserved until 2008 (in US$ terms)t has

not reversed it however: he reason is thasponsorship contracts are typically signed over a

three to five year period. In 2008, 43% of the sponsorshipsntracts were signed for a

duration of between two and five yearsln the crisis, companies have preferred to cut the

budgets for marketing and aeértising (which are more short term expenses) rather than

cancelling sponsorship contracts in order to avoid the negative consequences on their image.
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World Sponsorship Rights Spend, € bn - 1987-2009
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In the area of sport, ponsorship contracts mainly serve to finance venaesl generally
concentrate ora few key disciplines such as football, tennis, rugby, skiing, hockey and golf.

In 2008, thefirst year of the cris, thetotal number of sponsorships monitored by the World
Sponsorship Monitor increased by 17% $ terms) indicating that, at least in that year,
sponsorship was not negatively impacted by the global crisis. Yet, sponsors andhoiglets

of large eentsreport greater caution in 200%. Indeed, if large sponsors liBNP Paribas for

the Roland Garros tennis tournament, Bouygues Telecom for cycling and sailitgricsson

for sailingfor example havemaintainedtheir level of financial involvemerih 2008 and 2009,
othershave reduced their contribution. This is the case of Northern Rock for Newcastle, of XL
for West Ham, of Fortis & Dexia for -20der | ech
Other companies havereduced their direct supprt to professionals, cutting the sponsoring
budgets or the salaries of key athletes. This was the case for example of Rossignol for the
French skief8. Note that these figures refer to world sponsoring budgets, and that it is
difficult to single out thepart of the budget that is specifically dedicated to sport in the EU.

In some cases (Fortis, for example), the difficutice r € s o seri ous t hat it
(accepted by public opinion) that the sponsor could not maintain the same level of guppo

In other cases, sponsors have chosercomcentratetheir efforts on certain (more exposed)

athletes, clubs and events, to the detriment of grassroots sports. This was the case of Lacoste

for example. Others havguit sport sponsoringaltogether: examples are Vodafone for the

cricket and horse races, Honda in the F1 competition, Royal Bank of Scotland for golf and
tenni s, Crédit Sui sse i n t heGPFKodak andhpoedtfort i on,
NASCAR, Air Astana in cycling, ING in the Fletdimop, Suzuki and Subaru in the rallye raids,

86Source: TWSM Annual Report, 2008.
1 n the professional sportsd area, the sponsorghip cri:
events did not find sponsors in 2009. This is the case for exarpleof Ffacn ci ng squad, or of the
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AIG for Manchester United, Lexuer fwomen golf, Quinn Insuranctor the British golf
Masters, etc.

As a result, e ranking of sectors which are the biggest sponsors is changing: whereas the

financial sevices sector and the automotive industry were amongst the biggest sponsors in

2007, they fell in the ranking in 2008 and probably fell behind further in 2009. New

sponsorship contributions have partly substituted these, among which large companies from

As a or other emerging markets who seek to develo
as companies wanting to develop their corporate responsibility image. In fact, the trend

towards building a community or grassroots element into sponsorships cauiimu2008, as
indicated through examples such as Sky’'s partneil
partnership aims at providing increased support for cycling in theupto the 2012 Olympic

Games in London and beyond. To this effect, evergllef sport is set to benefit from the

i nvest ment, from the EIlite Team of Worl d, Ol ympi
talent development programmes and grassroots initiatives in schools and local communities.

In grassroots sports, clubsay have been doubly impacted by these trends: less revenue from

large sponsors to the Higlevel practice means all else being equatp ot ent i al-l'y | ess “
down” financi al solidarity in the disciplines ¢
fund both the top and the grassroots levels have had to make choices, reducing some

contracts to maintain others. Often, this has been at the expense of grassroots clubs whose

funding is thus more volatile than that of hidggtvel sport clubs.

Thecancellatiors or cuts in the amount of sponsorship budgets only represent the tip of the
iceberg: it is likely that more sponsors already hasad more will-reduce their contribution
if financial difficulties persist.

Future trends in revenue from sponsors

Impact of the business cycle on sport sponsorsh Consequences for grassroots clubs

There is an impact of the business cycles on Grassroots clubs' sponsoringdgets are more
sponsorship spend, but with a smoothed effect d sensitive to downturns than for elite and
to the fact that most contracts are pluainnual professional sport

In difficult times, cuts in grassroots budgets take| There may be future changes in the types of
place even before cuts in higavel sponsorships | disciplines that will benefit &fim sponsoring

New priorities for sponsoring emerge; in particul:
sponsors privilege project with a CSR and/or
The sectoral composition of sponsors is changin| €nvironmental protectiordimension, as well as
One will also see a growing role of sponsors fror| Social projects.

emerging economies

This entails a need for sport clubs to convey the
right image to benefit from sponsorships (socially
inclusive, concerned &

The upward trend in sponsoring will resume as { Sponsors will remain an important resource for t
recovery pick up steam grassroots clubs
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Yet, after the crisis, the upward trend is likely to resumdue to the fact that the key drivers

which have pushed sponsorship to grow faster than advertising in the pashaento exist.

As indicated in the ThWditydanconcarhs allvet wradidomal 2 0 0 8
spot advertising, coupled with growing consumer cynicism about interruptive marketing, mean
companies pay close attention to being relevant. Spongigsare used to drive brand
communication across multiple platformg tapping into the passion and dynamism that
defines the relationship between a sport and its fan Base.

6.4 Possible future trend in revenue from media rights

As seen irChapter4, in many Eiropean countriesand in manysport disciplines, the level of
funding available forgrassroots sportalso depends on thamount of revenue generated by
the sport movement from media rights on sport eventadeed, solidarity mechanisms within
sportchamel some of thatevenue to grassroots sport, as searthe previous chaptex

In this section, we look at the possitigture trend in revenue from rightof image given
demographic, economic, technological and other developments. The objectiveaisséss
whether a rise inrevenue from this sourcé possible, and whether @ould offset apossible
reduction in subsidies from financially constrained national or regional governmenitsyer
expenditures byhouseholds.

Thefuture revenue streams fim media rights depend on the following

- Trend in the value of the rights: how much will be meaiieratorsbe willing to pay to
be able to broadcast sport evertsThis depends in part on future trends in their own
revenue streams

- Will the future trendsin the revenue generated from media righdgffer significantly
across countries, implying that certain EU Member Statesld be able to finance
grassroots sports fronthe sole media rights more easily than others?”Gsphan
country’ problem)?

- Are there gnificant differences across disciplines, implying discrepancies in the ability
of cettain disciplines to get fundingvhen others are highly funded?hik questionis

relevant from a public policy point of vice
have a wide offer of sport disciplines at
funded “by the market”, it is Iimportant f

the allocation of subsidies towards those sport disciplines that are lesdg to attract
private funding sources.

- How mucho f t he medi a wil begalidcated to rgrassreots usgorts, as
opposed tooffsetting the costs incurredy the event organisers or going primarily to
high-level or professional sport?

6.4.1 Impact of demographic trends

Demographic trends per se have litdeect influence on the trend ithe revenue fronmedia
rights, especially when compared with the effects of technological trends and of changes in the
regulatory environmentThdr impact ismainlyindirect, since the young audiences incregbn
watch eventson different types ofsupport (on the internet rather than on the televisioffor
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examplg. Behavioural changes by the new generat®may thus magnify the changes
induced by technological devepments.

6.4.2 Impact of the business cycle

a) Trend in media rights®d payments

Although there is a link between the value of media riginid the business cyglasis the case
with advertising revenue, the impact of the crisis on this category of company istas ye
undetermined, for a number of reasons:

1 The reduction in advertising and sponsorship budgets may have reduced the revenue
that TV channels get from the broadcastspbrt events The effectis not yet visiblein
the available data since most TV rights signed on a plurannual basisBut there is
early evidence of a deceleration in revenue from pamhual contracts fomedia(TV)
channels and there area few examples of actudlallsi n TV ri ght s
example, TF1 and Canal + have reduced fihice paid to broadcast the Champions
League (December 2008). The same holds for Sky Italia (Murdoch) and RAIl in Italy. In
France, theCoupe de la Ligusas not able to prolong its contract with public channels.

revenu

1 There is a possible countervailing temdg, which is the upward trend in audience
rates for TV sport broadcasts. This may have ralsedalue of the rights.

Given that the impact of the recent crisis is difficult to assess due to scarcity of data, it is also
difficult to predict the futuretrends in the recovery. Although a strong growth in the value of
broadcastingightson sport eventavas observed in the past two decades due to the growth in
TV audiences and the rise in the number of channels linked with the opening of the market
and @ part of a catctup with trends in the UR this rising trend may beurbed in the future

as the gap hasow largely been closed.

Future trends in revenue from media rights on sport events

Impact of the business cycle on available
P y Consequencebor the clubs
resources

Catchup effect coming to an end ==> the
future growth in the value of rights will be
more subdued

The past growth in media rights' revenue for
sport event organisers may not continue

Undetermined effect of the business cycle

Whicheer the impact of economic developments and the business cycle on the value of media
rights, the consequencesifgrassroots sports depend on the solidarity mechanisms that are in
place. This point was already stressed in the White Paper on Sport, whadmmends to
sport organisations to pay due attention to the creation and maintenance of such solidarity

88 The Economics of Television Sports Rights Europe aiidAti@oliParative Analysis, by Harry Arne Solberg, norsk
medietidsskrift, 2002.
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mechanisms. The White Paper recommends that, in the area of sports media rights, such
mechanisms can take the form of a system of collective sellingedia rights or of systems of
individual selling by clubs, but in both cases linked to a robust solidarity meci&nism

6.4.3 Impact of the regulatory framework

As indicated in Chapter, 4he organisers o$port events tave certain rights, not all of which
havea monetary value. Among these are
- The right to set the level of, and colleeftry fees;
- The right to set the rules for the competition;
- The right to choose who will be able to view the evénto-:1i t wnder what
condition, and to set a price fahe redistribution right (copyright);
- The right of image, or intellectual property right on the event

In France,liel aw al so recogni zightst evant §aior gaet sens’
operators when these are selling produ¢te. sport betspased on ther events®. The French

Law however,mainly ains at preventing matcHixing andcombating fraugdnot at generating

additional revenue for sport even if a levy is charged on sport betting revenue and allocated

to CNDS

For the organiser to maxiise the revenue from an event, it is in its own interest to ensure the

full integrity of the event(a biased event or an event whose outcome is known in advance

i ndeed substanti al |y )randdhatiseightsare fally fespectedAa” t o v
excepton to the exclusive ownershipf diffusion rightsby the event organiseis the D

seconds image diffusion of major events during the competition which can be shown on
general communication channels such as the TV

Logicallysportevents organisers are concerned about the respect of these rights by all parties

and at all time¥-. By “all parti es” omaniesersrofsport betamdam/i a ¢ h a
ot her organisations or igddliiviglu‘ad o rnutnepertr "t aftkn ot
events without having acquired the rights theréto

The revenue that the sport system will be able to generate from media rightise future
depends among otherpn the degree to which these rights can be respected,arewhether
the legal framework is effectively enforced, and on possible futir@nges in the regulatory

89See the White Paper on Sport, 7 July 2007, COM(200pag6Liinal

9%1n France, this right has recently been confirmed through Article 52 of the 2010 Law on Gambling and Betting, which spe«
that sports® boempetiiom arganisess conmecial @roperty right. The Heench law specifies aha

competition organiser would have to agree that a particular operator could offer a bet on the competitioserand that the orga
should be able to control the type of bets through the agreements with these betting operators: this edreitiolgide requiring
operator who is detecting irregular betting behaviour or betting pattern to inform the organiser thereofr fitee Edrapesan Parli
vote on the Schaldemose report, on online gambling, in 2009, calls for solutions that take agcuguitspiottie Tihanc
justification for t hi s Ar i gh-ixiag, notsto dgefermte eefeaue dor gparti Met,rai | vy
compulsory levy has been introduced on sport betting, the revenue from which is allocated tes@dii3®letiarh is

funding sport,. The responsibility for market regulation and for ensuring compliance with the regulatofytfimmework is that c
regulatory authority ARJEL.

91l n Europe, s e v e ri ad. orgarsspre of $pertS evdrdsg dgrouped togetimeeas a coalition named the
Sports Rights Of.nkisosgénisaianasicamipdigaimy fof teR®afion of a clear legal framework designed
to protect the integrity of sport and ensure a fair financial returmit profgesional sports.

2Note that the property rights of sportsod6 eventhes organi
value of the fAevento i s instant an e oives thatthenalitcomé ia alreadyt s 1 e ¢
known. Hence the relative ficosto of piracy is greater.
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environment. In fact, at present, the diffusion of new (broadcast) technologies and media,

which enable viewers anywhere in the world to watch ewenis challenging the long
recognized territorial e X ¢ | u slhisvprintiple mpkesiinci pl e f o
possible for rights owners to negotiate a different price for the right to broadcast depending

on the broadcast eFosexamplé, FrénchnSpanistsos fostball fapsavifl

prefer to pay for ébouquet of services which includéseir national competition than for one

which doesn’t show t he g asaléair.bouqueteoasenanend or t he cl
usersas posible,they will be willing to payhe sport organisers high price for the right to
broadcast. The “val uethe samhe eveht én amothey lcduntrytilp br oadc a
however, be lower because there are fewg@otential viewers in those countrieand these

viewers will not attach so much importance to the presence, or not, of the competition in their
bouquet of services. Hence, the “value” of the

Due to important differences imiewing preferences across the EU, duectdtural, linguistic,
andsocied e mogr aphic factor s, thereferevariessaatrasecbuntdels. a gi ven

Yet, continuing with the prior example, with the diffusion of new media communication
technologiesa viewer inany given countncan buya (cheaper)satellite cardfrom another

country and view the game via satellite. If manycustomers do the same, thethe

broadcasters, which are facing competition from abroad, will not be willing to pay as much for

the broadcast rights.Thenet impacton the revenues of the event organiser will depend on

the “willingness to pay” of broadcasters on int
will be greater or smaller than the sum of revenues collected on different territories based on
differentiated pricing schemes is as yet undetermined. Some event organisers (and right

owners) fear that the final outcome will be lower net revefitie

In other words, the potential revenue to the sport systétmm media rights depends, among
other factors, onthe degree of enforcement of lawdnternal market regulations and the
application of the territoriality principlegultural factors, andhe rate of diffusion of new
technologies across the EU broadcast market.

Another factor impacting the future revenubat grassrootssport clubs are likely to generate
from media rightds the fact that all disciplines are not equal in front of media rights. On the
contrary, some disciplines are more likely to benefit from the organisation and-tiea!
broadcast of eventshian other, less popular, disciplines. Think for example of tennis versus
karate or fencing.An extreme example is that of badminton, which has to pay to be
broadcast..The differenceé the potential value of media rights across discipliaeslikely to

be magnified by the opening of thieetting andgambling servicesnarkets, as someport
disciplines attract more playerfor sport betsthan others: betting on football games for
example is much more frequent thdoetting on the results of a swimming comggbn. Inter
discipline solidarity thereforavould have ¢ bereinforced

If the revenue from media rightgrows slower and possibly decreases, for certain events
due to structural trends such as the diffusion of technological change, piracy, or, titbes is
a risk of seeing slower growth in revenue flows from the hitgvel to grassroots sport.

93Notethatdifferentiatedpr'u:iﬁg viewer rights at the final customerd | evel
an interediary between the eweganiser and the final user. Differentiated pricing can be agpléad bygtrser to the

broadcasteand by the broadcagiéhne finaliser, but is not certain that thisléwel price architecture will always maximise

the potential rewenfor the event organiser
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The Commission has already sought to address some of these.iséegthe speed of change

in the areas of telecommunications, media, betting and piragy and the growing
internationalisation of maréts, calls foran ongoing reviewof the policies in place and the
collection ofupdate data to make it possible to assess the impact of societal changes on the
value of media rights in all sportsincluding acoss disciplines- and not just for the major
sport event8*.

6.4.4 Impact of technical progress and behavioural changes

Piracy®issue

Technological and societal changdso heightenthe threat of seeingrevenues from media
rightsfall due to the difficulty tocombatpiracy. Indeedihe development of the Internet has
exponentially increased thgpotential number of suppliers of pirated digital content many

of whom are” i n di vin thel&R7s there were an estimated 338 million internet users
mid 2010, gpenetration rate of close to 68% and a growth in number of users by more than
250 % since the year 2000.

Furthermore,computing power and the Internet facilitate the collection and transmission of
digital content, and exchanges between suppliers and custys whereas in the past it was
already technically possible to record TV broadcasts (recordable VHS tapes came into existence
in the mid1970s, and moved through DVDs and hard disks), these could not be readily
retransmitted to a large audience withoutceess to extensive and expensive broadcasting
facilities. Hence, piracy was restricted to serving the aftarket, well after the live event had
ended— meaning that it was less spread in the casspdrt events than irthe case oimusic,
sincesport events broadcast losenuch of theirvalue after the event is finished. Nowadays,
modern computers with cheap and easily fitted TV cazda capture live TV signals from
terrestrial, cable, satellite and Internet broadcasts, andraemsmit those signals throgh the
Internet for subsequent viewing or transmission. This capturing of the sigakks it possible

to illegally distribute-in virtual real time—the pirated content in direct competition with the
rights owners, and at the precise time when the pédhcontent has the greatest valtfe

Software capable of producing content in a form that can be streamed to other Internet
users igeadily available

The changing nature of tHe p i r -amaaysof whom are individuals not seegianeconomic
return®” —has made the detection of fraud, and the response theretath difficult and costly.
Thi s di fficulty i s compounded by t he fact t
jurisdictions with different laws and regulationsMoreover, the flexibility of @ital piracy
makes it possible t@asily shift activities to markets where legal regimes are wealéiis

941t was not possible to collect comprehensive information on the value of, and trends in, media rights at EU level to be
quantify the risks.

% Piracy covers the infringement of copyrighted content (such as mtwagfilomeasiofisting, books etc). Digital piracy

covers the infringement of copyrighted content where the end product does not involve the use of hard media, such as CDs &
DVDs. In economic terms, when piracy of a sport event occurs, the outgdheelcsaatf @npotentially legitimate revenue
generated on the fact that people are viewing the product albeit not paying for it, but is the reductidénlinghg aalue of the

version of the content, since those who are asked to pay forithe fightefido n wi | | refuseito pay n
i.e., the end viewelsave a free alternative.
%Source: OECD case study on sportd piracy.

97Indeedhey are not pursuing economic objectives but social recognition, reciproaigtimeget other
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further complicates the monitoring of piracy and enforcement of Law and increases the cost of
fighting piracy.

The rising trend in the value of hitg which has been observed over the past decade, partly as
a result of a catchup effect with the U%, is thus likely to be difficult to sustain.

Gambling rights

The growing popularity of sport betting, also parthnked to the development of new

techndogy which facilitates access tilnis market tonew categories of consumers, increases

the interest in the outcome ofsport events. Different forms of betting are developing,
includitmngne™r dalt s . Al t hough thise cfoud dt potemar tad
rights ownergo date, only France specifically recognizes ¢went organisers r i ght t o recei
a fee from gambling operators who sell bets on the events that they orgahisthe recently

voted French Law, t hre indeeg ltavet to Brgagebie tomtractual r gani s e
relationships withthe sport event organisers before offering any bets on their competitions.
Thesecontractual relationships have to be designed in such way as to ensure the protection of

the integrity of sport, bys t r i ctly defining each party’s respon
monitoring and reaction to the risks of fraud, competition and match fRidgis, however,

still too early to assesde effectiveness of the systeror to assess the impact thereon the

value of net revenue streams to the sport organisations

Which sports are most concerned by these developments?

The sport disciplines most directlympactedby t he ri ght s’ i ssues are th

events which draw a lot of (media and etf) attention. These are mostlp o pu |l a-r e V éli 'g h
disciplines such as football, cricket and basketball, as well as tennis, rugby, motorsports,
athletics, golf and horseraciny.et, there are alsoosne grassrootssport events on thelist,

such aghe Olympic Games, World Championships in various disciplinesignoharathons.

Future trends in revenue from media rights on sport events

Consequences for grassroots sport clubs

Impact of technological change

Slower growth in the revenue of event organisers n
limit the amounts available for grassroots sport unlg
there is a simultaneous reinforcement of solidarity
YSOKIyAaYa X

The growing diffusion of the Internet and new
communication technologies make it difficult to
continue raising the value of media rights

Increased revenue from media rights to sport is
nevertheless possible if fraud and piracy are effecti
contained

The implication for grassroots sport however deper
on the solidarity mechanisms that are in place

There is a risk of seeing large disparities in revenusg

The internationalisation of broadcast content and th
high popularity of certain sport events given world
media coverage may divert revenue away from cer
country-specific events or less popular disciplines

flows from media rights, to the benefit of certain
disciplines/countries, at the expense of others whic
may have to pay for their events to be broadcast,
reducing the potential revenue streams from the hig
level to grassroots

98 The Economics of Television Sports Rights Europe dndl @enyfarative Analysis, by Harry Arne Solberg, Norsk

Medietidskrift, 2002.
99 All Member States havecamtuption provisions, but

operator to maximise rev

not as part of a contract between the gyamtsevericbthe
betting organisation. The French regulation aims to avoid that the event organiser would enter an arrangggnent with the gambl
sportéo

enue for both from the
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6.5 Possible future trend in revenue from lotteries, gambling and
betting operators

6.5.1 Impact of demographic changes

Demographic trends per se have little influence on the revenamflotteries and gambling
that goes to grassroots sport€£hanges in consumer behaviour ahé tusiness cycle (and its
impact on purchasing powefiowever, have an impact, as will be seefurther on.

6.5.2 Impact of the business cycle

In 2008 and 2009, whethe business cycle turned arounsp did he turnove of lotteries.

Since thengross gambling revenue has started to rise again, according to provisional data by
the Worl d L ot t ¥rHoweser, heresrs diffeirert fpatternsacross countries

The recent trends nevertheless indicate that the sale of betting and gambling products
behaves | i ke many «tomeru pifalingirecksis peniatls, and neaovag

when the economic situation improves.

Further improvements in the inteational economic situation thereforeught to lead to
further increases in gross gambling revenue.

6.5.3 Impact of the regulatory environment and of technological change

In all EU Member States, state lotteries and, where allowed to operate, bettingambligg
services providers,are subject to national legislaticrimedat ensuting that problems such as
gambling addiction, money laundering and fraud are minimised, angreventng the
development of illegal alternatives.

The objective of this study is notto review the regulatory policy stancapplyingto these
operators,but to look at thefuture revenue streams which could be generatedthe sport
sector from their activity. The purpose therefore,is to assesgl) the extent to which tlis
market, which currently contribute approximately1.5% of the total revenue ofhe sport
system couldgrowthis contributionin the futureas a result of regulatory changeand (2) the
room available for increasing revenue to sport in general, and to grassroots spaatticular,
through reinforced solidarity mechanisms of allocation of the revenues to sport for all and to
grassroots sport

As stated earlier, gambling services are regulated at national levAlthough there is no
specific European legislation for gaes of chanceas suchthese services are subject to a
number of EU directiveelated to money laundering?, AVMS$”, UCP* etc. At the same
time, Member Statesare adjusting their regulatory framework to the development of online

100 The fall in revenue is reflected by an edtiroptidrevenue from compulsory levies of 8,7%-27 time2B09, after a

5.7% growth between 2007 and 2008.

101 Directive2005/60/E6f the European Parliament and of the @@ @lictober 2005 the prevention of the use of the

financial systeor the purpose of money launderitgyamibt financing

192pjrective 2010/13/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 10 March 2010 on the coordination of cer
provisions laid down by law, regulation or administrative action inellemeer&itag the provision of audiovisual media
services (Audiovisual Media Services Directive

103Directive005/29/EC of tBaropeaRarliament and of the Council of 11 May 2005 concerning urdaictnsimess

commercial practices in the EU.

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 147



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU

Volume | of the Final report

gambling, taking intoaccaint national fiscal and consumer priorities, subject to licence

conditions. Future changes in thegulatory environment will directly impact the future
revenue streams to go to sport.

Will the opening ofnationalmarkets and theentry of new players lehto increassin
the overall sizeof the market for games of chancer will it crowd out the historical
operatorsor the traditional products(hencepossiblyreducing the amount of funding
channelled to grassroots spornless new players are forceddontribute)?

The relevance of this question in terms of the funding of sporgenerat and of

grassroots sportin particular — is that the value of revenue generated and the

allocation mechanisms often vary based on the nature of operators and oryges t

of products. When the operator is a state lottery there is typically an explicit
allocation key channelling the net revenue to good causes, sometimes specifically to

sport. Whenthe market operator is a private compamyften the revenue generated
for good causes, among which sport, is associated avidvy corporate taxation (plus

sometimes VAT on tickets saldlf it is a charity lottery it goes directly to the recipient

(public purpose) organisations, and there is no regulat#idcation rule. Assuming

that gaming products are substitutesa not unreasonable assumption given overall

consumer budget allocation processeschanges in the amounbf revenue for

grassroots sportan result frommerer@a | | ocati ons of consumer s
one type of gaming product to anotheeven if the overall market has remained
constant Simulations would have to be conducted in order to asses, in each country,

the impact of changes in the market share of state lotteries on total revenue to sport

when markets start to open to new entrants.

Given the above, the next relevant question ishiethh segmentsof the betting and

gambling marketsare growing /will grow fastest? The question is relevant given the

present dominance of ofine poker wer sport betthg for example for which levies
are very different than from those applied on sport betting for example

Even in the absence of changes in the regulatory framewdik, ihcrease in
competition which resuifrom newonlineentrants in this market carriethe potential
of significantly reducing the overall revenue allocated to sport from dlisvity. The
explanationis presented in the box below. Thiestion is:how will the level of
revenue channelled to sport be impactéddcompetition increasesin other words, by

how much is the increase, and under what conditions will this be successfully

channelled to grassroots sport?

Why would the growing share of private operators threaten the revenue going from gambling
services operators to sport?

The levieare most often based on gross gambling (&@R)éee. on revenue after deducting the
pl ayersd wins. Il ncreases in competition
the playersé wins, a s uapthier whichl dfferd the wradtest wdsdible prizeat ur al |

among

Thereforeif the total value of bets does not significantly increase, there is the possibility [of seeing GGR
fall, which would reduce the revenue from the compulsory levies on gambling services opgrators.

On which base oughieviesto be applied: sport betting turnoverGross gambling
revenue GGR? Net gambling revenue (BR? GGR omll games of chance? The
potential revenuethat can be channelled to spois very different depending on the
choice made
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Thismay not seem tomatter from the point of view of sport funding, yef does
impact the overall amount of revenue that can be generated for good cause in markets
open to competition. Indeedjifferent systems exist across countrieeme countries
impose rules on the share of prize money to be distributahereasothers leave it for
competition to decide. When competitionis at play and levies are charged on the
basis of net revenuethe outcome for sport is likely to be dssrevenue. Indeed,
increased competition means a pressure, for the operator, to raise prize money in
order to attract more players. This reduces thase for taxation hence the potential
revenue available for funding good causes, among which spidre problem does not
arise wlenlevies are applied to gross sales and not to net revenue.

- Theae is also the question of th&reatment of direct versus indirect payments to
grassroots sportsto compare the contributions of differernproducts/serviceqstate
lotteries, commercial gambln g o0 p e raarbss Meamper Stagtes and operatprs
does one only take into account tleempulsorylevies, or does one also integrate the
fact that the expenses ofgambling services provideiiaclude the funding of sport
through advertising and sponsorgh and possibly the payment of taxes to the state
budgetf? For exampleshould lotteries, betting and gambling operatobg entitled to a
tax rebate if they provide important sponsorshipntracts to grassroots clubsthe
guestion also applies to the coitidns under which odine operators (including
operators based in other Member Statesi)l be given market access once markets are
opened: will they have to present guarantees that a certain amount of their revenue
will be allocated to sport financinginsilarly to the situation with thestate lotteries
which pay a compulsory |l evy? How will the

The relevance of this point to the funding of sport lies in the fact that incentives thus
created to entice those operators fond sport beyond normal regulated mechanisms
can be put in place to further increase the revenue to sport from this source.

- The risk of having orphan disciplines or orphan countiies risk materializes Iarge
operators dominatethe markets or if cetain more populartypes ofbets, channel
more revenue to certain spodisciplinesthan toothers, as important isocietal terms
but more difficult toorganise bets on.

Why is this a problenfior grassroots fundingg One can think of the distortion arising
between two countries- say the UK and Cyprus. UK sport could get a lot of money
from this source in the future, while the
additional income from sport betting isv&ller. indeed, evenf Cypriotnationalsare

likely bet on the outcome of UK League games,léss likely that Btish nationals will

bet on the outcome of games in Cyprus. If the revefiam the sport betis allocated

to the organisers of the sport everds opposed to thdeing allocated bsed on the
nationality of the individual who places the btjs implies a transfer of revenue from

a Cypriot to the UK football league, and indirectly to UK grassroots splaig.cdn be

at the expense of revenue that could have been allocated, dirextlindirectly, to
grassroots sport in Cyprudhis example shows that there is a risk of seeing distortions
in revenue allocated to certain Member Stateand in certain disciplinesfrom sport
betting, with® s p o rthe larger countriedor in discifpines for which certairevents
attract a lot of media attention receiving important amounts of revenue, whereas
there would be less revenue for sport in the smaller Member States or in disciplines on
which it is less easy to place bets.
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In the latter case, in referring (i 2
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Future trends in revenue from state lotteries and betting and gambling services operators

Impact of the regulatory environment and of
technical progress

Consequences for grassroots sport clubs

Development of on-line betting and increased
competition is underway, creating a need to review
the regulatory stance for lotteries & gambling to av
a decrease in revenue from compulsory schemes

Risk of a decrease in revenue allocated to sport
because of the particular structure of levies and tax
within the different member states

Impact ongrassrootsdepends on the allocation
schemes and solidarity mechanisms. Differences i
regulatory environments for lotteries, betting and
gambling operators and the higher potential revenu
from sport bets on large events, than on events tak
place in smaller EU Member States or less popular
disciplines, will create a need for cross-sector and
discipline solidarity across the EU.

6.5.4 Impact of changing societal trends and technical progress

As indicated earlier, éiting operators have an obvious interest in ensuring that the highest
possible level of integrity is maintainedrhis is alsthe caseof sport organisabns and sport
governing bodies. To this end, a number of initiatiersst

0 Gambling servicésoperators cooperate withthe Eur opean Security of
AssociationESSR? founded in 2005 in order to control unusual betting models and
spot potential fraud. To achieve its objectives, ESSA has put in place an early warning
system which rests on the sharing of information by its members. The system aims at
spotting illicit practices: all operators use sophisticated statistical modelghatin
sharing inbrmation on bets across operatgrthe likelihood of spotting abnormal
transactions is much higher. The systaiso entails collaboration in real time
between ESSA and its membersndt he sport s’ regul ators. On
transaction is spotted, theegulator is immediately informed. ESSA has already signed
conventions with FIFA, UEFA, EPFL, FA, DFB, ATP, ITF, WTAlasdlin&s with the
| OC and other sports’ regul ator s.

0 A code of conduct is being developed in association with the EU (high fahédtes
Association, EGBA and ESSA in order to promote the integspodfpractice among
high-level sport practitioners. (CP EGBA 15/4/2010). This includes clear information to
the sport movement in order to help it assess situations susceptiblegeoerate
suspicion or to encourage corruption.

104 The members of ESSA are: Beitclic, -&dtlome, Boylesport, Bwin, Digibet, Expekt, Goldbet, Interwetten,
PartyGaming, Sportingbet, StanJames, Stanleybet, Unibet and Ladbrokes.
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Future trends in revenue from lotteries, betting and gambling services operators

Impact of changing societal trends and technical

Consequences for grassroots sport clubs

progress

The allocation of a rising share of revenue to the

Increased diffusion of on-line products, and in control of market authorisations and the prevention
particular of on-line sport bets, raises the risk of mgfraud may reduce the net revenue that can be
fixing and fraud allocated by the gaming opertaors to sport in gener|

and to grassroots sport in particular

Authorised market operators are concerned about 1
difficulty to block market entry to illegal operators

All this makes the combat against illegal operations
both essential and costly

6.6 Synthesis of possible future revenue trends for the sport system
Summarising all of the above, the three main factors that will impact future trends in revenue
for grassroots sports are:

- Economic developmés and their (direct and indirect) consequencestba revenue
streamsthat are allocated to sport in generaland to grassroots spart

- Changes in the regulatory environmemiotably with respect to gambling services and
media rights

- The impact of techieial progress.

The table below summarises the analyigishis dapter by presenting a synthetic, qualitative,
view of thedirection and relative magnitude of thiempact of these factorson revenue from
different sources, and the likely trends in the madito longer term.

Summary impact of future trends on the different revenue categories
Revenue from : Short term effect Longer term trend

Households - +

National budgets for sports = -

Local authorities’ budgets for sports -- -

Companies (sponsorship, donations, etc.) - ++

Media rights = +/-

Lotteries and other gambling services
operators

-: Downward trend possible

- Strong decreapessible

=: No change or silily expected
+: Small upward trend possible
++: Stron@r upward trend possible
+£ mpact undetermined

Undetermined +/-

Source Eurostrategies consor t i um
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As the table shows, there are many downward risks on several revenue streams. If economic
developments are likely to be the main drivers in the future, there is ami@thy (negative)
impact of technological progress. Unless this impact is correctly anticipated and taken into
account of through an adaptation of the regulatory framewdhe impact onfuture revenue
streamsto sportcould be significant.

6.7 How to ensure sustainable funding models for grassroots sport?

In Chapter 2 on the Economics of sport, a conclusion was thatpfadicy makers seeking to
def i nespottfhreo mo t*i otine kqy questiony are:

A What is the socially desirable levelsgfort participation? How far are we from it3ow
should one value the contribution of sports to health?

A Cansport participation across the EU be brought to socially desirable levels, and if so
how?

This listof questionscan now be enhanced with @other set of relevant questions for the
future. These concern all categories of stakeholdeB®me of the questions have found a
preliminary answer in this chapter. Others remain open questions. In all cases, the list of
guestions below serves as an introduction to Rartvhich looks at the situation of grassroots
sport in selected countries and selected disciplines in more detail, in order to come to
conclusions on the needs for the future.

6.7.1 Securing revenue from households

A first questionthat needs answering in oed to define the future impact of economic
developments on revenue flows from househoisishow sensitive are consumes to changes
in the cost of the practic@

As seen earlier,duseholds financé6%o0f the sportsysten{f and 56 % of the grassrc
system)through the payment of membership fees and other servicasd contribute to the

clubs financial equilibrium by offering unpaid work. Although this rmagmlike a lot, it is still

34% short(44% short, for grassroots sport alonaf) the total costs incurred by the sport

system Can thke price charged to householdbe raised without threatening the societal

objective of a high participation rate?In other words, low steep is the individual demand

curve?

To assess this, B necessary to betteunderstand the structure of household expenditures on
sport, and in particular to distinguish membership f&8s- the visible tip of the iceberg when

it comes to assessing the “dramsdher expénditirche pr act i
categories such dsod & drink purchasem the clubhouse, the purchase of sportswearthe
attendance of sport events. All of theaetivitesi ndeed ought to bhie “profita

without the assistanceof public subsidies or revenue from other souréésin fad, their

provision by the sport clubs is rather a means for them to generate revenue to cover the costs

of the sport activities— as will be confirmed by the bottomp anal ysis of the sp
expenditure and revenue structure in Part Il of this report

105And eventually sport lessons, if social demand exceeds private demand
106]ndeed hiese activities do not generate positive externalities to society hence ought to require no subsidisation.
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A §econd1uestionis: can clubs generate more revenue and profits from these activities, for
SEIFIYLXS 0@ RAGSNEATEAYI (KBANI PAFSNIKEKSFOES ™
facilities, training sessions et

We will see in the next part of threport that many clubs do this, anithat this contributes to
makingtheir business model more effective and sustainable.

A third relevant question related tothe sustainability, in future years, diousehol d’ s
contributons t o t he c | u bisthe future drénd ie sofuntanyovdre.As seen in
Chapter 4 voluntary work represents animportant revenue source for the sport sector.
Chapter 6indicates that the future trend in volunteerinmay be either up or downward
oriented depending onthe conbined effect of ageing, changes in cultural preferenaed
consumer lifestyles, economic conditions and othelt can also be influenced through
regulatory or fiscal means. Soan clubs solely rely on voluntary workers, or are clubs with
permanent stdf better able to help meet societal goalsuch asan increased participation
rates by the general populati@n Also, can the presence of permanent staff help clubs to
provide an offer of high qualit? Can it help them to meethe needs/demands of increasily
demanding consume®s A positive answer to the first question would make it possible to raise
membership fees, or draw more members to the chdrause salaried staff recruited on the
basis of a specific job description are likely to be better trainedpositive answer to the
second question wouldhake it possible for the club t@cruit more members thanks tionger
opening hours, a permamé presence, a call centre etc..

Also relevant is the question efhat positions dovolunteersfulfil at present, what is their
role in the club, what are the needs/skills shortagedn other words, viat type of volunteers
should one seek to attract®hat skills are needed, is training required, etc.

In those countries where voluntary work represents an impartanr e sour ce f or t he
can the funding system survive if the contribution of voluntary work shrinks?

6.7.2 Securing revenue from private stakeholders (sponsors, gambling
services operators, etc.)

For this resource category, relevant questions include:

Given the difficulties for households and governments to raiser their level of funding of sport
in a difficult economic environmentan other sources of funding be stimulated and/or
mobilised in order to reduce the need for a rise in household expendisiror public
subsidie® Which other stakeholders should contribute to the funding of grassroots sports,
and how can one encourage them to do soRor example, what attracts sponsors, aceh

they makea more sgnificant contribution to the funding of grasots sport?Are ncentives
neededto encourage more redistribution from sponsored professional to sport to grasstoot

The answer to this question depends on forthcoming changekerallocation of marketing,
advertising and sponsoring budgets. Thebanges will have to be followed closely since not
all of these benefit equally to the sport organisatisn f some sources of funding shrink,
policies may need to be put in place in order to avoid a reduction in the overall funding
available for gassrods sport. But which type of measure appears most efficiertinisld
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C 0 mp a contrébstionsto grassroots sport be stimulated througgax incentives for sponsors
and donors or in other way¥"? Should there be a distinction by type of sport, or between
sport in general and grassroots sptie

Furthermore, @cisions will have to be made with respect to the market entry conditions of
new lotteries, betting and gambling operators. For example, what compulsory levy should be
applied, on which base should it bapplied, should this be harmonized across the EU and
should thee be a specificegulated) allocation keys defining tdestinationof the revenue?

6.7.3 Securing revenue from the public sector

Can public subsidisation be maintained, given the ovealiblic inancing difficultie® And,
what are the risks associated with a decrease in public funding?

A result of the analysis iBhapter Gs that, with public sources of financing becoming scarcer,
two main riskeemerge

The firstrisk resulting from a reduction in public funding is theossibly reduced leverage
effect of public subsidies on private financing sourcesndeed, in case such leverage effect
exists, a reduction in public subsidies could reduce the amount of funding available from other
sources ..

The secondrisk is the consequence of a reduction public sectorfunding onthe sport
a S O (iapilyKrGimeet the social and societal objectiveslf it maintains less revenue from
the public sector, can it maintain the same level of supply, or will derban@tioned?

The second series of questions relates to the way public subventions ought to be allocated to
help meet the social objective.

In other words,if public fundingcan maintained, howwould it best be allocate@ And, how
should public expenditue on sport best be implemented?

In other words:

- Should public authoritiesact as— or setup-a “cl eari nghouse”, for
collecting therevenue from compulsory levies and taxestbe lotteries, betting and
gamblingservicesoperators before reditributing it to sport organisations, as ppsed
to letting them define the allocation of revenue based on their own criteria, by
encouraging a direct relationship between these opers and the sport
stakeholders? Thiguestionis all the more relevanecause pvate finaners such as
sponsors, betting and gambling services operators and the mexdtid to privilege
certain disciplinessuch as football or basketball over others such as swimming or
badminton.

There is also a risk of h eprivileging cetain countries (such ase@nany, the United
Kingdom, or fance, at the expense of others such as Cyprus or Estonia) because of a
market size(hence visibility) effe¢ctbecause thdarger countrieshave popular teams

or athletes orsimplybecause they arkely to attractlarger audiences

WFor example, tax reductions for companies which pay part
108For example, greatereeamptions if the company sponsors a grassroots club than if it sponsors a professional team?
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The diverse nationakituations and the crosscountry differences inregulatory
environmens can also be a cause of distortignchannelling more easily private
funding to sport in certain countries than others.

- Should(public) fundingbe channelled vidghe national sport federations or should it
be allocated directly to the clubsor through other channels?

0 Should onedt the national federations decide the allocation of public funds,
or should public funds bspecificallychanneled to certain purposes;

o If the former option is retained, what mechanisms or regulations ought to be
put in place in order to ensure that the federations achieve the appropriate
balance between the funding of grassroots dhdt of professonal sports?

- Should public fundbe allocated on a project basidyrough calls for proposals (as is
the case in the United Kingdom, and as starts to be the case in Finland and in Lithuania
for dedicated funds)or on a programme basis?

- What should be theriteria for qualifying forsubsidies should thesemix competitive
and social objectives?

The allocation of public fundsdeedneeds to enswra balance between:

- National programmesaimed at developing grassraports;

- Funding by sport disciplinein order to foster the development of those disciplines
considered to have t héeking mte actoerd dtherfundingi et al ”
sources This implies understanding hawuch revenue each discipline receives, per
country? What are the businessodels per discipline and per country for grassroots
sport specifically?

- Runding atthe national and local levelsrespectively the answer to thislepends on
the institutional organisation of the countand onpolicy choices.

Finally, fiit is too diffizilt to maintain the level of subsidisation, for whichever readuny can
governments impact the funding model of clubs without paying subsidies?

6.7.4 Securing revenue from solidarity mechanisms

At present,solidarityin sport is mainly the result ofoluntary actions/schemes. Hence, a key
guestion for the future is the extent to whicéolidarity ought to bestrenghened and if so
how.

In this area, the relevant questions are:

What could be the potential contribution of solidarity paymentfdom the highlevel and
professional sport (notably, from media and sponsoringy) grassroots sport? Can ¢h
present levels be increased, and cangtsubstitute part of the public funding?

How should solidarity mechanisms be defined, eventually enhanced and enforced?

What should be the appropriate redistribution system between professional sport and
grassroots sportsknowing thathigh rates of grassroots practice
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- Allowto discover talents fohighlevel sports,

- Induce a higher interest for sport events, which afdeoaa source of revenuéor
grassroots sport clubs;

- Raisesthe consumption of sporting goodsnd sportswear which increases the
turnover of the sipdafamdonspongp spatevents. ndustry

6.7.5 Developing public private partnerships

Canpartnerships be developed to stabilise the resources for clubsd if so which type of

partnership should be prioritize®@ Partnerships to increase the diversity of members? To

attract new financers? Other?

1 For example,n some countriesone already findsinteresting practices such as the
financing of sport by health insunae companies;

1 Along the same linegartnerships with the education systeaimed atattracting new
members and/or share infrastructure and faciliieould be an effective way to stear
some of the costs

Beforeattempting toanswer these questionshe next part of the study looks at the situation
of grassroots clubs iapecificsport disciplines, in a selection of Member Statdsis, indeed,
important to analyse the present situanh of grassroots clubsitough a bottomup approach
to complement the topdown approach adopted until now and see if thending modelof
grassroots clubsffectively approaches the genenalbdel for all sportspresented earlier The
bottom-up analysisn Part Il will also make it possible to identify tHearacteristicsthat are
shared by the clubs which meathumber ofefficiency and sustainability criteria.
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Part Il - Analysis by sport disciplines
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7. Selection of key disciplines and Member States

The objective of Part Ilis to undertake a bottoraup analysis of the funding models of
grassrootsclubs byfocusng on a few countries and disciplineepresentative of the different
models identified for sport in general. This part até@racteriss the funding mode$ of the
grassroots clubs and ranks them based on a number of efficiency criteria wsingneetric

modelling techniques T h e

e f i assessedhlly yntasuring (i) the absolute level of

participation in the relevant discipline, based on mearship; (ii) the growth in the level of
participation of that discipline; (iii) the average membership fethg=cost per practitioner);

(iv) the diversity of members (age, gender, disability); (v) the ability to attract private funding
sources; (vi) theustainability of funding sources.

All the results presented in Part Il rely on the results of the survey of grassroots sport clubs and
interviews with representatives of sport organisations in variddember Statesthrough a
bottom-up approached aimedta@omplementing the topdown approach adopted in Part .

7.1 The countries selected

The countries were selected in such way as to cover the differgmirt funding moded
identified n Part | of this report To cover as varied a list of situations as possitdechose at
leastone country per goup, in addition to thetwo“ s peci al c ais@hapterd ofdent i f |

Part |

The grouping of countries per funding model

Countries

Countries selected for the grassroot
club’ survey

Group 1| Austria, Belgium, Cyps, | Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands
Denmark, Finland, Germany
Ireland, Luxembourg, he
Netherlands Sweden

Group?2 | Italy, Greece, Maltaiad Spain | Spain

Group3 | Estonia, Hungary, Latvi{ Lithuania
Lithuania, Portugal, Romani
Slovenia, Slovakia

Group4 | Bulgaria, Czech Republ| Czech Republic
Poland

Specific | United Kingdom United Kingdom

Models "Erance France

Source: Eurostrategies, Amnyos, CDES, Deusche Sporthochschul e

Theeightcountries retained for the kiepth analysisre:
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7.1.1

7.1.2

7.1.3

7.1.4

Group 1 countries

Germany was considered interesting in view of its decentralized administrative
organisation.Indeed t h e ateautoth@mous concerning sport.

Denmarkwas also chosen taepresent the situation othe Scandinavian countries,
characterised § high membership rateanda high contribution of volunteers.

The Netherlandswvas also included in the sampl€he country is known for ithigh
density of sport clubs and for its paxtive sport policy. As a result, bothet sport
participation rateand the membership rate are wedlbove the European averagés
elsewhere, most clubs depend on volunteers.

I n the Netherl ands, the | ocal aut hori ti

sport facilities at a reasonable cost to the clubs, asheilseen laterand increasingly
involve thesport clubs in thedefinition of ther sport policy many municipalities call
on sport ¢ubs to fulfila more central role in society and to undertake activities that
are beneficial for the society as a whodgenoutside the boundaries of the sport club.

Group 2 countries

There were sveralcandidatecountriesin this group. Spainwas retained in view of its
largesize, andf its interest given the fact that the governance of sport is organised at
provinciallevel.

Spain has a lower membdiip rate than the countries in @Bup 1, and a lower
participation rate to sport in generdf. The contribution of voluntary work to the club
is also less than in group 1.

Group 3 countries selected

In this group publicexpenditures on sportare not very highbut remaina majorsource
of revenue for the sporbrganisations The rate of effort of households is variable,
participation and membership rates are comparatively low antdiviary work is not
very important.

Theavailability of data was an important criterionrfthe country selection iGroup 3.
Lithuaniawas deemed interesting, even if the analysis of the funding schemass
difficult because of the predominance of mestports clubs.

Group 4 countries

This goup of countries includes Member States with lower expenditures on sport by
both households and the public sector. Revenue from state lotteries, betting and
gambling contributes a comparatively higher share of the total revenue allocated to
the sport sytem than elsewhere.

1®Based on the Eurobarometer Survey, 42% of the popul ation
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The Czech Republigvas selectedin view of the fact thatthe level of directpublic
financing is similar to that in Groupc®untries, but he contribution of voluntary work
is much highethan in the other countries in Group 3.

7.1.5 Other countries selected

In addition to these five countries, we surveygidssroots clubs ithe three countrieswith a
“ s p e tundingnmdel, namely France, the United Kingdom and the Czech Republic

In the United Kingdomhousehold contribution@ccountfor a similar share (ofoughly 30%
of the t ot ahsindheathbrsduntrregbutthe shareof public subsidies, whether
from local, regional o national authorities, idower than elsewhere. The clulme also
comparatively morereliant on volunteers (there are 21 volunteers per club on average,
according to the CCPR Survey of Sports Clubs undertaken int2@0®) the other countries
and clubs are alsmore reliant on relationships with other organisations have access to
playing fadities.

In France public funding is very impt@nt, much higher than in the Gup 1 countries,
whereas the contribution from households is l@@mpared to the other Member States with
a similar level of GDP per capita
In summary, the countries in whidhe survey was conducteate:
1 TheCzech Republic
Denmark
France
Germany
Lithuania
TheNetherlands
Spain
TheUnited Kingdom

=A =4 =4 =4 4 -4

7.2 The disciplines selected

The selection of disciplines to be surveyiadhe eight countriesselectedwas done in three
steps:

1 Inventory of potential sport disciplines

9 First selection of a few sport disciplines, basedaamumber ofcharacteristicsamong
which the rate of practice across the EU;

T Selection of * po pislist,anrofder ® pnguretagyood respangpesat
in the countries selected.
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The samedur disciplines were retained in all the Member States survepearder to allow
crosscountry comparisonsin addition, a fifth discipline was selected everywhere, but not the
same discipline in all eight countsie In fact, vo disciplines were selected amhly one of
these wasovered in eacleountry, based on membership.

7.2.1 The selection criteria

The table shows the key disciplines practieedoss the ElUThe number in each box gives the
ranking of the disciphe in eachcountry, based on the number of practitionerBepending on
the country, the top 5 or the top 10 disciplifé® Although the table presentll the sports
reported in each Member State, there is no major diffezern thefinal selection of diciplines
whether one takes into account only the top disciplinesor a mixof the top 5 and top 10
sport disciplines

Top disciplines practiced in the EU-27

AU DK] EST FN] FR] DE] HG] IRE] IT [ LA] LI [ LX] NL [ POL] POR] RO SLO] SP[ sw] UK]

"Pétanqué
Badminton

Basketball

Bowling

Bowls

Boxing

Canoe & kayak | 9 |

Chess
Cricket
Cross country skii
Equestrian Sports [
Fishing

Floorball

Ice skating
Ice-hockey
Indoor football
Judo
Kick-boxing
Martial Arts
Motorcycling
Mountain and clim
Orienteering
Pigeon breeding
Quilles

Roller Skating
Rugby

Sailing

Shooting
Sportive Dancing
Squash & racketbl
Swimming
Table Tennis
Tennis

Track & Field
Volleyball
Winter sports
Wrestling
Yoga

ng

Source: Eurostrategies, Amnbasedaonth€dpéstnnaddstatie dMmistrieSip anarge bfemhand hul e

theNOCsn each country

The first selection ofpotential sportdisciplinesincludedthose disciplinesthat appeaed at
least 4 timesin the 10 mostpractised/popularsports in each country. Trteen discipines
stand out:Football (Soccen Track & fieldgAthletics)- Swimming Gymnastics- Basketball
Judo— Horseriding - Tennis- Golf- Handball- Wrestling— Shooting- Volley.

110 Based on data availability: indeed, in several Membemigtdtes top 5 disciplines were provided by the sport

organisations and/or the Ministries in charge of sport.
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The analysis was done across the entire EU and not only in the 8 seldetelder States, in
order to retain disciplines that were fairly popular across the EU.

The next step consisted in definingset of criteria that would leadto the selecton of
disciplineghat would eventually be retained

The following criteriavere used

- Individual or collective sport;
- Practices with varying degree$technicality,
- The participationandmembership rats;
- The motivation to practice (competition,
- The potential to attractdifferent categories ofmembers(women, disabledsenioss,
children and youth, different social categorieverweight peopleetc);
- The cost of the practice (for the individuals, and for the club® latter wasassessed
based on
o0 the need for specific infrastructures
o0 the need forequipment (materialspottswear, .;.)
- The cultural dimension of the practice
- The potential to create jolis
- Social aspects and externalitielsealth, well being, social inclusion, insertion

These criteriavere grouped in three main categories.

a) The sport dimension

0 C1-the characteistics of the disciplineis the discipline considered eollective oran
individual sport,is it mainly practiced in the framework of clubs to participate to
(amateur) competitions, or for Isure does it allow(or not) different modalities of
practice This sport dimension also relates to the type refationship between the
individuak andtheir club, ando different costs of practice.

0 C2-the popularity of the sportin the countryconsidered A high level of participation
creates a threshold effectyhich makes it possibl@t least in theory}jo spread the cost
of the infrastructure(for example, the sport groundhnd services across a larger base.
Popular disciplines also mean a high mobilization potential for public and pseatees
of funding(sulsidies sponsorshippatronageand donations contribution of volunteers,
etc). High participation rates also allow more relevant clammtry comparisons.

b) The social dimension

0 C3-the characteristics of thepractitioners constitute a third criterbn, given the study
objectives: at least some of the disciplines selected ought to be open to participialls
ages, of various socjurofessional categoriesccessibléo the disabled, etc.

0 C4 — the social utility of the disciplinealso constitutes aninteresting criterion. It
integrates, in addition to objective data (educational charaagt@rironment impactetc.),
the question of the motivation of the participants, and thadividual goals that they
pursue (leisure, heat& well being, etc.).
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C) The economic dimension

0 Cb5—the cost of the practiceconstitutes a fifth criterion; it reflects the cost of tifacilities
used (stadum, swimming pogl etc.) and tle costof the equipment and/or material
neededto practice each disciplingsportswear racketspalls, goals, netdjicycles etc.).

o0 C6-the type of offer of the discipline: ddhey organize higHevel competitions in this
discipline? Are solidarity mechanisms in place, whose effect can be measured?

7.2.2 Selection of disciplines according to the above criteria

Among the first list of 13 disciplines, the following six were retained based on the above
selection criteria:Football, Basketball, Tennis, Swimmirgymnastics and Track & Fields.
These six disciplines peesent differenteconomicmodels making it possibleto take into
account a wide range of social aspees follows:

o Football (Soccer)
- Highly popular (sports dimension— C2 and wuniversality in
dimension- C3) this is thesport most played in Europesanking at the top of the list in
26 countries out of 27 (Lithuania is the only exceptiomith Basketbaltanking firs}.

- Strong social utility (socidimension—C4).

- Representative of competitive team sports (spadtmension— C1) and of a mutualised
funding modelsupported by the authorities because it is played by lots of peoplesand i
relativelycheap (economidimensionC5).

- The ompetition from other suppliers (i.e. clubs not affiliated to the national federation)
is limited (economiclimension—C6).

- Access tanformationis easygiventhe high number of football clubs across the. EU

o Basketball
- Indoor team sport (sportdimension—C1).

- Very popular all over Europe (spodgmension- C2), and the first female team sport
(socialdimension- C3).

- Since it requies a small number of players, it is also present in rural areas, and is
popular insocially disadvantaged urbameas (socialimension—C4).

- The funding model is quite similar to that of football (soccer) in that the practice is quite
cheap for the playes (economiadimension— C5) Snce the 1990sthere is agrowing
competition amongst equipment suppliers (economidimension— C6) which keeps
equipment costs low for the clubs

o Tennis
- Individual sport which enables a broad competitive practice (sphnension—C1) and
is suitable for differentategories of practitionersa(g e , g )e(spartedimension-

C2).

- Thecost of the practice for individuals is highly variable, as it depends on the structure
of the club (economic dimensieCy.
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- Thefederations are subject to competition from private (commercial) offers (economic
dimension-C6).

- Infrastructure/facilities are often private (econondanensior).

- Th e c legalbstatssdiffers from that for other sports, hence inclusion of this sport
disciplire makes it possible to examine different funding models, from associative
organisations to commercial structures.

- A priori, this disciplinés lesssocially inclusivésocialdimension- C4).

- In the category of individual instrumented sports, it is the m@®pular in Europge
ahead of golf, sailing or horsaing (sport dimension- C2)

o Swimming
- Individual Olympic sport (sporgimension— C1), very popular and practiced as much
outside the clubs awithin the framework ofclubs (sportglimension- C2).

- Cacerns a widdiversity of people: from young children to elderly people, men and
women, accessible to the disabled, efsocialdimension- C3).

- The swimming practice is highly recommendéar health enhancement (social
dimension- C4).

- It is a mther acessiblesport for members (economidimension— C5), although the
sport requires big facilities. Different forms of practice compag@inst one aother to
get access to time slots assvimminglanes.

- The link with local authorities is interesting: thesiten own and operate the swimming
pools.

o Gymnastics

- Very popular, practiced all over Europe (spatimension- C2) both in the East and in
the West. Also a ppular Olympic sport.

- The practice can take different forms, agjibups several discipliness(é the case for
athletics and swimming)sportsdimension—C1).

- Aimed at adiversified membership base (wide age range; Higimale prticipation;
accessible to the disabled, among otheAlso, gople who practise gymntss have
different motivations(socialdimension- C3).

- Itis generally ansideredto be a healthy sport in the service of wdilking,hencewith a
highsocial utility (sociadimension-C4).

- The cost ofthe practice is moderate (economidimension— C5) even if it requires
expensive dcilities in some cases (apparatas)d highly qualified personnel / coaches,
for safety reasons

- The clubs funding models vary depending on the type of practifer example,
gymnast s’ motivations are taken itsth®e accou
competitive practicevhichis given priorithy t he c¢cl ubs’ member s

- The competitionfrom nonorganised practices and commercial offers is risingrienuc
dimension- C6)
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o Track & fields

Competitive, Olympic individual sport (spodisnension—C1).
Very popular (sportglimension— C2)even if it is oftenpracticed on an autonomous
basis outside the scope of clufegging)

The membership base is, a priori, not higldiversified (sociatlimension- C3) (age,
motivation, intensity of practice).

There are dfferent funding models across countriggflecting different organisational
schemes of the clubslépending on thentegration or na of leisure practicesvithin the
clubg.

The grassroots sport clubs affiliated to the nationadldratiors compete with other
suppliersand withfrom seltorganized practice(economiadimension- C6).

Thecost ofthe practiceis lowfor the individualsin particular for racing: this sport does
not require sophisticated facilities and can be practiced outside tlaglisins or in
multifunctional stadiumgeconomiadimension- C5)

High social utility (sociaimension—C4): this sport is popular and easy to implement.

But the practice is difficult to analyse because of ttigh number of sukdisciplines
subjectto different obligations (jumpmr throw do not require the same facilities).

The following four sports were retained for further analysisall theselectedcountries

f

1
1
1

Football (Soccer)
Basketball
Gymnastics

Tennis

In addition, Track & fieldwas analysed ithe Czech Republic, Denmark, Lithuaara the
United KingdomSwimmingwas retained in France, Germany, the Netherlands and Spain.

List of countries and disciplines selected

Country Sports

Czech Republic | football, tennis, basketball, gymnastics and track and field
Denmark football, tennis, basketball, gymnastics and track and field
France football, tennis, basketball, gymnastics and swimming
Germany football, tennis, basketball, gymnastics and swimming
Lithuania football, tennis, basketball, gymnastics and track and field
The Netherlands | football, tennis, basketball, gymnastics and swimming
Spain football, tennis, basketball, gymnastics and swimming
United Kingdom | foothall, tennis, basketball, gymnastics and track and field
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8. Bottom-up analysis of the funding models for
grassroots sport

In Partl, the key sport financing modelgere identified through a tolown approach that did
not make it possible tgingle outthe revenue flows exclusivebllocated tograssrootssport.

In this chapte, we analye the structure ot he g r a s snrewrud and expendiuse’
acrossdisciplines inthe eight selectedMember Statesthrough a bottomup approach,and
seek to identify the factors which. explain a

8.1 The survey of grassroots clubs

Theanalysis per discipline msed on a large survey of grassrogp®rt clubslaunched in May
2010 andclosed on September 1, 2010’ hedisciplines surveyed isach Member Stateare
listed below.

In all the countries, the grassroot&lubs were invited by the national federation to respond to
the questionnaire that was put eline by the study team.The questionnaire is presented in
Annex5. In France, a sample of clubs was constituted based on criteria aimed at enthigring
representativeness of the survegnly the clubs in the sample were invited to respond to the
survey. In the other countries, all clubs affiliated to the federation were informed about the
survey ad invited to respond

Methodological note
In orderto allow crossountry comparison®All the data presented in this section wefre
corrected fodifferences irpurchasing power parities

In Germany and the United Kingdom, where clubs had recently been asked to respond to
another survey, the response rat® tK S 9 dzNP a suN@yivwhd joB.a (This was
compensated by usingvherever possibléhe results of the most recent national surveys] in

DSNXIyes GKAAa Aa UKS wnndg {LRNILI 5S@St2LI¥Syi
I 1t wQa&a Hnub®urveyJ2 NI a / €

Due to a translation problenthe number of high level practitioners reportbyg the clubsn
France applies to members involved in competitions in general (i.e. including amateur
competitions), whereas in the other countries it applies to ¢heso are effectively involved
onlyin high level competition

The omparson of the average size dthe clubswhich responded tdhe survey with that
reported byother sources, including the federations themselgd®wsa slight biastowards
larger clbsin the surveyThe fact thait is rather the lager clubs which respondésiprobably
due tothe time and resources needed to answer to the survey.

In the Netherlands, the gymnastics federation was not able to contribute to the study given the
work needed in preparation for the World Gymnastics Championships this Autumn.
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The econometric analysis

In order toidentify the key factors which explain the differences betwdanding models
across countries / disciplineBurostrategies haappliedmultidimensionalanalysis technique
tol KS a pgaNgdda@(@sigprobit/logit models)

[*2}

Logistics regression modei®re estimated on dichotomic and polytonaedinatesin order to
identify the causalitiedhetween variables.

The models maké@ possible tosimultaneously identify all the relationships that can exist

between a givert R S LIS yvBrlabyfeli(the variable one seeks to explain, for example| the
likelihood for a club to receive revenue from public sources) and dnactéristics of the club
in the survey databas ¢ KS Y2RSftQa aStSOiAzy YSiK3Z
SELX ylLG2NE @FINAIFIofSa Ay RS&aOSyRAY die DN
statistically comparing the clubshich share the same characteristicEhe model takes o

accountall the crossed effects of pbanatoryvariablesin order to single out the effect of each
¢ all other things being equ&land toretainin the model only those variables with the highest
explanatory power

& . m

In the analysis, we calculated dlfiet odds ratios Thesemeasuredriske in a statistical sense
Theodd ratio explairs the probability of an eventased on two different values of a given
explanatory factorfor example, thgrobability to receive funding from sponsors based on|the
employer status of the clubThe analysis of thedd ratiosmakes it possible tassess botlthe
direction andthe relative importance of a given explanatory factor.

Thetable below presens the number of clubs which responded to the survey in each Member
Stake. To avoid biases in the results, mtdport clubs were treated as a discipliper se Yet,
when a muli-sport club responded only fahe disciplinefor which it wassurveyed(and not
forall discipliney it was treated as a “unisport

Total number of responses by discipline and by country

Czech The United
Republic NEGERERE Kingdom
1- Football 50 89 64 2 13 98 95 58 469

2- Basketball 13 20 82 1 10 22 96 5 249
3- Gymnastics 7 23 81 4 1 82 58 256
4- Swimming 10 58 31 70 169
5-Tennis 22 17 61 7 2 128 76 313
6-Track and Fiq 7 15 23 1 10 1 57

7-Omnisport 113 75 76 50 0 24 116 5 459
Total 222 239 445 65 36 303 535 127 1972

Spain |

Denmark | France | Germany | Lithuania

Source: Survey undertaken by Eurostrategies,

Annex 5 presents an analysis of tipeneral survey resultsvith an overview of the responses
of the clubs, aranalysis of the pasténds in memberships reported by the respondents in all
the countries and disciplines surveyeah analysis ofthe perceived barriers to membership
growth by the clubsas well aghe activitiesthat the clubs organizéor specificcategories of
the population and the types of partnerships that they have put in place in order to stabilize
and in some cases growtheir overall revenue, or their membership base.
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The analysigletailed in Annex %eads to the following conclusioria terms of membership
trends and barriers to a growth in membership:

- The practice of sport by those aged 18 or below has increased, whereas the membership

rate of those aged 60 and above tends to decrease

- Football remains popular and highly practiced hiit the organized sport movement,
whereas tennis and swimming are increasingly practiced outside the formal club structure

- Concern over health and wddking is the main reason underlying the rise in membership

- The shortage of trainers and coacheperceived to be an importarbbarrier to the growth
in the number of membersanother barrier to growth in membership is lack of time by
members: as a result, the membechoose between disciplinemistead of practicing
various disciplines;

- The two main threa perceived by the club®r the coming yearsre the trend in
subsidies from local authorities, and the business cyitldeed, he economic crisis is
perceived as having an important impact on membership; the sport clubs hope that the
end of the crisis Vll raise membership rates again

Given the above, thereferred formula to increase membership in the coming yegrgears
to be the development ofctivities for specific age groups

The clubs acknowledge that éhabove riskcould bereduced through hie development of
partnerships with the education system or
but they consider this difficult to do. Hence, they will rather focus on a diversification of their
membership base by developing activities fofetiént types of publics

The econometric analysis of the data that was conducted, however, made it possible to
single out the characteristics of the clubs that are associated with a rise in the#mbership
base These characteristics are:

- The “ matfthe clutg ag ihdicated byheir year of creation;

- Whether or not they employ salaried personnel: indeetlibs with & least onesalaried
person are more likely to see membership grow;

- Trends in the membership fee level: interestingly, clultsctv hawe grownin numbers of
members over the past 6 years have often raised, not redutheir membership fee level.

The survey also shows that

- Large clubs have more diversified membership basesfactor which ispositively
correlated with a growth in membeship: the well established clubs which have stabilized
their membership base need to organize activities for new member categories in order to
grow their membership;

- a club which receives public financing has more opportunities to organize activities for a
diversified population base than those not receiving public subsidies;

- Football clubs are less likely to organize activities for special groups of population than
gymnastics, track & field or swimming clubs

The location of the club or the level of theembership fee however,do not (statistically)
explain a more or less diverse membership base
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With respect to the support obtained from partnerships, the key findinggtzae

- Frequent partnerships with, and support from, hilgivel clubs within the saméiscipline,
and across disciplines, for swimming and gymnastics clubs;

- Low visibility (at the grassroots level) of the tdpwn solidarity efforts reported by high
level and professional football organisations: only 5% of the football clubs report
benefiing from support from professional/higlevel clubs, compared to 10% for
basketball and swimming clubs.

These results constitute a starting point for the analysis which follows, which seeks to identify
the criteria, or characteristics, that grassroots gpoubs ought to aim for in order to have
more a sustainable funding base, and post increases in membership (or a high number of
members).

A first important question is the impact of the membership fee level on membership and
participation. This is theubject of the next section.

8.2 Membership fee level

The key findings of this section are that:

- A majority of clubs apply differentiated membership fees, based on different
characteristics of the participants (age, income, other);

- The practice of footbalk generally less expensive than that of swimming of gymnastics;

- In a large majority of clubs, the membership fees have not been modified significantly in
the past 6 years, despite rising costs;

- There is no correlation between the level of the memberskip dnd the size of the club;
yet, the average cost per member decreases with the club size, indicating that large clubs
can benefit from economies of scale, as a large size makes it easier to diversi|fy the
activities offered hence generate revenue complerzey to themembership fees;

- A club which has a stable membership base is more likely than the others to charge a low
membership fee.

a) Level of the membership fee

The averageannual membership fee charged by grassroots sport clubgaries across

disciplines and acrosscountries even after having been corrected for differences in PAR

Germany,where the average membership fee is comparatively high for football and tennis,

this masks imgrtant variations across member categoriess indicated in ta 20092010

Sport Development Surveyn fact, the standard deviation is very hjgisshownin the table

below. Half of the sport clubs charge a maximum annual fe€of 25 f or chi |l dr en, €
adol esé6éntfor @dul ts a' dakig deo@raphi¢ developmentsiaidi e s

the financial situation of households into consideration, sport clubs also offer special fees for

seniors and the socially deprived or unemployed. Finally, some clubs do not charge admission

111Source: 2009/2010 Sport Development Report.
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fees for new members: this is the casd 70% of the sport clubs regarding children,
adolescents, seniors and families, anid88% of the clubs for socially deprived/unemployed
members.

In the UK, membership fees also vary by category of members. The average subscription fee
for adults in2008 was £70 (about € 84.5), whil st juni
Soci al member ship fees average £13 a year (€

The average fee also reflects differences across member categories in the other countries. Yet,
the clubs were asked toreppr t he “average annual member ship
whole fee structure.

Comparing membership fees across disciplines within a given country, one findshé¢hat
practice of football is generally less expensive than swimming or gymnastics

In the table below, the average fee is reported only for those country/disciplines for which
there were more than 50 responses. Extreme values (some of which were reported in Spain,
where some very high annual fees were quoted in a few clubs) were eliminatedadio
biases.

Membership fee structure across countries and disciplines (€ per annum)

Czech France | Germany' The Spain United Total
Republic INEIGEHERTE Kingdom?
Average 33 61 134 90 201 47 106
Football Standard deviation 40 29 847 33 160 nc 135
Median 20 57 50 90 183 nc 76
Average ns 66 92 ns 334 114 181
Basketball [Standard deviation ns 23 70 ns 183 ns 225
Median ns 61 88 ns 315 ns 100
Average ns 96 212 106 173 118 133
Tennis Standard deviation ns 61 725 33 201 ns 176
Median ns 78 140 90 101 ns 94
Average ns 131 83 ns 213 62 144
Gymnastics |Standard deviation ns 52 123 ns 143 187 140
Median ns 131 49 ns 210 19 118
Average ns 127 84 ns 283 139 237
Swimming |Standard deviation ns 47 188 ns 157 ns 390
Median ns 126 50 ns 267 ns 158
Average ns ns 53 ns ns 22
Track & Field |Standard deviation ns ns 40 ns ns ns
Median ns ns 43 ns ns ns

1: Data from the 2009 Sport Development Report

2: Data for all disciplines but Gymastics recalculated by Eurostrategies based on the CCPR 2009 Survey of Sports Clubs
ns not significant
nc non communicated

The majority of clubs which responded to the survey have not significantly modified their
membership fee over the past 6 yearsFear of losing memberprobably expains the
remarkablestability of the membership fe@ver time

Given the earlier finding that large clubs are more likely to organize activities for diversified
categories of members, an interestingestion is whether large clubs are able to charge lowe
membership fees.

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 171



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU
Volume | of the Final report

The survey results, however, show no correlation between the level of the membership fee
and the size of the club.

If there is any pattern in the data presented in the chart below, it is a positive correlation
between the membershipeke and the club size for basketball and tennis: in those two
disciplines, the larger the club the higher the average membership fee.

For football and track & field, the membership fee is roughly the same irrespective of the club
size. For gymnasticdie average annual membership fee tends to decrease with the size of
the club.

An interesting finding, however, comes from the analysis of the average cost per member by
club size. The graph showsegative correlation between the average cost per menmdoed

the size of the club for all disciplines but track & field and possibly tennis, and indicates that

the larger clubs are more likely to have diversified sources of incomes than the smaller clubs

as will be confirmed latetthe larger the club, the laver the average cost per memberThis
confirms the existence of economies of scale

Average annual member ship fee by

300

M Less than 100
250+ members
100-200 membe

200+ F2200-400 membe

More than 400
members

150+

100+ r7 ?

50 -

Football Basketball Tennis Swimming  Gymnastics Track & Field

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 172



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU
Volume | of the Final report

Average cost per member by <club
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b) Statistical analysis of the features of clubs with a low membership fee

Below, we define aa “ membership feé a fee which i€ 100 per annum or leséPPP
adjusted)

The characteristics shared by clubs are, in decreasing order of importance:
- The country Dutch and French clubs charge comparatively lower fees than the clubs
from other countries. In the Netherlands, the clubs arg timesmore likelyto charge
a low membership fee than a French club, 7 times more likely to charge a low fee than
a Czech or Lithuanian club, and 25 times more likely than a Spanishirdiged, only
5% of the clubs in the Netherlands charge afeecor 200 € per year
case of 57% of the Spanish clubs

,  Wh

- The trend in the number of members in the cluba club which has a stable
membership base is more likely than the others to charge a low membership fee
When the membership base ves over time, either upwards or downwards, the
likelihood of charging a low membership fee is lower. In other words, membership
stability allows clubs to stabilize their funding model and charge low fees.

In fact, the statistical results indicate thathub with a stable membership base is 50%

more likely to charge a low membership fee than a clumsdmembership basas

either increasing or decreasing. This can be explained by the fact that, when demand
increases, i.e. when many new members join,bslthave to adapt their offer
accordingly for exampleby recruiting staff antbr by increasing their expenditures on

sporting goods, or on facilities (swimming linepprt grounds, etc.). Thisises their

costs and forces the club to raise themembership fee. Also, a rise in membership
reduces the <c¢cl ubs’ fear of I, sosthe rtlgbs amee mb e r s
probably less wary of charging a higher.fee
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On the contrary, a drop in membership does not necessarily imply an equivalent drop
in the level of supply, hence the clubs have to raise the membership fee in order to
cover ther costsdespite thelower membership base.

- The employer status of the clubinterestingly,clubs which have salaried personnel
are more likely to charge a low membershipe: indeed, a club which has permanent
staff has 40% more probability to charge a low membership fee than a club which only
relies on volunteer work. Being an employer is indeed usually associated with a strong
local base and diveifsed revenue sourcesvhich makes it podsle for those clubs to
charge low fees. It also makes it possible to be more present for membes
(permanence, phone line, office space, etc.);

- Whether the facility usedby the club is owned or renteddubs which benefit from
facilities made available free of charge or at a low cost by the local authorities or by a
private stakeholder are more likely to charge a low membership fee. On the contrary,
clubs owning the facilities that they use are (statistically significantly) lesyg tigel
charge a low membership fee.

A club which does not pay for the facilities that it uges. benefits from subsidized
facilities) indeed has all else being equaB0% more probability to charge a low
membership fee than a club which owns its infrasture, or than a club which rents
its infrastructure at market pricé?.

- The discipline consideredennis and gymnastics clubs are more likely to charge a low
membership fee than those from other disciplines: surprisingly, all else being equal, a
tennisclub is twice more likely than a basketball club to have a low membership fee,
andhas1.5 times more probability than a football club and 10% more probability than
a gymnastics clubo charge a low fee This is explained by the fact that the high
membership fee charged by tennis clubsesgplained bythe higher share of clubs
owning their own facility than in other sport disciplines. Tennis clubs which benefit
from facilities made available free of charigeeedapply a low membership fee.

- The locationof the club in an urban or rural areacontrary to what one might expect,
clubs located in urban areas are more likely to have a low membership fee than
clubs in rural areas Indeed, a club located in an urban area has, all else being equal,
35% more prbability to have a low membership fee than a club located in a rural
area: it is, indeed, easier farrban clubsto attract new members, hence they can
spread the costs over a broader membership base.

Variables which do not explain, whichhave a limied impact onthe level of the membership
fee are:

- Whether the club receives revenue frqother) private sources;

- Whether the club receives revenue from public sources;

- The presence of other revenue sourdesthe club;

- The number of members (yet, aseseabove, thdrendi n me mber shi p matter s ..

- The level of competition in which the main team plays;
- The year of creation of the club;

112There is little difference in the membership fees charged by clubs that are respectviygotheinacilities that they
use.
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- The density of population in the area in which the club is located;

- The social sensitivity of the area in which the chilmcated;

- Whether the clubs organizes, or not, commercial activities beyond the provision of
sportactivities;

- Whether the club organizes or not activities for specific categories of members.

It is particularly interesting to find that the location ofeltlub does not explain differences in
the levels oimembership fees.

An important point confirmed by the analysfgesented earlieris thata low membership fee
does not necessarily lead to a rise in membershipere is, indeed, no correlation betven
the rise in the number of club affiliates and the level of the membership fee

The tablebelow presents the average membership felearged bythe clubs which respectively
report a large increase, an increase, no change or a decrease in mdmnpbefhefirst line in

the tableshowsthe average membership fee in each discipline, for reminder. No clear pattern
emerges the clubs whichreport largeincreases in membership over the past six years are not
necessarilyhose which chargelow membership fee

Link between the trend in membership and the average membership fee (€ per
annum)

Sport discipline
UGGHRE] 1D U0 NI @i Football FE GHEL Tennis Swimming Gymnastics Track & Field Avgrage.for

volunteers all disciplines
Average membership fee 101 176 123 188 144 74 135
Large increase 113 108 145 153 113 81 120
Increase 96 215 97 206 143 80 136
No change 120 158 142 183 165 56 146
Decrease 69 165 105 184 132 69 120

In summary:

To be able to charge low membership fees, clubs:

- Have to reach a certain degree of maturity, enabling them to have a stable membership
base;

- Have salaried psonnel (whichusually goes along with a certain professionalization,
and/or apermanent presence);

- Typically benefit from facilities priced below market level.
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8.2.2 Trend in the membership fee

Given thecontinued growthin costs, one woulaéxpectsport clubs to haveincreasel their
average membership feever the past 6 yearm orderto avoid moving into deficit. Yea
majority of clubs report a stability or an increase in the average membership fee over the
past six yearqperiod 2002 to 2008).The graps showing the trend in membershipefeare
presented per discipline later As reported earlier, the clubs we wary of raising the
membership fedor fear of losing members.

Many football and basketball clubs even report having loweredrtageragemembership fee

in the past6 years. This may be linked to the fact that these two disciplines have been better
able thanthe others to attractnew members as well gwivate sponsors and donarskence

they were able tocover the rise in costdy increasng the number ofaffiliates

The statistical analysis of the survdgtareferred to earlier brought anotheresult. Indeed,a
positive correlationwas foundbetween the trend in the membership fee and the growth in
membership:a rise in membership feeften occurs in those clubs which also report a rise in
their memberdip base having an influx of new members, clubee lessfearful of losing
members than those in which the number of members stagsatedecreases.

In summary:

- No correlatiorwas foundbetween the level of the membership fead the club size

- There is however,a positive correlation between th&rend in the membership feg
and the trend in the number of members: clubs with a growth in membership have
increasedand not decreasedheir average annual fee in the past 6 years;

- Clubs with permanent staff are more likely to charge a low membership- tisspite
their higher cost structure: these clubs are indeed better able to attract new members
and to diversify the sources of revenues thidmose which solely rely on voluntary
work;

- A stability in the number of members over time allows clubs to stabilize their funding
model and charge low fees.

8.2.3 Revenue structure

The average revenue per member variegre across countries than the membershige.
What explains the difference in the average revenue per memdenoss clubsis the
contribution from other expenditures by householdsd, other than the membership fee,
namelysport lessonssale of food & drinkn the clubhousepurchasesf spoting goodssold

by the clubsetc) as well apublic subsidies (from the national and local level), transfers from
the federations,sponsorship andlonations and “ ot larcdssucheas avnlaca
lotteries, foundations and charitig¢s
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The keyfindings of this section are that:

I n the EU, two thirds of the sport cliubs’

through membership fees and other expenses (paid lessons for example)

Local authorities and national governments fund 18% of theags sr oot s cljub s’

addition to this, sport clubs benefit from an important-kind resource from the local
authorities, which is the use, often below market price, of the facilities;

The national federations only contribute approximately 2% af thc | ub s’ budget

includes the funds filtering down from the professional and Hegrel, to the grassroots
level;

It is often the case that government subsidies compensate a low direct contributign by

members— but not necessarily a low membershipefe

National and local governments do not privilege certain disciplines over others when

awarding funds to the grassroots cliybs

Funding from sponsorships, patronage or private donations only accounts for a signjficant

part to the gr af$osfoothalarsl, tocallesserextentbfor bagketbad and

for athletics clubs.

Sonsors and donors are more likely to support clubs which receive public subsidies than

other <c¢lubs. They also typically fun|d
away from clubs with very low membership fees

Below, we look at the relative weight tifesedifferent revenue sourcs

a)

The relative contribution of different revenue sources

In the sport disciplines/countries surveyedyo thirds of the sport club<budgets are funded
by the membersthemselves As indicated on the chart on the next pagalividuals—i.e. the

club membersand their relatives- contribute 63% of the total revenue ofthe grassrootssport

clubs s u r Yhe nereathing37%comes from local and nationagovernmentsfrom private

companies (through sponsoship contracts, donations or otherand from other sources
(includingown orlocal lotteries, foundations, and charity fundgAlthough not identical to the
breakdown of revenue by maisource of funding presented in Part hete figures are

consistent withthe results oft h wp-down” a n ahich =elied on data fronthe ministries

in charge of sport, theationalOlympic committees and/or the members of ENGSO

In fact,in the survey, all disciplines and countries combinethe relative share ofhousehold
expenditures (63% iy G KS 3 NJ a i NP 2shi@gher@hirddtatieStimatetzshard af a
revenue going to grassrootssports presentedin Part | 66.3%). The higher share observed
here is partly explained by the weight the wealthier member statesn the survey panel
(compared to the EU as a whagland by the fact that in these countrieeouseholds spend
significant amounts on sport. Differences are also partly accounted ftinebjact that only
certain disciplines are taken into accouit the survey of clubs Another finding is that lie
share of publidundingin the survey of grassroots clulis 186 (sum of national and local
a ut h o runding),ees less than halfof the 40% estimated tobe allocatedto grassroots
sport by national and local authorities the “ t -d p w analysispresented in Part.| Again,
the difference may be partly explained by the choice of disciplines, among which football,
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which receives propominately more funds fromprivate sources thanother disciplines
However,part of the difference isalso accounted foby the share of revenuallocated to
grassroots sport by national and local authorities whichmains in the federations in order
to cover their operational expenses or which is used to fundthe maintenance and
development of infrastructure used by the cluband not paid for all full price/cost by the
clubs. Indeed, the services provided by the federations to the grassroots clubs argettiem

funded from revenues reporteds beingai cat ed t o “ gr as satiooaband sport”

regional authorities

The tinding from the federations to grassroots clubs representsa2%heir revenue. This
includes thefinancial flowschanneled throgh solidarity mechanismsSponsorshippatronage

and private donationsccount for 9% of the revenue compared with6.9% for sport as a
whole in he top-down analysisbut only 2.2% for grassroots sport onlilote that it is not
from the same source, leever, since grassroots clubs mainly benefit from the support of
local sponsors The difference nevertheless indicates that the sponsorship figures identified
through the topdown analysis underestimate the total value of sponsorship contracts that
localgrassroots clubs benefit from.

Revenue breakdown by source, (2008, in %)

Othel
8%

Sponsorship «
patronage
9%

Federation
2%

Public fundini 1

18%
Member
63%
Source: Eurostrategiesc o n, based bnithe survey of grassroots clubs
Anotherdi f f erence comes from the “other revenue’

total revenue in the survewf grassroots clubsThis categry includes revenue going to the
clubs but not allocated specifically by the clubstee ofthe different categories proposed in
the survey.

b) Contribution of members to the clubs6é budgets

The breakdown of membetgontributions between membership feespbd & drink, entry fees
at events, sport lessons and sporting goods, varies across Membes &tateiscipline.
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The direct contribution from members is highest for tennis, and lowest for basketball and track
& field. For swimming and gymnastics, therstea o f member s’ contributi
average for all disciplines.

Wh er e mecontrilButiors account for a lowhare of the total revenue, it is because the
clubs benefit comparatively more than the others from complementary funding sources such
as government subsidies, revenue from sponsorship and/or from other sources.

In the case ofennis,gymnastics, and swimmingiembership fees represemhore than 55%

of the total club revenue.For tennis, he share is highethan 70% in Germany and Spaand

is equal to55% in the Netherlandsand 50% in FranceFor gymnastics, membership fees

represent more than 70% of the total club revenue in the Czech Republic, Spain and Germany,
compared with 45% in France. For swimming, the share of membesslepsf i n t he t ot a
revenue is greater than 65% in all countries surveyed but the Czech Republic and Spain.

Where the membership feecontribute to a small share of the clubwtal revenue, this is
often complemented by other direct payments by membetndeed membersalso pay
lessons and goods and servieedd by the cluls.

Both football and tennisclubs generate a significant share dieir revenue fromfood and
drink sales Tennis and gymnastictubscomplement their fundindy providinglessonsor by
renting their facilities

c) Public subsidiesb oot ri buti on to the c¢clubsdé resources

The bulk of public subsidies received by the clubs come from local authoritiesc{palities
and/or regions): ore than 80% of the clubs which responded to the syreport having
received subsidiesrom the local authoritiegover and above Hkind support such as free
access to the facilities) It is in the UK that the proportion of clubs claimingt to have
received funding from the local authorities is highest.

On averagelocal authorities and national governments fund 18% thfe grassrootsOf dzo & Q
budgets This share varigacross countries and disciplindswever

Basketball and athleticare the two disciplines most reliant on public fundingeniiis al
football are the least reliant Football, which does not charge a high membership fee as seen
earlier, indeed receives revenues from other sources.

The chart below compares the contribution of public subsidies and fedetdtioding across
disciplines

As llustrated, there is no obvious relationship between the size of the club and the
contribution of public revenue to the overall budget: the share is stable across club sizes for
basketball and swimming. It decreases with club size for tennidaotfall, indicating that

the share of public subsidies is higher for small clubs than for large clubs. And, it increases
with track & field, where the share of public revenue is greater for large clubs than for clubs
with 200 members or less.
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Share of public subsidies and fe
(in %)
35%

B Public Funding

30%-

[ Federation's fundin

25%

20%

15%-

10%-

5%+

0%-+
Total Football Basketball Tennis SwimmingGymnastics Track &
Field

Share of revenue from public sources by discipline and club size (in %)

40%
35% //
30% LS
2506 %
\
20%-
o \-\ \\
10% == Football == Basketball
504 =@ Tennis Swimming
’ —A— Gymnastics === Track & fiel \.
0% T T T

Less than 100 members 100-200 members 200-400 members More than 400 member:

Acros countries, it is in Spain, the Czech Republic and the Netherlands that one finds most
clubs reporting a fall in public subsidies over the past yearst, eserywhere, thepublic
sect or ' w®tal seheaue decreakes over time.
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Across disciplinest is the gymnastics and swimming clubs which report a decrease in public
subsidies. The downward trend is also pronounced for track &, fiettiscipline which is highly
reliant on public subsidy as seen earlier In the case of tennis, the proportiorf clubs
reporting a fall in public subsidies is higher than that reporting a rise in public subsidies.
Lithuanian basketball clubs are the only ones to report in majority a rise in public sector
funding over the past years.

Share of revenue from public sources per membership fee level

50%

45%-

40%1 — Football =~ Basketball
35%:] =& Tennis Swimming
30%- —A&— Gymnastics™== Track & fie
25%-

20%-

15%-

10%-

5%+

0% ‘ ‘ ‘

Less than %SOW - 10001000 - 200 =x200410
d) Link between public subsidyand member sdé contributions

It is often the case thagovernment subsites compensatea low direct contribution by
members— but not a low membership feeln other words, public subsidies come in where
clubs are not able to get sufficient amounts of motfieym their members taking into account
all sources of revenufsom the membersi.e. sport lessons, food & drindntry fees at events
et c ..

The chart below shows thevaragelevel ofsubsidy per member across disciplines, based on
the average membershifee level The graph shows that it is only for swimming that thesle

of public subsidy is higiwhen the membership fee is low. bthe other disciplines, the
relationship is less obvious. If anything, the level of the public subsidy per member tises wi
the membership fee..

In other words, the public subsidy is not used by the club to charge a low membership fee.
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Public subsidy per member (in 0Q
average membership fee charged by the club
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Looking at thecontribution ofpublic subsigest o t h e ¢ | ackwss countriesy anaisa e
finds that this is highest where thmembers c 0 nt randonotthe noemisership feepre

low. Public subsidies are needed when the clubs are not able to generate enough revenue
from other sources than the membership fedor example, are not able to generate profits
from the arganisationof sport or nonsport events, etc.In Lithuania,for example, members
contributions account for a comparatively loshare of the total revenue of the clabso that

the public subsidyhas tomake up for a large part of the remainder. In the Netherlands,
Geamany and the UKwhere memberscontribute the bulk of thec | urbvenue, the relative
share of the public subsidylmwer.

In the Czech Republic, the public subsidy is more important than the individual membership

fee in all sports but gymnasti¢é This reflects the particular cost structure of the Czech clubs,

most of which own their facilitieshence receive direcfinancial assistancérom the local

authorities to help cover the costs of the facility the other countriesthis expenditure is ot

visiblesi nce the cl ubs”’ i nfrastruct.ultrisgherefsretibef t en o wn €
local authoritywhich supports the bulk of the maintenance and operating cosisance and

Spain are iman intermediate position. In those two countsiewheret h e  amerablers ’

contribute approximately 60% of the total revenu# the clubs public subsidies account for

respectively 27% and 19% of the total.

BFor gymnastics, membership fees alone account for 70% of
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Correlation between the memberso
share of total revenue, by country
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As il lustrated, t okiegall choi ngt hrei rb utt H e0o nme nob et ohse’

the contribution of public subsidies.
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The same relationship between members contribu
disciplines. Track & field relies comparatively more than the other disciplines on public

revenue, whereas tennisis maingyfided t hrough member s’ contributi
revenue.

Again, football stands out as an exception given the comparatively high share of revenue from
other sources.

e) Econometric analysis of the features of clubs receiving public subsidies

The aalysis of the characteristics of clubs benefiting from public subsidies shows the
following:

61% of the clubs in the survey sample received revenue from public sources 22028

The variables which influence the level of public funding &me decreasing order of
importance):

1 The country considered The share offFrench and Spanish clulveceiing public
fundingis higher than in thether countries. Dutch and UK clubs are less likely than
the others to receive revenue from public sources. Thisficoa the country
groupings that were made initially.

Everything else beingqual, a French club &times more likely than a Dutch club, 5
times more likely than a Czech or Lithuanian club and 1.5 times more likely than a
Spanish club to receive revenfrem public sources,.

T Whether the club receives revenue from private sourceal else being equal, the
perception of revenue from private sources (notably from sponsorgidponageand
donationg increases the probability to receive public revenue ligctor of 12. In the
survey sample, 88.5% of the clubs which received revenue from sponsors or donors
also received revenue from public sources, whereas only one third of the clubs which
did not receive any revenue from sponsors or donor received psbbsidies;

1 The level of theaverage annual membership feelubs which charge a membership
fee that 108 perasus aré maenikelg to benefit from public subsidies.
Charging a member s h0O per dneum reduces the lkelihoddlofa n €
receiving revenue from public sources: it is possiblat the clubs which charge high
membership fees are better able to cover their costs, herak else being equat do
not request public subsidies. Also, a raigibility to public subsidies may force the
clubs to charge higher membership fees;

9 Thenumber of residents in the vicinity ofhe clul clubs located in areas that are not
very populated are more likely to receive revenue from public sources than those
located in highly populated areas. Thus, a club located in an area with less than
100,000 inhabitants has twice more chances to receive public subsidies than a club
located in a highly populated area (i.e. in areas of more than 100,000 inhabitants). The
less densely populated the area, the higher the probability of receiving public
subsidies. The population size beyond which the probability changes dramatically is,
indeed, 10M00. This reflects a policy objective in rural and little populated areas;

1 The employer status of the clubclubs which employ salaried personnel are more
likely to re@ive revenue from public sources. A club which has salaried staff has 50%
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more probability to receive revenue from local or national governments than a club
which only employs volunteers;

 The ownership@ | 1 dza 2 F { K S dubstwiichaet thEfacillizst tHatitiey a
use are more likely to receive public revenue than those which either have access to
the facility free of charge or at a low cost, or which own the facility. In fact, the clubs
which own the infrastructure that they use are less kil receive public subsidies

All else being equal, clubs which rent the facilities that they use have 60% more
probability to receive revenue from public sources than the clubs which own their
facilities, and 15% more probability than a club which basdfom facilities made
available free of charge or at a low cost by a local authority or a private stakeholder.

1 The number of members in the clubdubs with more than 100 members have 60%
more probability to receive public subsidies than a club wifis lhvan 100 members.

It is interesting to note thathe sport discipline is not a statistically significant factameaning

that the likelihood of receiving revenue from public sources is the same irrespective of the
discipline:national and local governrants do not privilege certain disciplines over others
when awarding funds to the grassroots clubs

The variables that were tested but have only a limited impagt no impact at allon the
award of public subsidies are:

The sport discipline concerned;
Thec | ubs’ l ocation in an urban or rural are
The | evel of competition of the c¢clubs’ ma i

The trend in the average membership fee;

The year of creation of the club;

The location of the club in a socially disadvantaged area or not;

The trend in the membxship base;

Whether the club organizes (or not) activities for specific categories of population.

= =4 -8 -4 -8 _a_°a_2

In particulatt he empl oyer status of the c¢club and the
best team playslo not explain the likelihood of receivingwenue from public sourcesThere

appears to ke no discrimination between the clubs playing in high level amateur competitions

and purely amateur clubsSimilarly, the location of clubs in a rural or urban areanot a

relevant factor. The population dsity in the area is, however relevant.

Furthermore,the trend in the membership fee has no impact on the probability to receive
public subsidies. What matters is the level of the fee.

Finally, and somewhat more surprisingly, the fact that the club mimgs— or not — activities
for special population groups does not per se influence the probability to receive public
funding.
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In summary
1 There are important country differences in theative importanceof public funding;
1

“Money attr adihdg isnoonfirengd’by thetfdctithat the clubs which attract
private financing sources beyond membler s
public financing:revenue from public sourcesexerts a strong lever effect on private
financing sources;
1 Clubs located in areas with less than 100,000 residents, and charging a low membership
fee, are more likely to receive revenue from public sources: government policy helps to
keep prices low for clubs in rural areas;
1 There is a link between the employer stataf the club and the award of public subsidigs:
often, revenue from public sources helps to finance permanent staff for the club.

con

f) Contributions from sponsoring, patronage and private donations

More than half(51%)of the clubs which responded to thersey have receivedevenuefrom
sponsorshippatronageand donationsn 200809.

The contribution of sponsorshjgpatronageand private donationsalso varies across Member
States: it is significant in Germany and the Netherlands, as well as in Lithudrese
basketball attracts sponsors in view of its popularity. Elsewhere, the share is low.

This form of unding is only significant for football ando a lesser extentfor basketballand
for athletics clubs For footbal] revenue fromsponsorshippatronageand private donations
accounts foran averagel8% of thec | utbtal fevenue. Fobasketball and athletics, the
share is close to 11%The averagéor all discipliness 9.5% The other disciplines receive very
little direct revenue from spongs or donors.

There is no clear l ink between the contribution
and the size of the club, except for basketball, where large clubs receive more revenue from
sponsors.

Over time, the revenue frorsponsorshippatronageand private donation$as increased for
basketball, but remains stable for football where about as many clubs report an increase in this
source of revenue as a decrease.
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Share of revenue coming from sponsorship or donations, (2008, as a %
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Q) Econometric analysis of the features of clubs receiving revenue from sponsors and
donors

The variables which influence the likelihood for a club to receavenuefrom sponsors are as

follows (in descending order of importance):

- The country everything else being equal, clubsthe Netherlandsare much more
likely to beneit from revenue from sponsors than Spanish or French clubs. A Dutch
club indeed has four times more chances of receiving revenue from sponsors than a
Spanish or French club. The clubs from Denmark, Germany and the UK are in
comparison much less likely teceive revenue from sponsoos donors only 10% of
them receive revenue from this source.

This is another example of the dominance of the country factor over the discipline,
when it comes to distinguishing funding models.

- The diversity of funding soues (except sponsoring/donationsyhis is the second
most important factorexplaining the likelihood for &lub to receive revenue from
sponsor s. Il ndeed, a diversity of funding so
stability, which may have a pd#/e impact onsponsors confidence in the club.
Another possible explanation is that a diversity of funding sources is often a feature of
wealthier clubs—whi ch attracts sponsors based on a
mo n e yThe survey indicates that club which has at least five sources of funding
in addition to sponsorship issix _times more likely to benefit from revenue from
sponsors and donors than another club

- The average membership fee— all else being equat clubs with amembership fee
(adjusted for PPPbetween€ 50 and€ 100 are 75% more likely to receive revenue
from sponsors than clubs with enembership feea b o v 280, &d30% morelikely
than a club whose membership fee is betwe2h00 and€ 200 perannum Theyalso
have 20% more probability to attract spasors and donorshan a club with a
membership fee less tha® 100. In other wordssponsors fund clubs with an
GF SN 3S¢ YSYOSNBKALI FSS3 odzi adlre Fgleée FTNRY
(either because they are not profitable, because they are domll, or because they
have enough resources from other sources to offsests). They also tend to stay
away from clubs with high membership fees (as these nwyneed sponsors).

- Thenumber of members (= the size of the clutgll else being equal, ingling the
average membership feesponsors pefer large clubs: a club with more than 300
members for example haseverything else being equal2.5 times moreprobability
to receive money from sponserthan a club with less than 100 members, and 20%
more chances than a club having between 100 and 300 members.

This result is not surprising: it is logical for a sponsor or a donor to prefer a large club
than a small club as it gives it more visibility. For sponsors, the return on investment is
clearly potetially larger with a big club. For donors too, the visibility effect is relevant,
albeit less so.

- The discipline consideredlooking across disciplines, football clubs attract more
sponsors tharthe clubs from other disciplines: all else being equalpa@ibfall club is
twice more likely than a gymnastics club to reeerevenue from sponsors, a5
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times more likely than a tennis, swimming or track & field club. The likelihood to
receive revenue from sponsors falls significantly for tennis, swimmiddrank & field
clubs.

It is interesting to stress that this variables only comes in fifth position amongst those
which impact the most the likelihood to receive revenue from sponsors or donors. Itis
also surprising that tennis ranks in the list of threlisciplines which have least
probability to receive revenue from (local) sponsors: this shows that the funding
pyramid that one sees at the top level with a high share of media rights and
sponsorship going into higlevel tennis-is not replicated athe grassroots level.

- ¢KS OfdzoQa 20 (A 2Y:cantkayy tolwkfat cteNdgightything, dlabNHzNJI-
located in rural areas are more likely to receive revenue from sponsors thase th
locatedin urban areas. This reflecs proximity” effect, and the (close) links between
the ¢l ubs’ , andaentbeeane locastakeholders(such as local grocer
storest he company for which a ne¢ecthbers’ father

This, again, confirms that the logics at work at the Hagrel do not mcessarily apply
to the grassroots level.

- The funding of he club through public subsidiesthe availability of public subsidies
increasesthe probability for a club to attract sponsofagain, money attracts money
...) this may reflect the fact that clubsreceivingrevenue frompublic sourcesare
perceived as meeting a number of criteria such sagial responsibility, aound
management,a diversfied offer or other criteria likely to eassue private investors.
This lever effect of public financing igtaénly an interesting factor for the future

The associations which receive public subsidies are indeed typically those which have
reached a certain level of maturity (three years of existence, a reasonable number of
affiliates, a balanced budget, an dixjt development programme, a strong local base,
etc..) .

In contrast, the following factors do NOT play a significant role in explaining the presence of
sponsorship revenue:
- The employer status of the club
- The level at which the club plays (local, reginnational or international
competitions)
- The trend in the membership fee
- The year of creation of the club
- The presence of the club in a socially distressed;area
- The ownership statius of the c¢cl ubs’ facil it
- The number of resntybents in the clubs’™ vic
- The trend in membership

In other words, clubs with a salaried resource are not more (nor less) likely to receive revenue

from sponsors than clubs solely relying on voluntary work. Somewhat more surprisingly, the
likelihood of receiving revenuedm sponsorgepends more on the size of the club than

the | evel of competitionr imhevhdclcthb d'hematl wrbist'y
the number of years of existence of the club)osh sponsors or donors which support local
grassroots club are indeed essentially local stakeholders.
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Finally, it appears that théinancial supportreceived from sponsors is not linked with the

ownership status of the infrastructure. Private stakeholders can &elpb to have access t
facilities for its advities, butthis does not com# the detriment of financial support

(0]

In summary:

- Sponsors and donors privilege clubs with diversified revenue sources, a moderate

membership fee, many members and support from the public sector.

- Grassroots football and setball clubs attract private stakeholders such as sponsors and

donors. Other disciplines primarily rely on their members, either through the payme
membership fee or expenditures in the clubhouse, during events organized by the ¢
other.

nt of
lub or

h) Other funding sources

“Other’ funding souces account for the remaining® of t he c¢cl ubs’ budget s.

revenue from local lderies, albeitvery few clubs singled this out in the revenue bkelown

provided. Hence, partof the & “ ot her ” | mawen upu bil n Ssubsi

contributions and sponsorship or donations not explicisiyngled outby the clubs(i.e.

calculated by difference by Eurostrategies, based on the other data supplied by the clubs)

i) Factors explaining a diversity of funding sources for the clubs: econometric analysis

Given the different factors likely to impact the futurevenuetrends, with demographic and
societal changes impacting future trends in revenues from members, the public finance
situation impacting future subdies from national and local governments, and the business
cycle influencing all of these, as well as revenues from sponsors or donors, it is interesting to

analyse which clubs are able to have diversified sources of funding: this can, in fact, ensure

more stablerevenuestreamsthan a high reliance on only one or two revenue sources

Here, we consider that the clubs which haveigersity of funding sourcesre clubs whose

revenue comes fmm at least five sources amottige following possibilities
- Memberdip fees,
- Public subsidies,
- Transferdrom the federation,
- Sponsorship, patronage and private donatipns
- Food & drinksales,

- S$rvices sales (lessons, rental of faci

- Sale ofgoods and serviceduring sport events,
- Sales of sporting goods,
- Other (includinglotteries,foundations, etc...) .

385% of the clubs which responded to the survey meet this criteria. Among them:
99,7% charge a membership fee

96% benefit from public subsidies

92% receive revenue from sponsors or donors

74% benefit fom other funding sources (g r i e s, foundati ons
68% benefit from revenue from food & drink

68% benefit from revenue collected durisgortevents

E R N
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1 63% receive revenue from the sale of services (sport lessons, rental of the facilities
and/or of equipnent, etc.)

1 57% receivdinancialsupport from their federation

1 47% receive revenue from the sale of equipment/androm merchandising

The variables which positively influence the diversity of funding sources are (in decreasing

order of importance:

1 The country French clubs are much more likely to have diversified funding sources
than the clubs from other countries. All else being equal, Danish, German, English and
Spanish clubs are less likely to have diversified funding sourceshddmnench clbs.

A French club immdeedthree times more likely than a Dutch club to have diversified
funding sources, six times molikely than a Spanish club and 10 times mdikesly
than a clubfrom the UK;

I The average membership feelubs charging a membershipet h a t 100 os les€
(adjustedfor PPPR have a muchgreater probability of having a diversified revenue
structure''®, In fact,to be able to set a low membership fee, clubs need to have
additional €omplementary funding sources. In contrast, clubghva membership fee
above € 200 have a significantly lower probability of having diversified revenue
sources.

A club whose average annual membership fee is less than 1Ha960% more
probability to have diversified funding sources than a club whose menship fee is
between € 100 and€ 200, andtwo times more probability than a club whose
membership fee is greater tha200;

1 The number of membersBeing a large club significantly increases prebability of
havingdiversified revenue sourcesa clubwith more than 300 members h&stimes
more chancesto have diversified funding sources than a club with less than 100
members. Similarly, small clubs have a much lower probability to have diversified
revenue sources

1 The sport discipline consideredieing a gymnastics, swimming or track & field club
significantly increases the probability to have diversified revenue sources.
Interestingly, being a football cluleducesthe likelihood of haing diversified revenue
sources: H else being equal, a footbadlub has2,5 less chancethan a gymnastics
club to have diversified funding sources, ahtimes less chancethan a track & field
or swimming club. This may be explained by the fact that football clubs generate
enough revenue from embership fees, pulil subsidies and sponsors & dondos
make it necessary for them to generate revenue from the provision of lessons, the sale
of equi pment and sporting gopopds, or the

1 The employer status of the cluba club which employs saled staff has65% more
probability of having diversified sources of income than the ottleibs— all other
things being equalin the UK, the CCPR survey indicated that the paid functions in the
clubs were often related to the sale of food and beverages] general catering
services. It is therefore not surprising to see that the permanent staff would be
associated with revenue from these sources. More generally, the presence of a

114Based on the definition given above, i/e/ at least five revenue sources among the list presented to them.
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permanent resource makes it das for the club to organise diversifiedctivities,
hence to generate revenue from various sources.

Thedensity of population in the municipality consideredlubs located inural areas

are more likely to have diversified funding sources than clidested in urban areas.

The probability diffrence is 50%. In fact, in the survey database, one third of the
clubs in urban areas have diversified funding sources, whereas this is the case of 47%
of the clubs in rural ared¥;

Thet SPSE 2F O2YLISGAGARZ2ZY AY ¢ kdviogKa ¢anKi§ Of dzo & Q

international competitions significantly increases the likelihood to receive revenue

from various sources. In fact, a club whose team plays at national or international
level has 75% more chances to have diversified revenue sources than a club whos
teams play at local level. Note that a club playing at regional level has the same
probability of having diversified revenue sources than clubs whose team plays at
national or international |l evel

Thetrend in the membership feeinterestingly, thereis a positive link between a rise

in membership fee and the probability to have diversified revenue sources: the clubs
which have raised their membership fee over the past 6 years are also those which
have diversified funding sources

The \ariableswhich have a limited or no impact on the diversity of funding sources are:

1 The year the club was created
1 The location of the club in a sociallyativantagedareg
T The ownership stat;us of the club’s facil
T The number of residents in the club’™s vi
1 The trend in thenumber ofmembers

In summary

The success factors that enable clubs to have stable revenue streams include:

The clubs with diversified revenue sources #&ss vulnerable tachanges in the businegs
environmentthan the other clubs

Being a large club;

Participating to competitions atgional, national or internationdével;
Having &ull time person on sitf;

Charginga lowmembershipfee;

Beinglocated inarural area

115Note that the clubs wdidhd not respond to the question about the
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8.2.4 In-kind contributions to the grassroots clubs: availability of facilities

Beyond the monetized public subsidy, many clubs benefit from facilities that are made
available free of charge or at a low cost by the local authorities or by a private company

This isthe case of more than two thirds of the clubs which respe to the survey. It is
particularly frequentfor football, basketball and track & field. It is less true for tennis: in
discipline, many sport clubent the facilities ttat they use from otheorganisatiors, including
from private companies. Theame applies to swimmingubs

this

The key findings of this section are that:

- In all countries and disciplines, many clubs benefit from the use of sport facilities th
made available to them below market prices, either by local authorities or by pr
stakeholders;

- The financial difficulties to which local authorities are confronted in many EU region
municipalities may lead to a progressive increase in the fee charged to the clubs f
use of the facilities. The grassroots clubs will havéirnd other sources of revenue t
compensate this.

At are
vat

s and
or the
o)

There are two exceptions to this: the Netherlands and the Czech Republic. In the Netherlands,

a higher proportion of clubthan in other countriesent the facilityt h at t h enarkeu
p r i clecdl authorities provide the sport facilities for the sport clubs at a reasonable
However, there is a difference between sports in the percentage of the actual cost a spo

s e
fee.
rt club

has to pay. Tennis clubs for instance pay a much bigger part of the cestaetimes up to
95% of the true costs, while football clubs only pay a small part, in general about 10%. The
sport clubs using sport halls or swimming pools generally pay more for their facility because

these facilities are more expensive to maintaianhthe sport fields.

In the Czech Republic, as indicatearlier, many clubs own their facility. Thisipacts the
averagecost per member, which is much higher the Czech Republitian in the other
Member States.

In Germany58% of the clubs use publisport facilities's. The share of clubs using public

facilities is decreasing, however.

In the UK, the CCPR Survey of Sports Clubs indicates that 33% of the clubs use public
space/facilities to play, participate or train, 68% hire a facility, 29% ledaeildy and 23%
own the facility at which to play, participate or train. The percentages add to more than 100

as more than one answer was possible.

This has important implications for the futureGiven the likely rise in the cost of usin

g

facilities presently made available free of charge, clubs will need to raise more revenue.

Indeed, the financial difficulties thatthe local authorities are bound to experienceas
national governments seek to reduce the total public sector deficits across thentay lead
to an upward trend in the rental cost of the facility.

116Source 2009/2010 Sport Development Report, Germany.
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An interesting example is that of Denmark, wheas noted earlierglubs receive funding from

the local authorities based on the membership structure. A given amount is given to the club

basal on itsmembeiship structure Typically, it is more interesting for clubs to have young and

senior menbers, than members in the 10 age range. Yet, with the growing financial

constraints to which they are subject, some municipalities are beginninhame the clubs

for the facilities in some way, they are raperating some of the money thahey handed out.

Clearly, there is a risk here: municipalities in poorer areas are indeed likely to experience more

financial difficulties than thosen wealthier areas. ldncet her e i s a ri sk of seei
transfer from the municipalities to the sport clubs fall in poorer arembereas it would

remain constant in the wealthier regions.

The chart below shows the share of public revenue in the total rezenegeived by clubs
based on the ownership status of the facilities

It shows that the clubs which rent the facilithat they usea t “mar ket price” r
comparatively little public subsidies, whereas the clubs which own the faciitesally

receie“ s o maeveénue from the public sector (ofteinom the municipality in which the club

is located). The same applies to the clubs which benefit from facilities made available free of

charge or at a low fee by the local authorities or by a private owimeall cases, the public

sector still helps the club by providing direct (monetized) subsidié® amount of public
subsidiesranges between 15% and 30% f t he ¢l ub sdependiog @anlther evenue
discipline. There is one exception, which is baskethdikere the share of public subsidies is

very high for those clubs which rent the facility from a private owner.

Share of public revenue in total club revenue based on the ownership of
facilities
70%

60%- = Football == Basketball

=& Tennis Swimming

0/
50% —&— Gymnastics ™= Track & Fiel

40%-

30%-

20%-

10%-

0% T T T T
Provided for free &rovided for free &ented by the clu®wned by the club Other situation
at low cost by a at low costby a a
local authority ~ private owner
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Asked about the past trend in the cost of facilities, it is mainly in the Czech Republic that one
finds many clubs complaining about a stroisg inthis costitem.

Still, more than one tennis club in twacross the EWeports a rise in the cost of using the
facility over the past years: tennis clubge indeedmore numerous in owning their facility or
renting it, than the clubs from othetisciplines.

A rise in the cost of the facility is also a key trend in the Netherlands, the UK and Denmark, in
particular for gymnastics and track & fiel@here ardewer complaints for football.

The table below provides indications of the relativetsasf investment and maintenance of
infrastructure per discipline

The range which is showfor the different types offollow-up costsreflects different planning
fundamentals The lower initial valueis that whichis generatedwhen including the
contribution of volunteers Although the numbers apply to Germany, one sees the potential
weight of this cost component n t he ¢ | ub s+ notably lofathecimvestmdnte e t
component—should clubs have to pay the full price for this.

Sample costs associated to the facilities used by different disciplines

Sports facilities Investment costs Annual Follow-up costs
Sports ground 250.000 € 2.750 € - 17.500 €
(68 x 105 m)

Gym 650.000 € 8.150€ - 45.000 €
(15x 27 m)

Tennis court 22.500 € 4.600 €
Changing room 65.000 € 3500 € - 9.000 €
Indoor tennis courts 700.000 € 50.000 €

(3 fields)

Indoor riding arena 175.000 € 4.000 €

(ca. 20 x 40 m; without

stable)

Small playing field (covered 27.500 € 1.750 €
with ash)

(20 x 40 m)

Small playing field (covered 75.000 € 800 €

with synthetic material)

(20 x 40 m)

Source Germany Sport University Cologsed on data from the Federal Institutésd®&8poce and the Federal Ministry of the Interior
and Sports, Rhinel&aatinate

As seen earlier, through the statistical analysis, the need for clubs to rent the facilities forces
them to charge a higher membership fee.

Owni ng one’ s howevérrdaes hot necessarity éead to a higher contribution of
revenues from food & drink sales to the cl ubs
be “rented” by the c¢club during its activities
Interestingly, m the Czech Republic, and to a lessgient in Spain, having access to a facility

made available free of charge or at a low cost by a private stakeholder generally comes with a
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higher share of revenue from sponsors and donors (45% instead of 22% usually in the Czech
Republic, and 14% insteadl 8% in Spain).

8.2.5 In-kind contributions to the grassroots clubs: contribution of volunteers

The contribution of volunteers makes it possible for the clubs to avoid having to recruit (more)
staff, hence to pay (more) wages and salariébe presence of vanteers varies a lot across
countries and disciplines based on cultural factors as well as on national regulations related to
the minimum qualification levels of the managers and trainers.

The key findings of this section are that:

- Although 62% of the spt clubs report a stability or a rise in the number of volunteers,
38% report a decrease in volunteering. Fortunately, the number of hours worked per
volunteer remains on the rise;

-

- The decline is particularly pronounced in Spain and in the Czech Rejwblicountries
hard hit by the recent economic crisis.

As discussed earlier (in Part I), this resource is, however, at risk. In the st8¢e\gf the
grassroots clubs surveyereport a decline inthe number of volunteers in the past years
This ismore than the share of clubs which report either a rise or a substantial rise in the
number of volunteers (29%).

This resultis broadly consistent with that reported in the EU stuaty volunteering, vith 30%
of the respondents toGhKsurvey reporing a decrease in the number of volunteers, 41%
reporting a stable number of volunteers and 25% refagta rise inthe number ofvolunteers
workingin sportorganisations

In this study the decline in the number of volunteers is reported by a large numbelubk in

most disciplines: it is in particular true of basketball clubs, but also tennis, track & field and
swimming clubs. The only discipline for which the balance of clubs reporting respectively an
increase or a decrease in the number of volunteerddse to zero is football. viEn so, this is

not the case in Germany, the Netherlands and Spain, wiesen football clubgeport a
decline in the number of volunteers.

The decline in volunteering appears to be particularly pronounced in Spain and tblh Cze
Republic. This may reflect the depth of the economic and financial crisis in these two countries,
which led, amongst other, to a steep fall in incomes and a rise in unemploymeyatin, this
underlines the impact of the business cycle on the resouroégrassroots clubs.
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There is a positive correlation between the trend in the number of volunteers and the
average number of hours worked per volunteer.

Contrary to what one might expect, the downward trend in the number of volunteers is not
aggravatedy adeclinein the number othours worked by theolunteers. Indeed, as the table
below indicates, 6% of the clubs report a large increase in the number of volunteers, and 23%
report a rise in the number of volunteers. Among the 6% of the clubs whudrtra rise in the
number of volunteers, 65%.e. 3.9% of all grassroots clubs which responded to the survey)
report a large increase in the number of volunteers also report a large increase in the number
of hours worked per volunteer, and 314 . 20.1%of the grassroots clubskport an increase

in the number of hours worked per volunteer: globally, this means that 97% of the clubs which
report a large increase in the number of volunteers also report an increase in the time worked
per volunteer. Simildy, of the 23% of the clubs which report an increase in the number of
volunteers, 15% (i.e. 3.5% of all grassroots clubs) also report a large increase in the number of
hours, and 56% (i.e. 13% of all grassroots clubs) report an increase in the numlmrof h
worked per volunteer.

Eventually, only 38% of the clubs which responded to the survey report a decrease in the
number of volunteers. Among these, only 30% (i.e4%ilof all the grassroots clubs which
responded to the survey) also report a decliire the number of hours worked by the
volunteers. The others indicate that the number of volunteer hours has increased, partly
compensating for the decrease in the number of volunteers.

Correlation between the trends in the number of volunteers and the trend in the
number of hours worked per volunteer

Large . . . Large
. . Increase in |No change in| Decrease in .
increase in Decrease in
number of number of number of
number of number of
volunteers volunteers volunteers
volunteers volunteers
Large increase in hours 65% (1) 15% 7% 7% 0%
worked by volunteers
Increase in hours worked by 31% 56% 20% 54% 0%
volunteers
No change in hours worked by
Share of clubs volunteers 3% 24% 54% 9% 0%
respectively Decrease in hours worked b
reporting an olumaars Y 0% 6% 9% 30% 0%
increase, no change .
of a decrease in the Largeij(;reastle in hours 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
average working worked by volunteers
time per volunteer .
Number of clubs reporting a
given trend in number of 118 454 651 749 - 1972
volunteers
Share of responses 6% 23% 33% 38% - 100%

(1): 65% of the clubs which report a large increase in the number of hours worked by volunteers also report a large increase in the
number of volunteers

One of the problemsreported by the national sportfederations which werenterviewed

during the studyis the difficultyfor grassroots clubso find volunteers with the necessary
competences and qualifitions to undertake the management tasks that are required of the

cl ub: accounting, tax reports, etc.. In those
on salaried staff, which will raise the clubs costs.

For examplein France different studies have showma growing difficulty to recruit volunteers
for the managerial functions: Ps@lent,treasurer, secetary. h contrast, it is relatively easy to
find volunteers for the o tvdluateerin arisist i ensor en @
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question of skills adjustment and difficulties in finding people with the adequate skills,athan
societal trend per se.

In Germany there are an estimated 1.85 million central volunteers working forsinart clubs,
850000 of which are on the board levahd 1 million on the execution level, i.e. occupying
functions such as coaches, instructors, referees and officials. Yet, the 2009 Sport Development
Survey shows that between 2007 and 2009 the number of central volunteers on the board
level has signifigetly declined, whereas the number of volunteers on the execution level has
increased. In fact one in ten German <c¢clubs has an “exis
recruitment and retention of volunteers, compared with only §%he clubswhichreport that

the recruitment and retention of members and coaches as well as the financial situation of the
club refl ects aiihe ieadeqeatyeiithe iskdl Immgy explair tleerapparent
contradiction between the trend in volunteer work indicated iretNWolunteering Study and

that reported in the survey presented herthe overall decrease in the number of volunteers
reported by the clubs may bthe net resultof a rise in certain categories such as at the
execution level, and a fall in others, notablymanagement or board level.

In Denmark the sport movement considers th#te main recruitment challenges for clubs is
not to find volunteers, but to find volunteers able to fulfil the more complex managerial tasks
including marketing, accounting, etc

In the United Kingdomthe Survey of Sports Clubs undertaken in 2009 also indicates a high
reliance of clubs on volunteers: on average, each club has 21 volunteers! The small numbers
of paid staff are mainly used for bar and catering, maintenance amehgs, and coaching.

The number of volunteers in the UK seems to be on the rise, albeit only slightly. Yet, there too,
many of the open comments by the clubs in the
biggest challenges &tractingand retaining wlunteers.

In summary:
In the five disciplines analyzed here:

- Four of them (football, baskeaveragb»l ,r atteennoifs an
attractiveness for volunteer workers;

- For a majority of clubs, a rise in the number of volunteers goes lrahand with a rise in
the number of hours worked per volunteer;

- For a minority of club s, a rise in the number of volunteers has to be offset by a rise|in the
number of hours worked per volunteer.

8.2.6 Cost structure

The chart below illustrates the costrgtture of the clubs in the survey.On average,

expenditures on wages and salaries account for 28% of the ¢ottk of clubs This reflects

the trend towards increased prof grassootsievell i zati on
sport associgons view this as a necessardevelopment in order to serve the needs of

increasingly demandingpsrt consumers as well as of demanding municipalifi€s The

17Interviews of national sport federations in the Netherlands.
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analysis of the trends in membership also showed that the presence of salaried staff helps to
attract new members and to diversify revenue sources.

The key findings of this section atet:

- For the sport clubs, thevarage* pr o d u c t-i.e. thé averageoist per member of
organizing the sport activitiesjary across disciplines: they arengparatively lower for|
tennis and track & field, and higher for the other disciplines surveyditferences in the
average cost per member across countries and disciplines often reflect differences|in the
ownership status of the facility, and whether tlodub pays (or not) the market price for
the rental of the facility;

- Inthe survey, 50% of the football and swimming clubs, 67% of the tennis clubs and 0% of
the gymnastics clubs own or rent their facility at market price;

- Human resources account forrodgly 30% of the grassroofts clu
costs account for 8% of the cl ubs’ budget, |
of total costs, and payments to the national federation account for 13% of the total;

- Costs have been risingzer the past years; this increase has been met not by raising the
membership fee, but by increasing revenue from other sources, notably by diversifying the
services offered to members, and putting emphasis on sponsorships, patronage and
private donationsand on public support.

Payments to the national federation account for 13%tohe cl| ubs'’ tot al e
Expenditures on sporting goodballs etc.accountfor 11% of total costs, and travel expenses
for an average of 8% of total costs.

Notetha t he “other” category i nelsewhkrbythadlubs: t he e
the category therefore containgages & salarieas well as travel, equipment purchases and
expenditures on the facility that were not singled out by the clubs.

In the UK, the CCPR reports tdomptisesstdifland ovbluntaeh e c | u
expenses, premises, cost of sales (bar, catering, vending, merchandise) and sport related costs
such as transport, kit, equipment and fees to coaches.
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Breakdown of costs by main category (2008, in %)

Human Resourct
28%

Othel
26%

Payment to tr

federation Purchase of
13% \sporting goods
balls
11%
Sport facilitie
expentidures
14%

The average experdre per membervaries across discipline and across countrieds ot
necessarily identical to the average revenue per member since some clubs are reporting
surplusesand othersdeficits.

The charton the top of next pageompares the average cost parember across disciplines.
On average, this varies betwe€r220 and€ 330. Thecost per members close to theaverage
for all disciphes in football and basketball. Itaslittle higher for swimming, and much lower
for tennis.

Thefollowing chartcompares thebreakdown ofcosts across disciplines by mainpeaditure
category.

Three disciplines have a higher cost structure: football, tennis and swimming. For tennis and
swimming, the reason is the comparatively higher cost associated with the maintenance of the
facilities. For footballthe main reasonsair the higher average cost are a comparatively high
payment to the federation, high expenditures on sporting goods, and, again, high expenditures
on the facilities.

The cost of human resources also varies across disciplines. It is higher for swimnearey,
qualified coaches are required, and lower for athletics.
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Average cost per member across disciplines
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a) Trend in the overall budgets of the clubs

In all the countries and disciplines, costs have incre@sdide past 6 yearsThe trend incosts
per disciplineare illustratedin the followving sections of this report.

The upward trends particularlynotablefor gymnastics, due to thasingequipmentcosts and
is also significanin the case offootball and basketball. The other disciplines algport a

rising trend, but with fewer clo s

reporti

ng

The average expenditure per memhbeorrected for PPHS similar a&ross countries, except in
the Czech Republic where it is higher than elsewhéks.indicated earlierifferences inthe
average cost per member across countriasad disciplinesoften reflect differences inthe
ownership status of the facilityand whether the clubpays (or not) the market price for the
rental of the facility. In the Czech Republic, where most clubs ownittieastructure, the cost

of ma i

nt ai

ning this fal

| s on

t hem,

wiih that h

country, the share of expenditures on facilities is, at 3tvell abovethe EU average of 14%.

The example of the Czech Republic

Czech Republic

Total expenditure per club

140 000
Other
120 000 (]
100 000
) Rented by the clL
Average, all countries
80 000
| _
Average, Czech Republi
60 000 O ®
Provided for free or a
40 000 low cost by a local .Owned by the club
authority
20 000 Provided for free oratlo |
cost by a private owner
O T T T T T T T T T

0%

5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

30% 35% 40%  45%

50%

Share of expenditures on sport fi

The charbn the situation in the Czech Reglublis the higher shdrexpenditures on facilities
bythe clubs which rent the facilitypgitae clubsvhichown the facilities that they use, or which
benefit from a facility made availableaa &t byoawwnvatecowner.

1180ne exception in the Czech Repali$ for the gymnastics clubs, where the average cost of the facility is low. As a

result, the average cost per member in that discipline is more in line with that in other countries.
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b) Human resource costs

An important source of difference in the average expenditure per member isethployer

status of the clubs Wages and salaries account for an
expenditures. These expendits include both the salaries admployees andaymentsto

volunteers feimbursement of travel costgremiums other). Indeed, volunteers can receive

some form of remuneration, up to a certain |e

The tasks fifilled by the salaried staff vary across clubSome aré* executi onal ” t a
indicated above in the section on trends in volunteer woskereas thers aremanagerial

tasks. The positions that need to be fillesleed includecoaches, instructors, anagers,

youth officers, exercise leaders, referees/officials, among other. Somalso related to the

training and education of employees and volunteers. Finally, dabsmploy interns.

The Czech, Danish and Dutch clulbéch responded to the suey areless likely teemploya
salaried person than the clubs of other countries. It is in Spain and France (mainly for clubs
with more than 100 members) that one finds the highest share of clubs with a salaried person,
and the likelihood grows with thelub size. 96% of the French clubs with more than 400
members have at least one full time equivalent.

In Germanythe Sport Development Report indicates th@dse to one third of the sport clubs
employ staff members for a fee, and a little under 5% of #port clubs employ paid
executives. @e third of the sport clubs have a person responsible for the training and
education of volunteers andf the paid staff. And, in almost one club in four a training and
education concept has been implemented. Therage budget allocated tohese training
progranmes i s'%€ 946

The discipline in which one finds the highskiare ofemployers is tennis. The share is also

hi gher than average for gymnastics (notably i
25% to 30% of the basketball clubs employ salaried,staff he share is even lower for track

& field (except in France, where 30% of the clubs employ salaried staff).

In basketball, most of the clubs which employ a salaried person have between 200 and 400
members, whereas in the other disciplines it isinf\athe clubs with more than 400 members
which can afford a salaried person.

Generally speaking, the threshold above which clubs have at least ort@niedéquivalent
seems to be 200 members.

119Source 2009/2010 Sport Development Report, Germany.

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 203



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU

Volume | of the Final report

Distribution of clubs based on the number of FTE
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Share of expenditures on HR based on the number of FTE

70%
60%-
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No full-time 1 full-time 2 full-time 3 full-time 4 or more full-time
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More and more clubs are recruiting staffhe trerd is fairly recent (it started in the past 1%
years) and remains strong. As shown earlier, indeled,dresence of FTE tends to raise the
number of members in the clubThis is also illustrateish the table belowwhere one sees that
the number of membrs increases more frequently in those clubs which post at least one full
time equivalent, than in clubs with no full time equivalent(s).

Share of clubs reporting a large increase, an increase, no change or a decrease in
membership based on the number of FTE staff

. No fulltime | 1fultme | 2full-ime | 3full-ime | 4 °fmorefull-
Trend in the number of members . . . . time
equivalents | equivalents | equivalents | equivalents .
equivalents

Large increase 10 16 20 15 14
Increase 35 45 34 33 43
Large increase + Increase 45 61 55 48 56
No change 36 28 39 39 39
Decrease 19 11 7 13 5

Total 100 100 100 100 100

Across countries, France and Spain have many clubs which employ permaneninsiadf.
Netherlands, clubs ratherely on volunteer work. Germany appears to be in an intermediate
situation.
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C) The cost of using the facility

In the Czech Repub) 38% of the football clupbg7% of the tennis cluband 28% of the track
& field and gymnastics clubs own their facility.

In Germany, 58% of the clubs use public sport facitifieTheother clubseither own or rent

the facility*?’. 44.5% of the clubwhich useublicsport facilities do not pay any charge for this

or have to offer some kind of service in exchange for the use of the public facility. 45% of the
clubs pay usage fees.

In the UK, the CCPR Survey of Sports Clubs indicates that 33% cdiitkeuse public
space/facilities to play, participate or train Amongst the 6% of the clubs which hire a facility,

half hire this from a local authority, a quarter from a school, college or university, one in ten
from a private organisation, 6% from hagity or trust and one in ten from another type of
provider. Hence, even in the UK, the role of the public sector in making facilities available to
the clubs is very important.

In the Netherlandsthe municipalities are big investors in sporMost of their investment
relates to sport facilities: these absorbb@t 8090 % of the € 1.2 bn
invests in sport. The sport clubs pay the municipalities a reduced fee to use the sport facilities.
The sport associations are in most cases satisfied with the contribution of municipalities to
grassrootssport. Nevertheless, they emphasize that several municipalitieghe space
available for sport isiot sufficientfor the ¢ | udrtwities. Or theyindicate that the fees for

sport facilities are too high for the clubs, especially for swimming andoingports like
basketball and gymnasti¢d Nevertheless, the sport movement recognizes that in most cases
the municipalities do whatever is possible within their powectmtribute to grassroots sport,
among others because sport has become an importaticp instrument.

In the survey50%of the football and swimminglubs, 67% of théennisclubs and70%of the
gymnasticklubs own or rent their facility at market price

In the case of tennis, the share of clubs which own the facility that they-bemcewhichpay
operating and maintenance costds higher than average. This is also the case in the UK:
although few UK clubs responded to the survine CCPR survey confirms that a high share
(59%) of tennis clubs irthat country own their facility The share is lower for the other
disciplines it concerns17% of the football clubs, 5% of the athleticisibs and 6% of the
basketball clubs, 9% of the gymnastics clubs ok of the swimming clubsin comparison,
90% of the UK basketball and swinmgniclubs hire the facilities that they usehilst more than
three quarters of the clubs in athletics use public space facilities.

The result is widely differing shares of expenditures on the facilities across clubs, across
countries and across disciplisie

As seen earlienvhen the facility is made available to the club free of charge or at a low fee,
the monetary cost to the members is lower

120Source 20022010 Sport Development Report, Germany.
1211n 2007, 42.3% of the German clubs owned the facility that they use.
122Result of interviews of the national sport federations in the Netherlands.
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Share of expenditures on sport facilities based on the ownership of the f
30%
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0%

Provided for free dProvided for free dRented by the cluliDwned by the club other situation
at low cost by a locaidt low cost by a a

authority private owner
= Football == Basketball =& Tennis
Swimming —&— Gymnastics === Track & Field
d) Transport

A third factor explaining differences in the average cost per member across countries and
disciplines is transport costs

Travel accourgfor close to 20% of the total costs of track & field clubs, and for close to 10% of
the costs of swimming, gymnastics and basketball clubs.
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Travel expenses as a share of total costs, as a % of total costs
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Total Football Basketball Tennis SwimmingGymnastics Track &
Field

The cost of travel is relatively high in all disciplines but tenmnikere most of the
“competitions are between membersf the same club.

It is in the Czech Republic that transport costs are comparatively hjgaesbtin France for
swimming and track & field. In these clubs, the participation to competitions makes it
necessary to travel over long distance¥he comparatively high cost of travel in the Czech
Republic may reflect the fact that costs have been converted into purchasing power parities,
yet travel costs are fairly homogeneous across countries due to thewegiht of fuel prices.

All else being equal, travel by car or bus thus accounts for a higher share of household and
clubs’ i ncomes ihan inthe ®heCMeebeateR. eltpalsdréflects the fact

that the clubs have to organize the trggmst of their members, as the car ownership ratio is
lower in the Czech Republic than elsewhere, which leads to a visible expense for the club

whereas el sewher e it forithe clubrsince thencost s bdieyetie e x pense
members.
e) Payments to the national federation

Interestingly, the payments made by the clubs to the national federasitso represent a
significant share of the tal expenses of the clubs. Thgs@yment aremade in exchange for
services provided by the national federat®to the clubs (oganisationof competitions, for
example) andalso comprisethe payment offines. In some countries and disciplingke
payments to the federatiomalsoincludethe cost of insurance, paioly the national federation.

In Denmark, the chartddow shows the downward trend in the membership rate in Denmark
after 2006, when the gymnastics federation transferred to the clubs the responsibility of
insuring their membersyhich raised the visibleost tomembers
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Trend in membership in Gymnastics in Denmark
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Theshareof fees paid to the national federatioranges between 10% and 20&f t h e
total costsin all countries buthe Czech Republiezherethe shareis much lower.

f) Purchases of sporting goods
With the exception of swimming, expendies on sporting goodsccount foro%to 12% of the
clubs’ total expenditures.

Share of total expenditures on sporting goods, by discipline (as a % of t

costs)
14%

12%

10%-

8%

6%

4%-

2%

0%-

Football Basketball Tennis Swimming  Gymnastics Track & Field
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The share of sporting goods in total expenditures varies across disciplines. It is lowest for
swimming, and highest for tennis, gymnastics and athletics.

8.2.7 Analysis of the clubs whose financing structure appears to be most
efficient

Having reviewed the trend in membership and the different funding modetsss countries
and disciplinesand having identifiedthe key features of the clubs whigkspectively receive
revenue fromdiversified sources, increase their memberstapd charge a low membership
fee, one might wonder which clubs combine all the criteria associated with what one would
consider an “effective” funding structure.

By effective funding structure, we mean idéying the clubs whiclsimultaneously:
- Have seeitheir membership base grow over the past 6 years;

- Charge a low membership fee (i.e. a membership fee less €MD per annum);

- Receive revenue from private sources other than their members and theimb e r s
relatives;

- Organize specific activities for at least three categories among the following: children,
women, senior citizens, disabled people, people frorgiaty distressed areas and
other specific categories of members.

Across the survey base, 12Ribsmeet all these criteria simultaneouslyhis represent3% of
the respondents.

The main features shared by these 128 clubs are as follows

1 Half (48%) a& from France- compared to ashare of French clubs in the survey set of
23% The Danish and Spanish clubs appear underrepresented in this category

1 Half of the clubs (50%) are either football or basketball clulibis proportion is
however, about the sane as in the wholelata set(46%).

1 A third of the clubs were created befor&945(33%) compared with a share of clubs
created before 1945 d25%in the whole survey sample

1 More than half (52%) of the clubs are located in areas with less thatD,000
inhabitants, whereas in the survey sample the share of clubs located in such areas is
only 31%

1 More than one insixclubs(17%)is located in a socially sensitive area (compared with
a share ofl in 10in the whole sample

1 More than half (53%) & the clubs hae diversified revenuesources(membership
contributions, public subsidies, transfers from the federation, sale of food & drink or
services, gate revenue and other), compared with a share of only 27% of the total
survey sample

1 83%of theseclubshave moe than 100 members(compared with 67% in the whole
survey sample The average number of members per club is 331 (compared with 277
in the whole survey sample)

Among the253 clubsvhich meet the main two of the above criteria (being French and having
diversified revenue sources beyond sponsorship, patroreage private donationslotteries
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and other),15,4%me e t “al |l ” the efficiency criteria.
among the 1700 remaining clubs which meet all the criteria is oAR65.

The features which impact financing frormponsos or donors ardin decreasing order of
importance)

i The country of location of the clubas indicated abovesrench clubs are three times
more likely to have an efficient funding structurébased on tle above criteria- than
Spanish clubs, and 75% more likely than a club from the Netherlands, the Czech
Republic or Lithuanja

1 Diversified revenue sourcegbeyond sponsoship, patronageand donations local
lotteries, charities and other receiving revene from various sources significantly

i ncreases the 1 ikel.diffioiency» odr imeeriian.g tAeclalk
at least five sources of venue other than sponsorship, patronage and donatiass
twicemor e probabil it yeffitiencysmecertii ttehrei aabove «

1 The social sensitivity of the aeein which the club is locateddubs located in socially
sersitive areas (or reported as such by the clubs themselves) have 2.6 times more
charcest 0 me edfficientye &«r i t er i a tatedimsudanadgub not | c

1 The number of membershaving more than 100 members doubles the likelihood of
me et i nefficienobye er i t er i a00 membderscol nooke has L0%madd
meet the efficiency criteria than tiee which hawe between 100 and @0 members.
Similarly, clubs with less than 100 membars less likely toneetallt he “ef fi ci en
criteria;

1 The population in the geo@phic area covered by the clubewerything else being
equal, clubs located in arsavith less than 1@00 inhabitans are three times more
likely to meet the efficiency criteria than clubs located in areas witb@Dinhabitants
or more, and twice mordikely than clubs located in areas with D00 to 50000
inhabitants

The variables hat were found to have a limitedmpact on the efficiency of the funding
model are:

The sportdiscipline considered;

Whether the club is located in a rural or urban area;

The employestatus of the club;

The | evel of the club’s main team;

The sale of food & drink;

The year of creation dhe club;

The ownership status of the infrastructure.

=4 =4 -4 4 -8 _9a -9
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9. Results by discipline

This section presents the survey results per discipline.

aSiK2R2t23A0t y20S 2y GKS Of dzo

In Germany, the data comes from the 2010 German SportIDpweent Report, due to the low

response rate to the Eurostrategies’ survey.

The graphs showing the rates of practice across Member States in each discipline aré taken
from the answers by the ministries in charge of sport and the NOCs of each countrg to th

questionnaire sent by Eurostrategies in Phase 1 of the study. -Coossry comparisons are

not reliable due to potentially different sources for the original data.

All the other data presented in the following sections comes from the Eurostrategiesysof
sport clubs.

In the UK, very few clubs answered the questions related to the revenue and expen
structures, which makes it impossible to draw conclusions on the revenue and cost struc
this country.
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9.1 Football

9.1.1 Key features

Football isthe most practiced sport in nearly all EU countries. It is also the discipline that
generates the biggest financial flondue to the high popularity ahe high-level sport

The chart below presents thaveragemembership ratesacross Member States, rked in
descending order.The figures calculating by dividing the number of reported members of
football clubs divided by the total reported membership base in organised cubdased on

the responses to theuestionnaires sent to the Natiohdinistries in charge of sport, and on
data from the sport organisations. In sonidember States as Poland, the rates of
participation are particularly high, possibly reflecting discrepancies in the two sources used, or
indicating not the sole members of clubs libbé total number of regular practitioners.

Football: rates of practice per country
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Source Questionnaires sent to the National Ministries in charge of sports

The chars on the next page presemin overviewof the surveyresults forunisport football
clubs.

Few Lithuanian football clubs responded to the surveyfact,Lithuania ighe only EU country
in which football is not the most popular sport: the most popular spiartLithuaniais
basketball. Another point is that, even for footbalthereisndor gani zed <cl ub”
speak: people come to play football three times a wemkd then decide to set up a club in
order to take part in competitionsin other words, formal manisatiors are established with
the sole purpose of participatg in tournamentsAs a resultthere is some confusion between
the notiorso f “ c | ub” oftemdl Uhseaamre si mply “teams
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Number of unisports football clubs
which responded to the survey
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Another consequencef this fairly informal club structure in Lithuania that there is no
“ raditional' sport club aganisationand managemenstructure, ashappenselsewhee. If
people get together only for acasionakcompetitions, tke club is not registered at allThere
are, howevera few clubset up at communitylevel e. g. Gar gzdai Football

With the exception of Lithuaniand Germanyroughly half ofthe clubs which responded to

the survey are located in rural areas. The distribution of football clubs across rural and urban
areas is similar to that adther disciplines, xceptin Denmark whee the shareof respondents

in rural areas isigherfor football thanin the other disciplines

The Czech (68 %) and French (65 %) clubs are mainly locateahicipalitieswith less than
10000 inhabitants. In fact, in the Czech Republic, nearly ryveillage has a football club
Spain follows with 45 % of the clubs small areasIn Lithuania, on the contrary, clubs are
mainly located in large agglomerations: 62 % are located in areas of more thad0Q00
inhabitants. The Dutch clubs ameore eveny distributed.

a) Number of members, composition of membership and changes therein

It is in the Netherlands that the number of members per dipipears to benighest, at close to
500. In Denmark, football clubgmve mae than 300 members per club on averagi the
Czech Republic, Frandg@ermany the number is close to 250, and it falls under 20Bpiain
and the UK.In Lithuania, because of the specific features of football ctubationed above
clubs only havaround ® members.

Most football players @ boys/men The share ofirlsiwomen is low, as illustrated on the

chart which shows the total number of members reported by the clubs that responded to the
survey, and the number of women and high | eve
Girlsswvomen account for 7 to 10% of the membhiis basein Lithuania, the Netherlands,

Spain and the United Kingdom, and for 4% in France and 3% in the Czech Republic.
Denmark,the figure rises to 21%lhe share of high level competitors varies between 5 and

15% inall countriesbut Fr an c e, where a broader i nterpreta
was given by the clubs (the question referred to the number of members entering
competitions).

With the exception of Lithuania and the Czech Republic, in abitther countriesa majority of
football clubs report an increase and in some cases a large increase the number of
members over the last six yeardess thanl5% of the clubs report a decrease a large
decreasan membership over the past six ysar

In most countries, te membership fee has remained stable over the past six years, or has
increased a little. The proportion of clubs reporting a reduction in the agemembership
fee isless than 5%.
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Over the last 6 years, how has membership evolved?
Football
Large

: Increase |No Change

increase
Total number of members 11,8 44,1 30,8
Number of women 13,9 25,3 47,1
Number of high level competitors 3,4 19,5 64,3
Number of members under 18 years old 12,5 49,9 27,7
Number of members between 18-60 2,6 26,9 42,7
Number of members over 60 0,0 4.8 55,3

Decrease |

12,0
9,7
4,4
8,9

26,5

18,1

Large
Decrease
1,3
3,9
8,4
0,9
1,3
21,9

What are the main factors that are unfavourable to the increase in the number of members?

Loss of interest in sports by the population

Inadequate access to facilities

Lack of trainers and/or leaders

Political or legal framework

Unattractive offer

Time constraints for the members

Increase of membership fees

Competition from other sports in the area

Competition from commercial sport clubs in the same discipline
Decrease in club practice in favor of non-organised sports
Other

Main reason Second
(2) reason (2)
27,5 9,0
12,5 57
19,0 14,2
3,1 3,5
1,0 3,3
6,2 18,5
3,4 3,8
16,6 26,4
2,9 10,4
2,9 3,8
4,9 1,4

Third reason

©)
17,2
3,2

8,3

34

23
11,5
6,3
14,4
20,4
9,2

3,7

What are the main factors that would be likely to lead to an increase in the number of members?

Football

Increased interest in health/fithess

Better access to facilities

Quiality of trainers and/or leaders

Success of national athletes or teams in international competitions
Club sucess in regional or national competitions

The quality of the clubs development programme

Educational dimension

Attractive membership frees

Other

Main reason
(1)
28,1
13,9
17,3
2,4
9,6
13,2
4,8
5,8
4,8

Second
reason (2)
7,8
8,0
15,8
4,3
14,5
22,0
17,3
8,8
1,8

Third reason
©)
9,1
8,6
10,7
22,2
115
14,1
6,8
12,3
4,7

Do you benefit from support ?

From the national federation

% of reponses
Football

% of reponses
Football

From the professional /high level clubs

Financial support

Provision of sporting goods
Provision of sport facilities
Staff provision

Other

No

27%
3%
2%
2%
3%

66%

Financial support
Provision of sporting goods
Provision of sport facilities
Staff provision

Other

No

1%
0%
1%
0%
2%
95%

Note : a total different from 100% is possible since several responses can be given
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Over the last 6 years, how has membership evolved ? - Football
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Trend in the average membership fee - Football
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What type of commercial activities do the clubs undertake ? Football
% of clubs with undertake commercial activities

CZECh. Denmark | France | Germany*| Lithuania | Netherlands
Republic
Food and drink sale 26,3% 53,8% 94,9% 18,2% 0,0% 89,5% 94,7%
Product sale 2,6% 39,7% 54,2% 1,0% 0,0% 36,4% 92,6%
Service sale (courses,
lessons) to the local 7,7% 5,8% 17,0% 0,3% 0,0% 5,7% 55,3%
population
Service sale (courses, 5 " 5 5 5 5
lessons) to companies 5,4% 7,2% 2,2% n.a. 0,0% 6,8% 38,3%
isati f t
eo\:gﬁt"s'sa 1on of sports 69,8% 500% | 96,8% | 287% | 53,8% 78,0% 97,9%
eo\;gigsatlon of non-sport 47,4% 63,4% 85,7% 18,8% 7,7% 34,8% 5,3%
Z‘:}‘igmem and Facilities | 57 104 87% | 14,0% n.a. 7.7% 14,6% 7,5%
Other 6,7% 24,6% 13,8% n.a. 9,1% 9,2% 0,0%
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b) Organisation and services offered

In Denmark, France, Germany and The Netherlands, all the clubs which responded to the
survey are nofor-profit associations. In Spain, the Czech Republic, the United Kingdom and
Lithuania there are other legal structures, yet not specified. TieclC Republic is the only
country in which some of the football clubs which responded to the survey are commercial
enterprises: ideed, inthis country a few 29 league (professionaljlubshave respondedo

the survey, because they also have grassroetants (youth, amateur). Because of tax $aw
they tend to have two legal entitiegut probably just one accountant who is the person who
responded to the survey

In all the Member States surveyed, football clubs generate revenue from a variety of sources
beyond membership contributi@x These includethe sale of food & drinksand other
products,the rental ofsport facilities and the organisation eportand nonsportevents It is

in Spainthat the generation of revenue from service salesnost widepread.

In addition to the regular training, games and tournaments, melops oganisea wide range

of activities, for different purposes. Education and social integration are most commonly cited
as the objectives of specific projects. Environmentaltgmtion is also mentioned by a
significant share of the clubs in Lithuania, France, the Netherlands, the Czech Republic and the
UK.

9.1.2 The funding model for football across Member States

a) Key revenue sources

It is in the Netherlands that the averagevenue r club is highestthis is probably related to
the fact that it is in this countryhat clubs are generally largeBpain coras second. In the
Czech Republiche average revenue (and expenditunggr clubis alsocomparativelyhigh,
reflecting the difféeent ownership structure a$port facilities many clubs own their facilities.

The average revenue per member varies across countries, even after having been corrected for
differences in purchasing power parities. It is relatively high in Spain, the Gegelblic and
Germany, at ove€ 300 per capitaPPP adjustédand is comparatively low in Francehere
membership fees are loand so is the contribution of sponsors

A striking differencebetweenthe revenue structure ofootball clubs and that obther sport
disciplines is the high share of revenue from sponsors and donors. This may be explained by
the social and educative actions of the clubs.

Looking at the breakdown of revenuky main category one finds that the share of
membership fees variesignificantly across countries, from 6% in the Czech Republic to 43% in
Spain. Revenue from public sour¢bsth central and local government®presents between

20% and 30% of the total revenugenerated inall countries but the Netherlandsand
Germany where it islower. In the Czech Republithe high share of clubs owning their
facilities — hence paying the full price fohém — is partly offset by comparatively higher
(visible) public subsidies than in the other countries
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Trend in the football clubs' overall budget between 2002 and 2008
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Average revenue structure, as a % of the total - Football

Czech Republic France Germany* Netherlands Spain
B Membership fees B Public funding
[3 Funding by federations @ Sponsoring and patronage
Food & drink &l Services sales: lessons, rental of premises, etc.

B Sale of products and services during sport events ElProduct sales
E1 Other sources of funding (lotteries, foundations, charity funds)

* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010. Public subventions are merged with !

Trend in public sector revenue going to grassroots football clubs
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Inthe CzeclRepubl ¢, one t hir d oomestfrimespondships,patronage ere n u e
donations The share is also high in Spaifhe other Member States have a more traditional
revenue structure, with the bulk of the funding coming either from member$bgsor from

the public sector.

The high number of young playersany of whichfrom economically distressed areas, who
practice football also explains the comparatively high share of reveooeng from the public
sector.

In the Netherlands, the share of publicsw ent i ons in the football <clubs
than in France, the Czech Republic or Spaitch clubs appear to be less vulnerable to an
eventual decline in public financing thanthe other countries

The funding by federations indicated thre chart reflects solidarity mechanisms.

Finally, football clubs receive sigodnt amounts of revenue fronbetting and gambling
ser vaperatossand from “other” sources .(revenue not sp
The trend in revenue from public sourcesnostly increasing in all Member States surveyed

However, a significantshareof the clubssurveyedreport a decline in the revenue from public

sources over the last 6 years. This is particularly the case in Spain, where close to 90% of the
Clubsrepot a “decrease” or a “significant decrease”
period 2002 to 2008. In Denmark, the Netherlands and thedltise to 30% of the clubs

either report a decrease or a substantial decreaseevenue from public sources

The trend in revenue from sponsorshipatronageand donations which as we saw is an
important revenue source for the football clubs, is on the rise in 30% or more of the clubs in
the Czech Republic, Denmark, the Netherlands and the United Kingdomn @386 of the
clubs in France. In Spain, the trend is primarily downward.

In comparison, the revenue generated from the organisation of events and from the sale of
sporting goods and/or services is mostly stable everywhere. The share of revenue from the
sale of food & beverages is also either stable or slightly increasing. It is in the Czech Republic
and in Spain that one sees a higher proportion than average of clubs reporting decreases in the
revenue from food & beverages sales, or from the sale of aesyin the past six yeard his is
probably due to the worsened economic climate of the past 2 years.
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Trend in revenue from sponsoring and patronage (football)
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Trend in the number of volunteers (football)
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Trend in the average working time of volunteers (football)
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Another important resource for the clubs is tieentribution of voluntary work Two charts
respectivelypresentthe trend in the number of vohteers working for the clubs between

2002 and 2008, and the trend in the average working time per voluntderone sees, with

the exception of Spaira majority ofclubsreport an increase or aignificant increas in the

number of volunteerover the pat years. The proportion of clubs reporting either a decrease

of strong decrease in the number of volunteers is nevertheless also high, ranging between 42%
in the Netherlands, 35% in France, 24% in the Czech Republic, 20% in Denmark and 14% in the
UnitedKingdom. In Spain, it is as high as 90%.

The average working time of the valteers is generally on the rise stable. The proportion

of clubs reporting a decrease in the average time spent by volunteers for the clubs is less than
20% in the Czech Rdpic, France and the Netherlands, and less than 10% in Denmark, Spain
and the UK.

b) The main sources of expenditures

The average expenditure per club is highim the Netherlands (where clubs are large) and
Spain, and lower in the Czech Republic and France

Note that the UK and Danish clubs have not provided information on their expenditure
structure.

On the expenditure side, the three maiost itemsare aganisatioral expenditures and
expenditures on equipmenand facilities Expenditures on wages @rsalaries are generally
lessimportant for football clubsthan for other disciplines because the management of the
practice is not heavily regulated. This makes it possible to rely more on (unpaid) voluntary
contributions (for swimming, trainers have be licensed).

In Lithuania, equipment and facilities of secondary schools are used by the clubs kedyish
costs down In Vilnius, for example, there is no suitable infrastructure for football, and no
place where stadiums could be built. There are, @ogr, examples of good practie@ the
regions where local authorities construct and maintain sport facilities. For instance, Simnas
Municipality submitted an application fax crossboarder cooperation project and built two
stadiums with Community and tianal funds.

The expenditure component which accounts for the bulk of the difference between cost
structures across countries is wages and salaries. In Spain and the Netherlands, a
comparatively higher share of the clubs are employersmplying a highe degree of
professionalization of staff.

Another key cost component for the clubsat least in France, Germany, the Netherlands and
Spain, is the payment to the federation: this corresponds to affiliation fees, along with the
payments of penalties, etcNext come the purchase of sporting goods and equipment made
available to the members, followed by travel expenses (to and from the competitions). Travel
costsdo not seem to constitute a major expense, except in the Czech Republic. In this country,
some of the clubs which answered to the survey are playing irefRéeague, not just in local
leagues. So, the survey includes clubs whose players get compensations for travel costs. This
is, however, not the case of players at grassroots level.
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Average expenditure per member,
500

[A Other
400 Payments to the federation - affiliations, penalti
@ Travel expenses
300 Sport facilities expenditures ———
4 Purchase of sporting goods - balls, etc LA
200 B Human resources - wages, payroll

L

s

Czech Republic France Germany* Netherlands Spain

* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010

Is the club an employer ? (football)

Czech Denmark France Germany* LithuaniaNetherlands Spain United
Republic Kingdom

* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010
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What will be the impact of the following trends in the next 5 years ?
(% of responses)

Football
. Rather Rather -
Very impact . . . Very positive
; negative No impact positive ;
negative ) ) impact
impact impact
Legislative framework 8 52 35 5 0
Policy framework 8 31 31 28
Trend in State funding 26 41 26 6 1
Trend in local authorities funding 19 55 14 11 1
Trend in commercial funding 23 40 20 16 1
Treqd in the att_ractlveness of the sports 3 13 35 45 4
discipline considered
Trend in the members' purchasing power 5 50 32 12 1
Trend in the cor?trlbutlons fr_om the governing 6 39 20 13 1
body (financial, huma
Trend in non organised practice of sport 5 36 52 7 0
Trend in the e_conomlc environment (crisis, 22 20 2 4 0
trend in market struc
Trend in the practice of other sports by your 3 25 a7 5 0
members
Trend in the cost of equipment 8 60 27 5 0
Trend in voluntary work 15 34 18 30 3
Trend in the cost of human resources 15 44 36 4 0
Access to facilities 10 40 34 13 3
Trend in mobility / transport 5 44 44 5 2

What could your club do to increase its membership ?
(% of responses)

Football
Positive Positive

impact and impact but . Negative

. e N .

likely to be difficult to © Impact impact

done do

Give priority to greater success in competitions 34,36 31,52 31,99 2,13
Develgp partnership with educational 19,77 56,28 23,72 0.23
establishments
Develop pa_rtnershlp with other clubs to create new 11,75 56,22 27.19 484
sports services
Develop activities targeted at specific age groups 43,47 28,98 27,32 0,24
Develop specific activities related to gender 37,53 23,28 38,24 0,95
Develop sport activities with community goals 41,04 26,88 31,21 0,87
Develop health related sports activities 33,49 28,77 37,03 0,71
Other 5,29 6,88 86,77 1,06

What could your club do to increase its own resources ?
(% of responses)

Football
Positive impact and | Positive impact No impact Negative
likely to be done | but difficult to do P impact

Attract volunteers 21,9 72,7 51 0,2
Increase the price of the membership fee 18,6 23,5 11,7 46,2
Develop services for the local population 30,7 37,7 31,2 0,5
Develop services for tourists 3,1 34,0 58,2 4,8
Develop services for companies 27,8 28,7 40,9 2,6
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9.2 Basketball

9.2.1 Key features

The practice of Basketball has evolved very differently across countries over the past decades.
In many EU Member Statesadketball is on the list of the five most practised sporisis
number one in Lithuanjayet basketbd does not have the same media coverage as football,
tennis or formula 1 car racing.lt is still a highlypopular sport: the performance of the
European teams in the World basketball champlipsor during the Olympic Gamdsas

contributedto keepupth@ opul ati on’s interest in this disc
Basketball: rate of practice per country
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8%
6%
10,8%
4%
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Source Questionnaires sent to the National Ministries in charge of sports
The chars on the next page present th&urvey results.
In all countries, mgt of the clubs which responded to the survey are located in urban areas.

The distribution of basketball clubs across rural and urban areas therefore differs from the
“aver age” d&pogdubsjwitucomparativety fewlubs in rural areas.

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 225



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU

Volume | of the Final report

Number of unisports basket clubs
which responded to the survey
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a) Number of members, composition of membership and changes therein

It is in the Czech Republic that the number of members per basketball club is highest, a little
over 250. In the other countries, the average number of members perinlibe survey
hovers between150and180. The Lithuanian clubs appear to be comparatively small in size.

As in other disciplineshe average number of members per club in the survey is higher than
the figure published by the national federations, indicating that ithis bigger clubs whh
responded to the survey.

The table below compares the average humber of members per club in the official figures with
the results of the survey.

s

PR

Number of Number of Number of members per club
members club
Resultg official fedeation data rseusrL\J/I(tey ';\giirage for all
: plines
+ France 455 116 4 392 103.6 | 150 925
Czech 32631 426 76.6 | 250 n.c.
Republic
Denmark 9801 124 79.04 | 140 n.c.
_Germany 190 882 2 360 80.88 | 135.6 n.c.
- Spain 366 994 30076 12.02 | 175 35.9

In the Czek Republic and Denmarkbout one third of the basketball players are girls/women

The share of women is higher in France, at 36%, and is close to 25% in the Netherlands and
Spain. In the UK, only 15% of the playersgare/women. It is in Lithuaniehtit one finds the
highest proportion of female players, at 60%.

The proportion of members involved in high level competition is usually a little less tan 10
As for the other disciplines, the number reported for France applies to the number of
membersinvolved in competitions in general, as opposed to the high level competitors only.

With the exception of the Czech Republic and Denmark, the proportion of clubs reporting an
increase in the number of members over the past 6 years is higher than therficopof clubs
reporting a decrease in membership. In the UK and Frapasketball has become more
popular in recent years, whereas in Lithuania, where the participation rate is already very high,
membership has remained stable.

Given an average parttion rate which is on the rise in most clubs, and an average
membership fee which has either increased a little (in some case, a lot) or remained stable, the
revenue generated by basketbalubsfrom their members has tended to increase in the past

6 years.
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Over the last 6 years, how has membership evolved?

Basketball

. Large Increase | No change| Decrease Large

increase decrease
Total number of members 10,4 39,0 32,0 16,5 2,2
Number of women 5,4 36,0 38,3 17,6 2,7
Number of high level competitors 8,0 24,1 52,7 14,3 0,9
Number of members under 18 years old 10,9 38,0 36,2 12,2 2,6
Number of members between 18-60 3,1 32,6 49,6 12,9 1,8
Number of members over 60 0,0 1,5 81,4 11,8 5,4

What are the main factors that are unfavourable to the increase in the number of members?
Basketball

Main reason Second Third reason
(2) reason (2) 3)
Loss of interest in sports by the population 10,0 6,9 8,3
Inadequate access to facilities 5,9 51 4.9
Lack of trainers and/or leaders 20,8 9,7 11,8
Political or legal framework 1,8 4,6 2,5
Unattractive offer 1,8 2,3 1,5
Time constraints for the members 19,9 13,0 8,8
Increase of membership fees 19,0 18,5 7,4
Competition from other sports in the area 15,8 32,4 8,3
Competition from commercial sport clubs in the same discipline 2,3 4,6 211
Decrease in club practice in favor of non-organised sports 1,8 1,9 22,5
Other 0,9 0,9 2,9

What are the main factors that would be likely to lead to an increase in the number of members?
Basketball

Main reason Second Third reason
Q) reason (2) (©))
Increased interest in health/fithess 22,3 25,9 5,6
Better access to facilities 5,3 3,4 51
Quality of trainers and/or leaders 14,1 20,0 41,3
Success of national athletes or teams in international competitions 21,4 13,2 6,6
Club sucess in regional or national competitions 10,7 9,3 11,2
The quality of the clubs development programme 13,6 16,1 10,2
Educational dimension 7,3 5,9 9,7
Attractive membership frees 4,9 54 9,2
Other 0,5 1,0 1,0

Do you benefit from support ?

From the national federation From the professional /high level clubs
% of reponses % of reponses

Basketball Basketball

Financial support 38% Financial support 5%
Provision of sporting goods 4% Provision of sporting goods 0%
Provision of sport facilities 1% Provision of sport facilities 0%
Staff provision 2% Staff provision 2%
Other 4% Other 2%
No 57% No 91%

Note : a total different from 100% is possible since several responses can be given
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b) Organisation and services offered

In all the countries surveyedhyost ofthe clubs which responded to the survey are eithet-

for-profit associations (100% of the respondents in the Czech Republic, Denmark, France,
Lithuania, Germangnd The Netherlands)A f ew c |l ubs "r d pearatl “feomrant h e rn
half the clubs claim to have another legal status than that of an association).

In most countriesthe main revenue sources for the clubs are food & drink sales, and revenue
geneited from the organisation afport events (tournaments or competitions). Many clubs
also sell sporting goods and equipment. In Denmark, France, the Netherlands, Spain and the
UK clubsare also involved in the organisation of neport events in order tocomplement

their revenue.

9.2.2 The funding models for basketball across Member States

a) Key revenue sources, including solidarity mechanisms

It is in the Czech Republic that the average revenue per club (corrected for PPP) is highest,
followed by Spain: thipartly reflectsthe fact that the average size of clubs in this country is
larger. It alsoreflects the fact thamany clubs in the Czech Republic own their facility. Hence,
the revenue collected has to cover higher expenses than in other countries

ForFrance, data from the Ministry in charge of sports indicates an average revenue per club of
€ 30549 (STATnfo, avril 2006°). Thesurveydata indicate a revenue per club $36 000 in
20082009, i.e. two years after. Thmurvey results ar¢hus representative of the situation in
France.

The average revenue per member varies significantlyssccountries.

The breakdown of revenue by source shows a widely varying share of membershiip flees

tot al ¢ | uabrass countries:Benshaee of membership feeanges between 20% in
the Czech Republic and France, and -B0%in the Netherlansand Germany Publidunding
(including both central gover nnhemanrevenmed | oc a

source in the Czech Republic and France, and the second most important revenue source in
Spain. In all countries, revenaftom sponsoship, patronageand donations accounfor close

to 20% of the total revenue. Contrary to the situation for tennis and football, revenue from

the sale of goods does not really constitute a significant revenue source for the basketball
clubs. Lotteriesani ot her” sources contribute between 5
clubs.

The revenue structure per member confirms the above picture, with varying shares of
membershipfeesand of public sector revenues. One of the items that seems to explain the
higher than average revenue per member in the Czech Republic than in the other countries is
the relatively important contribution from products and services sales dgjiagt events.

Public subsidies to grassroots basketball clubs seem to be broatie stamost clubs and
Member Statessurveyed. As for football and tennis, a majority of Spanish clubs report a
decrease in public sector funding in the past 6 years. In the Czech Republic, however, where
public revenue is reported as decreasing in théeot disciplines, this is not the case for

123http.//www.sports.gouv.fr/IMG/pdfi&fBAT 085 avril 2006 Le budget des associations sportives.pdé ul t ® |l e 16/ 9/ 10
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basketball clubs. Only France and the Netherlands see some clubs declaring a large decrease in
public subsidies. In Lithuania, public subsidies have increased in all clubs surveyed.

Over the last 6 years, how has membership evolved ? - Basketball
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Trend in the average membership fee - Basketball
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What type of commercial activities do the clubs undertake ? Basket
% of clubs with undertake commercial activities

CZECh. Denmark | France | Germany*| Lithuania | Netherlands l_Jmted
Republic Kingdom

Food and drink sale 0,0% 42,1% 61,8% 0,8% 0,0% 14,3% 83,9% 40,0%
Product sale 18,2% 27.8% | 353% | 0,0% 0,0% 10,0% 81,6% | 60,0%
Service sale (courses,
lessons) to the local 20,0% 5,9% 15,4% 9,6% 0,0% 13,6% 21,6% 60,0%
population
Szl el {enies, 0,0% 5,9% 0,0% na. 0,0% 0,0% 58,6% | 0,0%
lessons) to companies
S\:g?t”s'sat'on of sports 63,6% 47.4% | 92,4% | 27.4% 33,3% 38,1% 90,7% | 60,0%
S\:gﬁt”sisaﬁon of non-sport| 4 qos 222% | 71,6% | 23,0% 0,0% 11,1% 655% | 20,0%
i‘j::?mem and Faciliies | 5 505 0,0% 47% na. 0,0% 5,6% 733% | 0,0%
Other 20,0% 20,0% 4,5% na. 0,0% 13,3% 20,0% | 20,0%

Average revenue structure, as a % of the total - Basketball
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* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010. Public subventions are merged with r

Trend in the basket clubs' overall budget between 2002 and 2008
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Trend in public sector revenue going to grassroots basketball clubs
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Trend in revenue from sponsoring and patronage (basketball)
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Trend in the number of volunteers (basket)
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Trend in the average working time of volunteers (basket)
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The trerd in revenue from sponsorshipatronageand donations which accounts for 10 to
20% of t he c éithebsable aoe theerinelinemost coantries. It increzgapidly
in the Netherlands, Spain and the United Kingdom, at least for some clolsthuania, the
trend is more worrying, as athe clubswhich answered to the survey report a decline in
revenue fromsponsorshippatronageand donations

Most cl ubs ownlibudgets between B00Zdnd 2008. The two countries where
many clubs budgets have been squeezedpossibly as a result of the crisisare the Czech
Republic and Spairand to a lesser extent Lithuania and Germalmythe Czech Republic,
municipalities have given the priority to the support of teams involved in (eighlevel
competitions: indeed, there are teams from relatively small cities/villages which play in the
first two leagues. Another explanation is the financial crisis, which has caused many sponsors
to cut or not renew the sponsorship contracts. With pest to Spain, he main factor
explaining the budget decling the fall inme mb econgibutions.The revenue generated by

the clubs from events (notably, ticketing) and from the sale of food, beverages and sporting
goods and/or of services (such as cmg and lessons) oadly stable. Only in the Czech
Republic and France do some clubs (about 15% in the Czech Republic, 10% in France) report
decreases in the revenue from the sale of food and beverages, or from the sale of services.

A final (important) revenue source for the clubs is theontribution of voluntary work
Whereasin Frane, Lithuania and the tited Kingdom there are more clubs reporting an
increase or no change in the number of volunteers tlo@rtlubs reportinga decreaséan the
number of volunteers in the Czech Republic and the Netherlands more thae club in two
reports a decrease in the number of volunteers. In Spain, close to 80% of the clubs report a
decrease in the number of volunteers, clearly a worrying pattern, especiaén ghat in this
country the number of hours worked by the volunteéiss also decreased.

Elsewherega consequence of the reduction in the number of volunteers has been a rise in the
average working time of the volunteers.

b) The main sources of expenditures

On the expenditure side, the three main sources of expenditures of basketball clubs are
expenditures on facilities and equipment, wages & salaries and travel. The share of
expenditures on wages and salaribewever, varies substantially across couets depending

on the employer status of the clubs. The share is higher in France and Spaioyanith the
Netherlands and the Czech Republic.

The share ofexpenditures on facilitieg total costsalso varies a lot across countries. In France
and Spin, the clubs benefit from access to facilities owned by local authoritiby arprivate
stakeholder free of charge or at a low cost. In the Czech Republic and the Netherlands, this
does not appear to be the case as this source of expenditure acctmtsore than 20% (in

the Czech Republic), and more than 50% (in the Netherlandsjabtosts.
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Average expenditure per member
400
350
300

BERRS
7

Czech Republic France Germany* Lithuanie Netherlands Spain
M Human resources - wages, payroll Fl1Purchase of sporting goods - balls, etc
Sport facilities expenditures @ Travel expenses
Payments to the federation - affiliations, penaltifOédter

* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010

Is the club an employer ? (basket)

HYes MNofj |

Czech Denmark France Germany* LithuaniaNetherlands Spain United
Republic Kingdom

* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010

Another key expenditurecomponentis the payment made by the clubs to the national
federation: this corresponds to their affiliation fee.

Finally, he share of transport costs also varies across countries, being relatively high in the
Czech Republic and France

Hence, for basketballubs, thethree expenditure componergwhich explain the difference in
cost structuresacross countries are wages asdlaries,and expenditures on facilities and
transport.

Gompared to other disciplines, expenditures on the purchases of sporting goods do not
constitutea majorcost.
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What will be the impact of the following trends in the next 5 years ?
(% of responses)

Basketball
. Rather Rather .
Very negative . . L Very positive
: negative No impact positive ;
impact ) ) impact
impact impact
Legislative framework 5 59 33 3 0
Policy framework 7 20 29 43 0
Trend in State funding 14 62 19 3 2
Trend in local authorities funding 15 67 9 7 2
Trend in commercial funding 10 56 20 13 1
Tren_d in the att_ractlveness of the sports 3 9 23 61 4
discipline considered
Trend in the members' purchasing power 4 63 24 8 1
Trend in the con_trlbutlons fr_om the governing 8 53 27 1 0
body (financial, huma
Trend in non organised practice of sport 6 49 38 7 0
Trend in the gconomlc environment (crisis, a1 a8 18 3 0
trend in market struc
Trend in the practice of other sports by your 4 59 31 5 1
members
Trend in the cost of equipment 6 63 28 4 0
Trend in voluntary work 13 28 16 40 4
Trend in the cost of human resources 7 61 30 3 0
Access to facilities 6 57 22 13 3
Trend in mobility / transport 7 54 33 5 1

What could your club do to increase its membership ?
(% of responses)

Basketball
Positive Positive

impact and impact but . Negative

. . N .

likely to be difficult to © Impact impact

done do

Give priority to greater success in competitions 49,3 23,5 24,9 2,3
Develgp partnership with educational 281 64.7 67 0.4
establishments
Develop pa_rtnershlp with other clubs to create new 218 60,5 15.0 2.7
sports services
Develop activities targeted at specific age groups 58,9 20,5 20,5
Develop specific activities related to gender 46,7 15,9 36,0 1,4
Develop sport activities with community goals 46,0 21,0 29,5 3,5
Develop health related sports activities 44,7 18,1 34,9 2,3
Other 7,1 8,9 82,1 1,8

What could your club do to increase its own resources ?
(% of responses)

Basketball
Positive impact and | Positive impact NOLNIpaaT | Negative
likely to be done | but difficult to do impact

Attract volunteers 18,4 78,1 3,1 0,4
Increase the price of the membership fee 13,9 21,1 6,7 58,3
Develop services for the local population 42,1 30,3 27,6

Develop services for tourists 3,7 38,1 53,5 47
Develop services for companies 38,1 24,2 35,3 2,3
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9.3 Tennis

9.3.1 Key features

Tennis is also a widely practiced individual spofEimope. In France, for example, more than

1.1 million people hold a license. These are members of some 8 515 clubs affiliated to the
Fédération Francaise de Tennis (FFT). At
practitioners is 2million. Amongthese about half (12 million) hae a license, and the
number of clubs is close to 0. The country with the largest number of practitioners is
Germany, followed by France.

The chart below presents the estimated rates of practice per country. The graphthe
following pages present the survey results.

Tennis: rate of practice per country
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Source Questionnaires sent to the National Ministries in charge of sports

In Lithuania, the management of tennis as a sport at the national level has notJszgn
organised in the past 20 years. Théderationinitiated activities but neither built relationship
with clubs, schools, local authorities, nor developped infrastructure. Before 2010, only ten
clubs were registered, however there was no information lmw many members the clubs
had, what infrastructure they possessed, etc. Only a year ago didrfamisatioral structure

of this sport start to develop under the new administration. More trust between the
federationand the clubs ensued. There israymiling belief in Lithuania that tennis is mainly a
commercial and elite sport, which is henceforth mainly intended for people with above
average income. This has led to a lack of differentiation between the commercial and non
commercial character of teis. Yet, all existing clubs are grassroots clubs and people who
want to compete in tournaments have to become members of the clubs. The perception of
the club as an @anisationwith identification elements is, however, missing.
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Number of unisports tennis clubs Share of tennis clubs in rural / urb:i
which responded to the survey areas respectively - Tennis
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In most Member States surveyedennis clubs are primarily located in urban areas. It is in
France that the proportion of tennis clubs in rural areas is highest.

a) Number of members, composition of membership and changes therein

As for football, it is in theNetherlands that the average number of members per club is
highest, at close to 500. In Denmark, tennis clubs are also fairly large, with more than 300
members per club on average. These figures are very similar to the average size of football
clubs.

In the Czech Republic, France, Spain and the UK, the average number of members per club in
the survey data varies between 120 and 29is indicates a slight upwaldas in the survey
data, in that it is mainly the medium and largeed clubs which respded to the survey.

Members per France | Denmark | Spain Czech . Germany | Netherlands
club Republic

National

federation 134 161 95 70 161 396

data

Survey data | 195 324 409 120 206 493

The proportion of female players is much higher than for footballs dtase to one third in the

Czech Republic, Denmark and France, and is more than 40% in Germany and the Netherlands.
The share of high level competitors is generally low, however, with a figure for France which is

not comparable to that of the other couries due to the way the question was phrased in the
French questionnaire, where reference was mad
ot her | anguages the questionnaire referred to

In all the countries surveyk there are more clubs reporting an increase in membership than

clubs reporting a decline in membership. The rise in membership is particularly significant in
France, where 22% of the clubs report a “stroa
2008. In the Czech Republic, Denmark, and the Netherlands, more than one club in five
reports a fall in membership over the gigar period. Generally speaking, the proportion of

clubs reporting a fall in membership is higher for tennis than for the otheiptiises covered

in this study.

The average membership fee has remained stable in most countries over the past six years, or
has increased a little. The proportion of clubs reporting a reduction in the average
membership fee is very low and these clubs @t locatedin Spain.

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 239



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU
Volume | of the Final report

Over the last 6 years, how has membership evolved?

Tennis

. Large Increase |No Change| Decrease Large

increase Decrease
Total number of members 7,7 23,5 43,2 22,3 3,2
Number of women 3,9 22,4 50,0 21,1 2,6
Number of high level competitors 3,4 15,2 66,2 12,1 3,1
Number of members under 18 years old 10,1 25,5 39,5 21,9 29
Number of members between 18-60 3,9 28,7 36,2 30,0 1,3
Number of members over 60 0,7 20,4 39,8 26,0 13,2

What are the main factors that are unfavourable to the increase in the number of members?
Tennis

Main reason Second Third reason
Q) reason (2) 3)
Loss of interest in sports by the population 44,8 6,9 8,3
Inadequate access to facilities 7,0 4,4 2,5
Lack of trainers and/or leaders 6,3 10,2 5,4
Political or legal framework 1,7 1,8 3,7
Unattractive offer 0,3 8,7 2,5
Time constraints for the members 17,5 17,8 24,0
Increase of membership fees 1,7 6,9 4,1
Competition from other sports in the area 13,6 30,5 12,4
Competition from commercial sport clubs in the same discipline 1,4 3,3 18,6
Decrease in club practice in favor of non-organised sports 4,2 6,5 12,4
Other 1,4 2,9 6,2

What are the main factors that would be likely to lead to an increase in the number of members?
Tennis

Main reason Second Third reason

(2) reason (2) (©))
Increased interest in health/fithess 47,1 7,4 8,4
Better access to facilities 6,2 7,4 5,7
Quiality of trainers and/or leaders 9,4 12,9 14,1
Success of national athletes or teams in international competitions 2,2 1,6 23,8
Club sucess in regional or national competitions 2,5 6,3 5,3
The quality of the clubs development programme 15,6 19,5 15,4
Educational dimension 3,3 28,9 6,6
Attractive membership frees 11,2 14,1 16,3
Other 2,5 2,0 4.4
Do you benefit from support ?
From the national federation From the professional /high level clubs
% of reponses % of reponses
Tennis Tennis
Financial support 5% Financial support 0%
Provision of sporting goods 11% Provision of sporting goods 1%
Provision of sport facilities 2% Provision of sport facilities 1%
Staff provision 1% Staff provision 1%
Other 12% Other 1%
No 73% No 98%

Note : a total different from 100% is possible since several responses can be given
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b) Organisation and services offered

In Lithuania, all the tennis clubs which responded to the survey are commercial organisations.
In the other countries, nefor-profit associations largely dominate the sample, wittiesv
“other” | egal statuses.

Grassroots tennis c¢clubs generate revenue frol
contributions, they perceive revenue from the sale of food, beverages and other products, as

well as from the organisation dessons. Genally speaking, the organisation of sport and

non-sport events and the provisions of tennis lessons generates a greater share of the tennis
clubs’ revenue than for football. The rent al
of the revenuern the Czech Republic, France and Spain. Elsewhere it appears to be marginal.

Key objectives of the specific projects undertaken by the tennis clubs are health, education
and social cohesion. Environmental protection is also mentioned by some of the iolub
Denmark, France and Spain.

9.3.2 The funding models for tennis across Member States

a) Key revenue sources, including solidarity mechanisms

The average revenue per member varies across countries, even after having been corrected for
differences in purchasingower parities.

It is in Spain, the United Kingdom and the Netherlands that the average revenue per club is
highest: in the Netherlandand Spainthis probably reflects the large average size of the clubs
which responded to the survey. In Spain, thghhaverage revenue per member is also
explained by the comparatively high membership fee.

The revenue breakdown shows a highly variabl e
revenue. The share &ove50% in all countries but the Czech Republiicthe Czech Republic,

the main revenue source is public subsidies. In France, public subsidies also represent a
significant revenuesource (over 15%of total revenuey. Elsewhere, revenue from public

sources only praides a marginal contribution.

Sppnsors and donors arklargecontributorsin the Czech Republénd inthe Netherlands.
The popularity of tennisalso allows grassroots clubs to generate important amounts of

revenue from their members in the form of lessons, sale of food and beveragtieipztion
to events etc.
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Over the last 6 years, how has membership evolved ? - Tennis
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Trend in the average membership fee - Tennis
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What type of commercial activities do the clubs undertake ? Tennis
% of clubs with undertake commercial activities

CZECh. Denmark | France | Germany*| Lithuania | Netherlands | Spain
Republic
Food and drink sale 26,3% 18.8% | 52.9% | 23,.8% 0,0% 79,8% 90,7%
Product sale 12,5% 250% | 36,2% | 288% | 100,0% 12,9% 90,7%
Service sale (courses,
lessons) to the local 61,1% 25,0% 86,4% 5,0% 100,0% 33,9% 97,3%
population
Service sale (courses, - 5 " 5 5 5
lessons) to comparics 41,2% 188% | 205% na. 0,0% 8,9% 94,6%
isation of sport
eo\;gstns'sa lon ot sports 77.8% 375% | 91,2% | 33% | 100,0% 67,5% 100,0%
engﬁt"s'sat'O" of non-sport| 5o 5, 0,0% 558% | 18,8% | 100,0% 13,1% 5,4%
Fe?]‘:g;mem and Facilities | -7 g0 0,0% 36,2% na. 0,0% 1,0% 84,9%
Other 0,0% 6,3% 7.1% na. 0,0% 2,2% 0,0%
242
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The revenue from members (i.e. the total membership revenue generated by the tlabs)

increased in the past six years, offsetting tise incosts. Very few clubs report a decrease in
the revenue from members. Moseport either a stable figure over the past 6 years, or an
increase. The rate ajrowth in revenue from memberis highest in France, the Netherlands
and Denmark.

The revenue from public sources is mostly stable in most countries. It has increased in th
past six years in the Czech Republic, France and Denmark, in respectively 20%, 55% and 25% of
the clubs surveyed. In the Czech Republic, some municipalities seem to have taken a growing
interest in tennis, as reported by the CTA, which would explairrigeein funding from local
authorities. However, everywhere, a significant sharéhefclubs report a decrease or a large
decrease in public revenue. This is the case in partiauldpain and in the Czech Republic

the same two countries in which el a trend was already identified by football clubm
Denmark, France and the Netherlands, around one third of the clubs report either a decrease

or a substantial decrease in revenue from public sources.

Considering the changes in all the revenue sesr¢he total budgets of the grassroots tennis
clubs have been either increasing or broadly stable in the past 6 ,jieasdl the countries
surveyed. In Lithuania, wheraost of theclubs surveyed are commercial entities, the budgets
have risen in all the clubsover the past six years. In Spain, where contributions from
members are reportedo havedecreagd, the clubs have nevertheless been able to maintain
their overall budgets unchanged by diversifying their offer.

Another important resource for thelubs is thecontribution of voluntary work The two
graphs presenting the trend in volunteer work indicate a decrease in the number of
volunteers, except in Lithuania. The trend is particularly pronounced in Spain and the Czech
Republic, but is also neivorthy in France and the Netherlands. This seems to indicate that
the worsening labour market situation is associated with a decraasker than an increase

in the offer of free time for sport clubs. As in the case of football, there have also been
increases in the average number of hours worked per volunteer.

b) The main sources of expenditures

On the expenditure side, the three main cost items are wages and salaries, expenditures on
sport facilities and expenditures on sporting goods. Wages andesalare also a significant

cost item in Spain and France, where the clubs have permanent staff. It is much lower in the
other Member States.

Two cost components explain the differences in the average expenditure per member across
countries: these are wagp and salaries, and expenditures on sport facilities. Where sport
facilities are made available at a low price by a local authority, the share of this budget
component is lower than in those countries where the clubs are commercial enterprises and
own their own infrastructure.
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Average revenue structure, as a % of the total - Tennis
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Trend in the tennis clubs' overall budget between 2002 and 2008
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Trend in public sector revenue going to grassroots tennis clubs
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Trend in revenue from sponsoring and patronage (tennis)
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Trend in the number of volunteers (tennis)
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* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010

Trend in the average working time of volunteers (tennis)
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Average expenditure per member,
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Is the club an employer ? (tennis)
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In Spain, the average expenditure per club is about the same as in the other countries.
However, because the average number of members per club is relatively low, the overall
expense per member is much high&éan in the otheMember 3ates.

In all countries, pyments from the clubs to the national tennis federation account forl®%
of total expenditures. Travel expenses are also an important expenditure component in the
Czech Republic, Spain and France.

In the Czech Republic, expenditures on sport facilities represent a major expense. This is
explained by the fact that assistance provided by the public sector does not consist @frfree
low-cost)access to public facilities.
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What will be the impact of the following trends in the next 5 years ?
(% of responses)

Tennis
. Rather Rather -
Very negative . . o Very positive
: negative No impact positive ;
impact ) ) impact
impact impact
Legislative framework 6 48 41 4 1
Policy framework 6 23 39 33 0
Trend in State funding 16 43 34 7 1
Trend in local authorities funding 16 50 22 11 2
Trend in commercial funding 11 44 33 10 2
T_ren_d in the att_ractlveness of the sports 1 12 31 55 1
discipline considered
Trend in the members' purchasing power 2 56 29 11 1
Trend in the con_tnbutlons fr_om the governing 1 36 a2 20 1
body (financial, huma
Trend in non organised practice of sport 1 39 a7 13 #N/A
Trend in the gconomlc environment (crisis, o8 a7 20 3 0
trend in market struc
Trend in the practice of other sports by your 3 58 38 1 1
members
Trend in the cost of equipment 1 51 46 2 #N/A
Trend in voluntary work 9 38 19 32 2
Trend in the cost of human resources 5 51 43 1 1
Access to facilities 3 33 48 14 2
Trend in mobility / transport 0 36 56 6 1

What could your club do to increase its membership ?
(% of responses)

Tennis
Positive Positive
impact and impact but . Negative
likely to be | difficultto | O 'MPAC | inbact
done do

Give priority to greater success in competitions 11,03 25,86 33,45 29,66
Develqp partnership with educational 20,75 58,16 20,75 034
establishments
Develop pgrtnershlp with other clubs to create new 9.97 51,89 36,43 172
sports services
Develop activities targeted at specific age groups 58,31 25,08 16,61
Develop specific activities related to gender 41,49 15,60 40,43 2,48
Develop sport activities with community goals 40,67 17,16 40,67 1,49
Develop health related sports activities 37,10 26,15 36,75
Other 3,45 6,03 89,66 0,86

What could your club do to increase its own resources ?
(% of responses)

Tennis
Positive impact and | Positive impact No impact | Negative
likely to be done | but difficult to do impact

Attract volunteers 14,9 72,8 11,9 0,3
Increase the price of the membership fee 19,0 20,0 11,3 49,7
Develop services for the local population 34,0 29,3 35,0 1,7
Develop services for tourists 31,5 20,5 43,8 4,1
Develop services for companies 33,0 33,0 31,0 3,1
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9.4 Gymnastics

9.4.1 Key features

The European Gymnastics Unioegisters more than 1@00000 practitioners of different
specialties within this discipline, ranging from Olympic sports to gymnastics for all (artistic men
and women gymnastics, rhythmic gymnastics, trampoline, acrolsaticts, sportive aerobics

and gym for all).

Gymnastics: rate of practice per country
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Source Questionnaires sent to the National Ministries in charge of sports

Most gymnastics clubs are located in urban areas.

There are very few clubs among the

Luxemburg

Netherlands

respondents which are located in areas of less than 10,000 inhabitants.

a) Number of members, composition of membership and changes therein

In France and the Czech Republic, the average number of membernsilpés close to 250. It

is lowerin Lithuania and Sain, at around 150.

Most gymnasts areirlsi’wvomen Contrary to the other disciplines covered in this study,
gymnastics is predominantly f@male sport. Girls/women account for close to 90% of the
gymnasts in the Netherlands, and for more than 60% imdgaSpain and the United Kingdom.
Thelower figure in the Czech Repubfitainly reflects asamplebias. Indeed, official statistics

state that 74% of the members agirls/woment®*,

The share of high level competitors is below 5% in most countries eXuefiizech Republic,
where it is 7%, and France where the figure represents the percentage of the members which
shar e

enter i nto

competitions

and

not

t he

Sweden

124The Czech Gymnastics federation indeed reporty @8ataiehbers, bwhich 5733 are women or girls.
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With the exception of Lithuania, in all the other countries, the gymuoastiubs report an
increase— and in some casesvena large increase in member&ip over the last six years.
There is no country in which more than 10% of the clubs report a decrease in membership :
gymnastics isand seems to remaijra popularsportdiscipline.

There is an exception, however, in DenmarkMembership to the Danish Gymnastics
Federationdropped dramatically in 2008 f t er t he nati onal spy,mnasti c
2005, b let the clubs pay for their insurances. This is illustratethe following chart.

Membership in the Danish Gymnastics Federation
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Source: Danish Gymnastics Federation

The membership fee has either remained stable or increased in all the countries and clubs
covered.

b) Organisation and services offered
In all countries but Spain and the UK, the clubs which responded to the surveyoafer-
proftassoci ati ons. I n Spain, 5% of the respond

of an association or a commercial enterprise.

Gymnastics clubs generate rawge from a diversity of sourceBeyond membership fees, all

clubs generate revenue from commercial activities, the most common being the organisation

of events, and the provision of lessonsitalividualmembers orto companies. The events

that are orgaisedare bothsportand nonsport related The rental of equipment and of the
clubs’ facilities also generates compl ementar
disciplines covered in this study, the percentage of clubs which draw revenue frem t
provision of services is high for gymnastics.
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The main objectives of the specific projects organized by the gym clubs are health-& well
being, education and social cohesion, in that order. Environmental protection is also
mentionedas a key objectivby a few clubs in France and Spain.

9.4.2 The funding models for gymnastics across Member States

a) Key revenue sources, including solidarity mechanisms

The average revenue per member varies across countries, even after having been corrected for
differences in purchasing power parities. Membership fees and public subsidies together
account for close to 90% of the total revenue per member.

It is relatively high in France and Spain, at arofidd 0 per capitdPPP adjusted This is much
lower than for other disciplines considered in this study.

In the Czech Replic and Spain, sponsdri®, patronage and donationsontribute to a
sizeable share of the tota¢venue of the clubgmore than 5%). In France, the complementary
revenue sources are me diversified. Revenue sources importaatother disciplines, such as
revenue from (own, local) lotteries or from contracts with sponsarcount for avery small
share of the total revenue of gymnastics clubs.

In the Czech Republic, Denmark and Eeanmore than 30% of the clubs surveyed report a
decline in public sector revenue over the period 2@®8. In Spain, half of the clubs
complain of the same trend. Yet, the overall budgets of the gymnastics clubs remained broadly
stable in most countries The decline in public subsidies was offset by increases in the
membership fee and the growing popularity of a discipline which attracts more members each
year. The revenue generated by the clubs from the organisation of events (notably, ticketing)
and from the sale of food, beverages and sporting goods and/or senhiassbeeneither

stable or slightly rising.

A final (important) resource for the clubs is thentribution of voluntary work The total
number of volunteers has remained rather stabletive Czech Republic and Denmark. In
France, close to 40% of the clubs indicate a fall in the number of volunteers. In Spain, the
share of clubs reporting a decline in the numizrvolunteers i43%. This hasbeen partly

offset byan increase in the avege working time of those volunteers still helping the clubs.

b) The main sources of expenditures

On the expenditure side, the three main cost components are wages and salaries, travel and

the purchase of equipment. The breakdown of expenditures, howexares significantly

across countries based on the typical “finan
where the clubs employ permanent staff, wages and salaries represent an important
expenditure category. In the Czech Republic, travel is a neajpenditure category. In all

countries, the purchase of equipment also accounts for a higher proportion of expenses than

for other sportdisciplines.

The average expenditure per member varies across countries in a way which chiefly reflects
the level ofprofessionalisation of the staffaverage expenditures per member are higher in
France and Spain than in the other countriesindeed, in these other countrieghe
contribution of volunteers is more important. Thisovides an indication of the growtim
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revenue that will be necessary in the other countries if the number of volunteers continues to
decrease.

Over the last 6 years, how has membership evolved?

Gymnastics

. Large Increase |No Change| Decrease Large

increase Decrease
Total number of members 17,3 36,9 34,1 8,4 3,2
Number of women 11,3 33,9 46,0 7,3 1,6
Number of high level competitors 6,2 27,9 54,0 9,3 2,7
Number of members under 18 years old 15,0 35,0 40,2 7,7 2,0
Number of members between 18-60 3,8 14,2 44.4 18,8 18,8
Number of members over 60 0,5 7,8 49,5 12,1 30,1

What are the main factors that are unfavourable to the increase in the number of members?
Gymnastics

Main reason Second Third reason
(2) reason (2) (©)
Loss of interest in sports by the population 32,5 5,3 9,5
Inadequate access to facilities 13,7 8,3 5,8
Lack of trainers and/or leaders 21,4 215 16,4
Political or legal framework 1,3 2,2 7,4
Unattractive offer 1,3 13,6 2,1
Time constraints for the members 10,7 12,7 15,3
Increase of membership fees 51 12,3 6,9
Competition from other sports in the area 7,7 13,6 14,3
Competition from commercial sport clubs in the same discipline 3,4 4.8 17,5
Decrease in club practice in favor of non-organised sports 0,9 3,5 2,6
Other 2,1 2,2 2,1

What are the main factors that would be likely to lead to an increase in the number of members?
Gymnastics

Main reason Second Third reason

(2) reason (2) (©))
Increased interest in health/fitness 31,7 6,5 9,4
Better access to facilities 12,9 7,8 54
Quality of trainers and/or leaders 20,8 15,5 10,3
Success of national athletes or teams in international competitions 6,7 15,5 12,3
Club sucess in regional or national competitions 6,3 12,1 13,3
The quality of the clubs development programme 6,3 11,2 14,3
Educational dimension 8,3 19,0 21,7
Attractive membership frees 4,2 12,1 12,3
Other 2,9 0,4 1,0
Do you benefit from support ?
From the national federation From the professional /high level clubs
% of reponses % of reponses
Gymnastics Gymnastics
Financial support 23% Financial support 0%
Provision of sporting goods 5% Provision of sporting goods 0%
Provision of sport facilities 1% Provision of sport facilities 3%
Staff provision 3% Staff provision 1%
Other 11% Other 1%
No 7% No 95%

Note : a total different from 100% is possible since several responses can be given
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Over the last 6 years, how has membership evolved ? - Gymnastics
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Trend in the average membership fee - Gymnastics
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What type of commercial activities do the clubs undertake ? Gymnastics
% of clubs with undertake commercial activities

Czech oo . United

Republic Denmark | France | Germany*| Lithuania | Kingdom
Food and drink sale 16,7% 222% | 53,7% | 12,1% 0,0% 15,4% 0,0%
Product sale 16,7% 133% | 43,9% | 104% 0,0% 3,8% 33,3%
Service sale (courses,
lessons) to the local 28,6% 23,5% 59,1% 12,8% 0,0% 54,5% 66,7%
population
Service sale (courses, - 5 5 5 5 o
loas0ne) to companios 16,7% 6,3% 3,7% na. 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%

isation of sport

eo\:gﬁt"s'sa lon of sports 66,7% 353% | 87,5% | 31,1% | 100,0% 96,3% 100,0%
Organisation of non-sport | 0, 333% | 485% | 25.2% 0,0% 7.6% 33,3%
events
Z‘:}‘igmem and Facilities | 5 2o, 6,3% 16,4% na. 0,0% 7.7% 33,3%
Other 16,7% 13,3% 5,3% na. 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%
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Average revenue structure, as a % of the total - Gymnastics
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Trend in the gym clubs' overall budget between 2002 and 2008
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Trend in public sector revenue going to grassroots gymnastics clubs
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Trend in revenue from sponsoring and patronage (gymnastics)
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Trend in the number of volunteers (gymnastics)
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Trend in the average working time of volunteers (gymnastics)
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Average expenditure per member
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Is the club an employer ? (gymnastics)

HYes BNo

Czech Denmark  France  Germany* Lithuania Spain United
Republic Kingdom

* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010
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What will be the impact of the following trends in the next 5 years ?
(% of responses)

Gymnastics

. Rather Rather .

Very negative . . " Very positive
: negative No impact positive ;
impact . . impact
impact impact
Legislative framework 6 61 29 3 0
Policy framework 5 28 42 24
Trend in State funding 17 61 17 4 1
Trend in local authorities funding 19 59 10 10 3
Trend in commercial funding 12 44 35 8 1
T_rer?d in the att_ractlveness of the sports 4 34 19 35 8
discipline considered
Trend in the members' purchasing power 6 54 25 14 3
Trend in the con_tnbutlons fr_om the governing 6 42 30 20 5
body (financial, huma
Trend in non organised practice of sport 7 42 43 7 0
Trend in the eponomlc environment (crisis, 39 38 17 5 0
trend in market struc
Trend in the practice of other sports by your 3 49 42 7 0
members
Trend in the cost of equipment 10 67 20 3 0
Trend in voluntary work 9 22 28 36 5
Trend in the cost of human resources 10 61 26 3 1
Access to facilities 8 45 27 16 5
Trend in mobility / transport 5 43 44 7 1
Gymnastics
Positive Positive

impact and impact b . i

. P I . p. ut No impact Negatlve

likely to be difficult to impact

done do

Give priority to greater success in competitions 19,8 27,2 45,3 7,8
Develgp partnership with educational 34.0 578 78 0.4
establishments
Develop pa_rtnersh|p with other clubs to create new 19,6 550 217 38
sports services
Develop activities targeted at specific age groups 64,7 20,3 14,5 0,4
Develop specific activities related to gender 50,2 18,1 29,5 2,2
Develop sport activities with community goals 43,9 29,4 25,2 1,4
Develop health related sports activities 50,2 29,6 19,7 0,4
Other 6,1 27,3 63,6 3,0

What could your club do to increase its own resources ?
(% of responses)

Gymnastics
Positive impact and | Positive impact No impact | Negative
likely to be done | but difficult to do impact

Attract volunteers 28,1 64,3 6,4 1,2
Increase the price of the membership fee 14,3 24,5 8,6 52,2
Develop services for the local population 50,6 28,4 20,2 0,8
Develop services for tourists 3,0 12,8 79,1 51
Develop services for companies 51 22,0 69,9 3,0

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 257



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU
Volume | of the Final report

9.5 Swimming

9.5.1 Key features

Swimming is the second sport most watched on television during the Olyngntes$; just

after Track & field (8h58 / 13h54 during the year 2004). Yet, swimming achieves this
performance only during the Olympic competition, i.e. every four years. Apart from this,
swimming does not draw a lot of media attention. Moreover, it cangige a high visibility to
sponsors because there is no regular championship in Europe. As a result, income from media
rights or marketing only accounts for a low share of the total revenue available for the
swimming federations. Furthermore, contrary dthers sports, swimming does ni#nd itself

to sport betting. This impacts the overall amount of money available for grassroots clubs
through top down solidarity mechanisms

Swimming: rate of practice per country
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Yet, swimming presents an advantags:practice favars weltbeing and health. This is why it
concerns a wide public, of all ages. At the same time, some sponsors see swimmers as a
potential community of consumers. They expect the federal movement to bring them
business.

The chars on the next pags present theresults of the survey of grassroots clubé/ith the
exception of Denmark, most of the clubs which responded to the survey are located in urban
areas. With the exception of France, where 30% of the clubs are in areas of le491060
inhabitants, in the other countries less than 10% of the respondents are located in an area
with less than 10,000 inhabitants.
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Number of swimming clubs which

responded to the survey
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Over the last 6 years, how has membership evolved?

Swimming

. Large Increase |No Change| Decrease Large

increase Decrease
Total number of members 9,1 35,2 33,3 20,0 2,4
Number of women 3,7 26,5 51,9 16,0 1,9
Number of high level competitors 3,8 25,9 53,8 14,6 1,9
Number of members under 18 years old 5,6 40,1 38,9 14,2 1,2
Number of members between 18-60 3,8 22,6 52,2 17,6 3,8
Number of members over 60 1,3 5,9 70,4 17,8 4,6

What are the main factors that are unfavourable to the increase in the number of members?
Swimming

Main reason Second Third reason
2) reason (2) (©)

Loss of interest in sports by the population

Inadequate access to facilities 14,2 7,1 2,7
Lack of trainers and/or leaders 38,3 7,7 9,5
Political or legal framework 1,9 5,2 3,4
Unattractive offer 0,6 2,6 1.4
Time constraints for the members 11,7 16,1 7,5
Increase of membership fees 5,6 11,0 7,5
Competition from other sports in the area 11,1 33,5 20,4
Competition from commercial sport clubs in the same discipline 0,6 6,5 28,6
Decrease in club practice in favor of non-organised sports 1,2 3,2 7,5
Other 4,9 1,9 4,8

What are the main factors that would be likely to lead to an increase in the number of members?
Swimming

Main reason Second Third reason

1) reason (2) (©)]
Increased interest in health/fitness 20,1 3,2 8,0
Better access to facilities 7,5 33,5 5,3
Quality of trainers and/or leaders 17,0 13,5 37,3
Success of national athletes or teams in international competitions 32,7 8,4 11,3
Club sucess in regional or national competitions 7,5 11,0 8,7
The quality of the clubs development programme 8,2 13,5 10,7
Educational dimension 0,0 9,0 9,3
Attractive membership frees 5,7 6,5 9,3
Other 1,3 1,3 0,0
Do you benefit from support ?
From the national federation From the professional /high level clubs
% of reponses % of reponses
Swimming Swimming
Financial support 43% Financial support 8%
Provision of sporting goods 1% Provision of sporting goods 0%
Provision of sport facilities 2% Provision of sport facilities 1%
Staff provision 2% Staff provision 0%
Other 9% Other 1%
No 45% No 90%

Note : a total different from 100% is possible since several responses can be given
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Over the last 6 years, how has membership evolved ? - Swimming
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Trend in the average membership fee - Swimming
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What type of commercial activities do the clubs undertake ? Swimming
% of clubs with undertake commercial activities

Czech Republic | France | Germany* | Netherlands | Spain
Food and drink sale 0,0% 44,9% 6,8% 19,4% 86,8%
Product sale 0,0% 58,8% 8,0% 0,0% 88,2%
Service sale (courses,
lessons) to the local 77,8% 33,3% 54,8% 33,3% 68,7%
population
Zzg;ﬁz)sﬂig’;;?; 0,0% 0,0% n.a. 3,4% 50,0%
S\:g;‘gsa“o" of sports 60,0% 73,2% 11,4% 55,2% 96,9%
Svrgsgsat'on of non-sport 11,1% 34,1% 13,9% 20,7% 16,4%
:Ee?]l:;ment and Facilities 0.0% 2.6% na 0.0% 71.6%
Other 12,5% 12,5% n.a. 3,8% 50,0%
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a) Number of members, composition of membership and changes therein

The average nurdy of members per club hovers around 30R0. The share of women
among the members is the second highest of all disciplines covered in this study, after
gymnastics.

The popularity of the sport is, however, less than for gymnastics. A greater propoftion
swimming clubs report a decrease in the number of members between 2002 and 2008 than for
other disciplines. In the Netherlands, close to half of the clubs report a decrease in
membershipover the past six yearsin the Czech Republic, the figure i964Gnd in Spain
20%.

Possibly as a result of the decrease in the number of members, the average membership fee
charged by the clubs has increased over the past 6 yearsl in some cases even strongly
increased.

b) Organisation and services offered
Nearly d the clubs which responded to the survey are 4fmt-profit associations. In the
Net herl ands, 3% of the clubs report argvi ng “anc

however, not commercial enterprises.

All the clubs run commercial activities loa the practice of sport The most common activity
is swimming lessons. Another activitgquently mentionedis the organisation o§port and
non-sport events, and the sale aportswear These activitiegenerae revenue that usefully
complements thabbtained from the membership fees.

Most clubs also offer specific activities, run for different purposes. Education and social
integration are most commonly cited objectives thiese specific projects. Environmental
protection is also mentioned by aw clubs in France and Spain.

9.5.2 The funding models for swimming across Member States

a) Key revenue sources, including solidarity mechanisms

The total revenue per member varies across countries, even after having been corrected for
differences in purchasing p@w parities. It is in the Czech Republic that the averagentee
per clubis highest.

The two main sources aficome for the clubs are remeies frommembers and public sector

subsi dies. These two revenue souwuegieBraneeccount f
and the Netherlands. The figure is lower in the Czech Republic (65%), thanks to revenue

coming in directly from the national federation, and from sponsors or donors. In Spain, the

contribution of members and publisubventionstogether acount for 80% of the total

revenue of the clubhs The sale of swimming lessons accasifdar another 15% of the total

revenue.

Comparedwith the other sport disciplines covered in this report, swimming clubs attract very
little money from sponsors (excepn ithe Czech Republic) and froown lotteries or sport
betting. In the Czech Republithe revenue generatethy the clubsfrom the sale of food &
beverages is also comparatively low. Toatributionsof sponsors andlonors andhe funding
from the federaton raise the average revenue per member, as the normal membership
contribution and the public sector subsidy are roughly at the same level aken abuntries
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Average revenue structure, as a % of the total - Swimming
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Trend in the swimming clubs' overall budget between 2002 and 2008
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Trend in public sector revenue going to grassroots swimming clubs
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Trend in revenue from sponsoring and patronage (swimming)
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Over the last 6 years, how has membership evolved ? - Swimming
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Trend in the number of volunteers (swimming)
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In France, the Netherlands and Spairore than 70% of the clubs report stalor rising public

subsidies. In the Czech Republic, only 40% of the clubs report a stable or increasing public
support, whereas 60% of the clubs report a de
Netherlands, close to 15% of the clubs also re@ort “ | ar ge decrease’” i n
contribution over the past six years.

The result of these diffent trends is that thebudgets of the clubs haveither remained

stable or slightly increased over thpast 6years: the reduction in the number of nmbers

reported bysome clubs &s clearly been compensated lgieasngand diversying t he c¢cl ubs
offer, therebygenerating other sources of incoméndeed, theshare ofrevenue generated by

the sale of services has increasand so hashe average pde of the events organised by the

clubs This has helped compensatitige decrease in direct revenue from membersiiges

The revenue from product sales is also reported to have significantly increased in most
countries.

Another important resource fothe clubs is thecontribution of voluntary work Most clubs
appear to havébeen able to retain, anth somecasesincrease, the number of volunteers. In
Spain, the number of volunteers working in swimming clubs tesircreased, a trend which
contrasts with that observed in other disciplines. Problems exist in the Czech Republic,
however, where half of the clubs having responded to the sumrepprt a decrease in the
number of volunteers.

The average working time of volunteers is often on the rise fithancial difficulties of the
swimming clubs linked to the relative reduction of the number of members seem to have been
handled at least in part through an increase in the contribution of volunteer work.

b) The main sources of expenditures

On the expenditre side, the three main sources eXpenditures aravages and salaries, trel
and expenditures on the facilitiesgerational costs anthaintenance). As for the other sport
disciplines, the differences across countries maiefiect differences in theemployer status of
the clubs. In most countries, swimmingaches have to have minimum qualification levels in
order to guarantee the safety of the members. Thismplies a higher degree of
professionalization thamiother sport disciplines, and the needfor clubs to hire permanent
staff.

The averag expenditure per club isighin the Czech Republand relatively lowin SpainThe
expenditure component which explains the differences across countries is the share of wages
and salaries. In France and Bpa higher share of the resources used by the clubs are
salaried workers.

Expenditures on the facilities acaaufor a very large share todtal costsin the Czech Republic
and the Netherlands This is not so mucthé case in France, where the fadl#iare often
made available to the clubs by thecal authorities

Other key sourceof expenditure— at least in the Czech Republic, France and Speédrravel
expenseandthe purchase of sporting goods and equipment made available to the members.
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What will be the impact of the following trends in the next 5 years ?
(% of responses)

Swimming
. Rather Rather .
Very negative . . " Very positive
: negative No impact positive ;
impact . . impact
impact impact
Legislative framework 5 65 26 4 1
Policy framework 7 27 20 44 1
Trend in State funding 17 62 15 3 3
Trend in local authorities funding 17 61 12 8 3
Trend in commercial funding 10 58 24 6 3
T_rer?d in the att_ractlveness of the sports > 8 22 62 6
discipline considered
Trend in the members' purchasing power 5 64 18 11 1
Trend in the con_tnbutlons fr_om the governing 6 5 32 14 3
body (financial, huma
Trend in non organised practice of sport 5 52 39 3 0
Trend in the eponomlc environment (crisis, 12 34 17 7 1
trend in market struc
Trend in the practice of other sports by your 3 59 35 3 0
members
Trend in the cost of equipment 5 60 33 2 0
Trend in voluntary work 15 27 18 35 4
Trend in the cost of human resources 6 68 22 5 0
Access to facilities 12 50 24 10 4
Trend in mobility / transport 4 46 42 7 1

What could your club do to increase its membership ?
(% of responses)

Swimming
Positive Positive
impact and impact but . Negative
likely to be | difficultto | O MPACt | imnact
done do

Give priority to greater success in competitions 15,38 12,82 30,77 41,03
Develgp partnership with educational 16,56 63,06 19,11 127
establishments
Develop pa_rtnersh|p with other clubs to create new 15,58 52,60 30,52 1,30
sports services
Develop activities targeted at specific age groups 61,15 19,11 18,47 1,27
Develop specific activities related to gender 43,51 20,13 35,71 0,65
Develop sport activities with community goals 41,83 29,41 28,76
Develop health related sports activities 56,77 21,29 21,29 0,65
Other 11,11 8,33 75,00 5,56

What could your club do to increase its own resources ?
(% of responses)

Swimming
Positive impact and | Positive impact No impact | Negative
likely to be done | but difficult to do impact

Attract volunteers 20,8 66,7 10,7 1,9
Increase the price of the membership fee 17,6 23,3 7,5 51,6
Develop services for the local population 42,7 33,8 22,9 0,6
Develop services for tourists 36,4 13,2 47,0 3,3
Develop services for companies 37,7 24,7 35,1 2,6

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 267



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU

Volume | of the Final report

9.6 Track & field

9.6.1 Key features

Track and field is popular sport in Europe, even though the number of members of clubs
stagnatesin many countries, and sometimes decreaséndeed, demand is evolving towards a
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In Lithuania, 20% of the clubs affiliated to the national federation responded to the survey,

Source Questionnaires sent to the Nationalédiimischarge of sports

which implies that the numbers presented are representative of the total situationthdn
other countries, the response rates weremer. The clubs which responded are rather diem

and largesize clubs, as indicated in the table which compares the average number of members

per club in the survey with the figure from the national federation.

Country Total clubs Number of | Average Survey result

members number of | T average

members number  of

members per
club
France 2 047 193 454 95 178
Czech Republic | 301 33324 111 252
Denmark 240 35 125 146 164
Germany 7 835 891 006 114 211
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Most of the track & field clubs are located in urban ardais only in France and Lithuania that
one finds a significant number of clubs in areas with less than 10,000 inhabitants.

a) Number of members, composition of membership and changes therein

It is in the Czech Republic that the number of members per clhigigest, at close to 250.
This is a remainder of the socialist period. Indeed,ptactice athletics it isfor most
modalities,necessary to have stadium The large club tradition @lsoa remainder from the
socialist period In Denmark and Francerack & field clubs are also fairly large, with
respectively 160 and 175 members per club on average.

The gender distribution of track & field club members is fairly homogenetud:rance and
Denmark, early half of the practitioners argirlsiwvomen. Te figure is lower in the Czech
Republic.

The share of high level competitors varies between 5 and 15% in most countries except France,
where a broader interpretation of “high | eve
question referred to the numbenf members entering competitions).

In all countries, a majority of track & field clubs report either a stability or an increasd in
some cases a large increasim the number of members over the last six years. Everywhere
but in DenmarkJess than20% of the clubs report a decrease in membership over the past six
years

The membership fee has either remained stablehas slightly increased over the past six
years.

b) Organisation and services offered

In the Czech Republic, France and Spain, altltites which responded to the survey aret-
for-profit associations. In the Netherlands, a veryafinproportion of clubs reportaving
another legal structure.

As for othersport disciplines, track & field clubs complement the revenue generated from

their regular activities with revenigegeneratedrom different types of commercial activities.

The most frequent “other commerci al activity
of revenue is the rental of equipment af the facilities. Comparetb other disciplines, the

sale of “services such as | essons appears to

Heal th and soci al cohesion are the two main p

9.6.2 The funding models for track & field across Member States

a) Key revenue sources, including solidarity mechanisms

The total revenue per member varies across countries, even after having been corrected for
differencesin purchasing power parities.

In France, the average revenue reported by the clubs which responded to the surveyeis hig

than that reported by the Ministry in charge of sports for 2006. In that year, the Ministry
indicates that the average revenue per club &80 459, whereas the survey provides a figure

of more than 43 0 0 € : t his, agai n, maieftheelargersclubs twlech f a c t
responded to the survey.
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Number of unisports track & field Share of track & field clubs in rural /
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Over the last 6 years, how has membership evolved ? - Track & Field

TR
:

Czech Republic Denmark France Germany* Lithuania United Kingdon

B Large increase Ellncrease B No change Decrease M Large decrease

* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010

Trend in the average membership fee - Track & Field

Czech Republic Denmark France Germany* Lithuania United Kingdon

B Large increase ElIlncrease & No change Decrease M Large decrease

* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010

What type of commercial activities do the clubs undertake ? Track & fiel
% of clubs with undertake commercial activities

Czech o . United
Republic Denmark | France | Germany*| Lithuania Kingdom

Food and drink sale 0,0% 9,1% 57,9% | 3,5% 0,0% 0,0%
Product sale 0,0% 18,2% 0,0% 4.3% 0,0% 0,0%
Service sale (courses,
lessons) to the local 0,0% 0,0% 23,5% 6,4% 0,0% 0,0%
population
lser"'ce sellz oz, 0,0% 0,0% 6,3% n.a. 0,0% 0,0%
ESSOHS) to companies
Organisation of sports 66,7% 63,6% | 950% | 505% | 20,0% 0,0%
events
CIREGISENE CF TR oo 273% | 471% | 22,8% 0,0% 0,0%
events
i%‘:gl’me”t and Facilities | ¢ 2o 182% | 12,5% n.a. 0,0% 0,0%
Other 20,0% 28,6% 0,0% n.a. 0,0% 0,0%
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The main two sources of revenue for the <clubs
sector subsidies. In the Czech Republic, income received directly from the fedeakstion
accounts for a significant part of the overall revenue.

The share of revenue from sponsors and donors is interesting, as is the relatively small
contribution of the sale of services, such as lessons or training courses.

Looking at the revenue struste per member, one finds, as for swimming, that the main
difference between the average revenue per member in France and the Czech Republic is the
“ot her ” r ev énthe €zech&Répabijcpthigymainly consists of revenues received to
cover mainteance and operating costs

The high contribution of lotterieto the funding of track & fieladlubsin the Czech Republic is
consistent with the fact that mangport clubs in the eastern European countries rely on
lotteries to finance their activitiesAthletics ranks relatively high in the list of sports for
distributing lottery money througlhe CSA.

The trend in revenue from public sources is upward oriented for 15% to 30% of the clubs
surveyed. For another 40% or, $inis considered to be broadly dike. In the Czech Republic,
however, as much as 60% of the clubs report a fall in the average public sector contribution in
the past six years. In the Netherlands, 15% of the clubs complain of a large decrease in the
public sector subsidy level, but thmajority of clubs report an increase or a stable subsidy
level.

As a result of these trends, the overall budgets for track & field clubs are quoted to have
increased or strongly increased in a majority of cases, or to have remained stable. In Denmark
(15% and France (5%), some clubs nevertheless report decreasing budgets.

The revenue generated by the clubs from the organisation of events (notably, tigkefiiom

the sale of serviceand/or from the sale of food and beverages, along with the diversidioa

of the clubs’ activities, have made it possi bl e
revenue

Another important resource for the clubs ®luntary work. In all countries the number of
volunteers has either increased or remained stab%ill, between one third and 40% of the
clubs report a reduction in volunteer work, a trend which will need to be compensated if
revenues from other sources do not rise.

Possibly due to the relative difficulty in finding enough volunteers, the averagamgatime of
the volunteers is on the rise forast clubs. lis, however, downward oriented in Denmark in
nearly one third of the clubs.
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Average revenue structure, as a % of the total - Track & Field
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* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010. Public subventions are merged with r

Trend in the track & field clubs' overall budget between 2002 and 2008
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* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010

Trend in public sector revenue going to grassroots track and field clubs
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Trend in revenue from sponsoring and patronage (track and field)
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Trend in the number of volunteers (track and field)
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* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010

Trend in the average working time of volunteers (track and field)
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b) The main sources of expenditures

On the expenditure side, the maioost componentsare wages and saias, travel and
expenditures orfacilities— at least in those countries where these are not made available to
the clubs free of charge or at a lam@stby the local or national government authorities.

The average expenditure per member is presented ian€e Germanyand the Czech
Republic. The main difference between
categorywhich includes costs not classified elsewhere by the clubs.

Average expenditure per member,
300
250

Czech Republic France Germany*

[ Other . o )
Payments to the federation - affiliations, penalties, etc

B Travel expenses .

= Sport faC|I|tLes expendlturgs

L2

+

* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010

Is the club an employer ? (track and field)

100%
90%-|
80%-
70%-|
60%-
50%-|
40%-
30%
20%
10%-

0%+ ‘
Czech Republic Denmark France Germany* Lithuania United Kingdon

HYes MNo

* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010

The high share of travah total costsis logical given that the pctice of track & fields involves
a lot of travel to and from competitions.

The highstrelative share of expenditures on equipmesatobservedn the Czech Republiithe
numbersare indeedadjusted forPPPR yet inthe Czech Republic, the equipmeatqured
typically conesfrom abroadhence is probably purchased at international prices. The higher
share thus reflects that, by Czech living standards, the cost of equipment absorbsea high
share of t hethao¢lsevthere r evenues
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9.7 Multi-sport clubs

9.7.1 Key features

In several Member States, the clubs which responded to the survey maté-sport clubs.
Hence, the information provided was not solely linked to the key discipline for which they
were being surveyed, but covered a broader spectrum. In aiw@wvoidto biasthe numbers
presented earlier notably in terms of financial revenue and costthe multi-sport clubswere
excluded from the information presented previously, anare treated here as a special
category.

The chart presents the number afulti-sport clubs which responded to the survey in each
Member State.

Most multi-sport clubs are located in urban areas, as indicated on the next page. Siill, the
density of multsport clubs is higher than that of usport clubs in areas with less thal®,000
inhabitants.

a) Number of members, composition of membership and changes therein

It is in Denmark and the Netherlands that the average number of members per club is highest:
it is close to 500 in Denmark, and is about 350 in the Netherlands.

With the exception of the Netherlands, more than 80% of the mplirt clubs which
responded to the survey indicate a rise or a stability in membership over the past six years. In
the Netherlands, a higher proportionf clubsthan elsewherereport a large deasase in
membership over the period.

b) Organisation and services offered

In all the Member States considered, msiftort clubs generate revenue from commercial
activities. They also run specific projects, for purposes indicated iatthehedfigure.

9.7.2 The funding models for multi-sport clubs across Member States

a) Key revenue sources, including solidarity mechanisms

The diversity of mulisport clubs across countries makes it irrelevant to compare any financial
statistics about expenditure or revenue struast

The charts presented therefore mainly relate to the qualitative questions in the survey.
The geographic distribution of mubports clubs is not significantly different from that of -uni

sports clubs. The number of members has, however, tenddddease in this category, in
contrast with the results posted by some of the spiorts clubs.
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responded to the survey urban areas respectively - multispt
120
[ |
100 =
80 - = |
| [ | |
. 5 5
40
b | B
} ]
0 O X TR T S Q IS
S % 2 ¢ B £ 3 S 23
S £ ] 8§ & 2 2 3 =35
a ¢ E 2 T @© E o) c c
g s 5 = 2 ) o 2
o o - B
P4
* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development R *“Tp‘eji‘g_uEes for Germany are from the Sport Development R
Average number of members per ( Multisports : Share of members by catego
in units - MultlspG%Ets 100%
300+ 40%
2007 0%
100
0% -C!?_)\ g]\ m T E‘ T g T _Vc‘:,\ g-\-c E
2 g <=
0+ S S E 5§ £ § = E 8¢
c g & & 385 & & £ & © 5¢
° 3 S5 = x o o I = 2
og £ 2 z
- B
2

Share of women El Share of high level competi

* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development R

Over the last 6 years, how has membership evolved ?
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* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010
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Trend in the average membership fee - multisports
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What type of commercial activities do the clubs undertake ? Multisports
% of clubs with undertake commercial activities

Czech. Denmark | France | Germany | Lithuania | Netherlands | Spain l_Jmted
Republic Kingdom
Food and drink sale 16,7% 46,0% 61,2% 52,5% 0,0% 81,0% 83,5% 50,0%
Product sale 3,6% 12,5% 57,4% 11,8% 0,0% 20,0% 77,5% 33,3%
Service sale (courses,
lessons) to the local 22,4% 11,1% 58,2% 40,0% 0,0% 25,0% 65,7% 66,7%
population

Service sale (courses,

; 14,3% 127% | 7.7% na. 0,0% 0,0% 554% | 33.3%
lessons) to companies

g\:gsgsanon of sports 68,3% 41,9% | 97.2% | 629% | 33.3% 85,7% 96.2% | 75,0%
eo\:g?tns'sat'on of non-sport| 1 4% 57,4% | 59.7% | 44,4% 0,0% 35,0% 31,7% | 75,0%
rEean:gc;ment and Faciliies | o, oo 12,7% | 13,0% na. 0,0% 5,0% 64.4% | 33.3%
Other 16,7% 31,1% | 9,5% n.a. 0,0% 5,00% 60,0% | 0,0%

In most Member States, the trend in revenue from public sourcesperted aseither stable
or decreasing. Between 5%0% of the clubswen report a strong decline in the total revenue
provided by the public sector over the past six years.

The trend in the clubs’ overall budget iis on t he
States covered, and for close to 80% of the clad3enmark.

Many clubs also report a decline in the revenue received from sponsors and donors.

b) The main sources of expenditures

On the expenditure side, the three magost componentsare aganisatioral expenditures,
infrastructure maintenanceequipmert and travel. The share of exgnditures on wages and
salaries vadesbased on the employer status tife clubs.
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Average revenue structure, as a % of the total
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Trend in public sector revenue going to grassroots multisports clubs
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Trend in revenue from sponsoring and patronage (multisports clubs)
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Trend in the multisport clubs' overall budget between 2002 and 2008
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Trend in the average working time of volunteers (multisports clubs)
100%

Czech Denmark France Germany LithuaniaNetherlands Spain United
Republic Kingdom

M Large increase [iIncrease No change Decrease W Large decrease

Is the club an employer ? (multisports clubs)

Czech Denmark France Germany* LithuaniaNetherlands Spain United
Republic Kingdom

* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010

The figureabove shows the proportion of clubs in the sample which report having salaried
staff. Thisinfluencestherelate share of human resources’ <cost
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Part lll - Conclusion

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 282



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU
Volume | of the Final report

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 283



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU
Volume | of the Final report

1. Summary and conclusions

Grassroots spott® is an important activity in Europe because of its contribution to the EU
economy and the value it renders to society as laole. As highlighted inhe European

Co mmi s hite iPapsr on Spo® of July 2007 sport activities generate numerous
benefits to society. Increased recognition of the benefits of a regular practice of physical
activity, and of sport, especially in amganised framework, has made the development of
grassroots sport a major policy jebtive in many Member States.

The number of people who regularly practice physical activity and sport varies across countries
in Europe. Participation rates are abeaerage in the Scandinavian countriasdare low in

the southern and easterMember States The objective of raising sport participation rates
across the EU is thus an ambitious one.

One of the biggest challengés the future development of the sectds financial grassroots
sport relies ona variety offunding sourceswvhich arenot all growing at a rapid rate The
recent economic and financial crisis withpact on the future trends in resources.The
regulatoryframeworkand technological changesayalsoimpact key funding sources.

Although the grassroots sporsector differs from other economic sectorsromany counts,
including its general public interest mission, the study indeed shows ithegspond to
economicforcesjust like any other sectorDemographic trendsgchanges in the business cycle,
in the competitive environmentand in the regulatory framework all influence the
development, andhe performance of grassroots sport clubs.

Perception of the challenges facing grassroots sport by feliént types of
stakeholders

The econsultation and interviews with representatives of the sport movemandertaken in
the first months of 2010ndicatethat the spott clubs,the national sport federationsthe sport
practitionersandother“ f u n d ehe sport sgsfenate well aware of the current challenges
facing grassroots spartln many countriespublic expendituregrowth will be constrainedby
the fragile state of public financeddouseholdexpenditures on sponvill alsobe constrained
by the expectedslow growth— and in some cases the fallin personaldisposable income
And ®mpanies which arefacingheightenedcompetition in world marketsare reconsidering
their investment priorities, puttiporgjesotmr e e mphas
responsibility— currently more centred on environmental protectiehthan on activities like
sport. These factorsvill impact the future trend imevenue availabléor grassroots sport.

Anothermore structuralchallenge facingrassroots gort is demographic changeAccording
to the 2009 Eurobarometer surv&y, it is the young peoplewho are mast likely to practice
sport within the context of a club: 22% of those aged between 15 andr@4nembersof a
sport club, whereas for those betweesb and 69 yearsld the membership rateis only 9%.

12%5nthisstudfigr assroots sporto cov e pmefessidndls asdmmanised dni asnationgllleveh e s pr ac
through national sport. The definition thus excludes individuals who spend tiraépliactidimgrsport, or who take the

bulk of their revenue from the practice of sport.

126European Commission White Paper on Sport, 11 GOMNQR0D7) 391 final

127 The 2009 Eurobarometer survey was conducted between October 2 and Octobernikth & Sot$alOjpir the

European Commission. It covers the 27 EU Member States and its results were published in March 2010 (Eurobarometer Special
334).
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Ageing in Europe will grefore reduce the number bpotential newsport clubmembers, due

to the smaller youngage cohorts. At the same time, the demand from the older population is
changing grassroos sport club s are finding difficult to retain the 55+ age categons these
presently prefer to practice physical activity outsidethe gani zed .sport’ systel
Yet, for the clubs and their members, it is not so mtledse demograplic trendsthat are the

most pressingsource of concem

9 for the individuals §port practitionerd who responded to the €onsultation, the two
mai n “ bar r i dicipation atedhe lagk of tirhandasy

1 for the grassrootslubs andhe national sport federations, # cost for the participant
is perceived to be the main barriéby 22% of respondents)This isfollowed by the
guality and availability of infrastructurgby 13% of respondents)

Further analyses in this study confirm that insufficient infrastructuaed human resources
represent barriesto the development of sport participation across the EU.

With respect to the main resources which sport clubport beingable to rely upon, the
contribution of voluntary work appears to be assentiakresource ér grassrootslubs In the

survey of grassroots clubs which complements the views expressed indbwsaltation, the
contribution of volunteers was menti e&nend  "mor e
revenue than the availability, free of ctgge or at a low cost, of public or privately owned sport

facilities.

Many respondents to the-survey expressed concerns about the future funding of grassroots
sport. They notably drew attention to the following factors:

State funding is shrinking and nés to focus on elite (higlevel) sport: many
respondents to the eonsultation and many representatives of the federations
interviewed during the studyfeel that the added value of grassroots sport is not
recognized enough in public policies;

Becausegrassroots sport idighly relianton | oc al a ut,khe finarcial e s’ fu
difficulties to which local authorities are faced may lead to a cyclical reduction in public
subsidies, threateimg the viability of certain grassroots clubs;

If public fundingis reduced, clubs W have to raise their membership fees, which
would lead to a reduction in participation rates; the study, however, shows that other
resources could be mobilized to avoid such an outcome;

There is insufficient dlidarity between mediaexposed disciplines and other
disciplinesandbetween professional and amateur sport within the same diswpli

The future trend in voluntary work is a source of preoccupation for some clubs; some
of the volunteers working today may not easily be repthoethe next 10 years.

The revenue allocated to sport in the ER¥
Fve funding sources account for the bulk of resources going into the sgystem These
are:

0 Household expenditures
0 Publicsectorsubventions coming from theational regionaland bcal levels;
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o0 Sponsorship, patronage and donatigns

0 Revenuefrom levies and charges astate lotteries, betting and gambling gerators
oftenchannel |l ed via the st at eorviaspecialdugds seh a | aut ho
up to financegeneral interestctivities, among which spart

0 Revenue from redia rightsto sport event organisers, part of which can be channelled
to grassroots clubs via tegown solidarity within the sport movement

In additionto these revenuesources sport organisationdenefit from two types ofin-kind
resources. The first,already mentionedabove,is the contribution of voluntary work. The
second is theuse free of charge or at costs below market price, of infrastructures and facilities
made available by statend/or local auhorities, or by private companies.

For the year2008, the estimated totabudget of the sport systenthighlevel and grassroots
combined in the EUJ27 amounted to€  18H18 of which:

€ 10Mriare paid by the households themselves;

€ 28 cdine fromlocal authoritieqregions, municipalities, etg.)

€ 10.7 bn come from national government budgets (this includ€s 2 . fromb n
lotteries, betting and gamblingperatorschannelled to sporviastate budgets);

€ 0.%bn come from companies, mainly througponsorship & donations

€ 5corbeafrom media rights;

€ 0.2 bn come from compulsory levies on the revenues generatedshgte lotteries,
betting and gamblings e r v bperatars: this is the part of the revenue that is
allocated directly to the sportorganisations, without transiting through the central
govVver nme n brfusds draatddgbg the public authorities

1 €0.4bncome from other sources, including EU fungl

= =4 =

= =4 =

In addition b this,spat organisations benefit fronthe economic equivalentd8 28 . 4 bn fr om
voluntary work, which represents a complementary funding of 18.4%cluding the
contribution of voluntary workthe overall budget of the sport systewas€ 1 8 2in 2008b n

In the abovefigures household expenditures on sparefer to all hausehold expenditures on
sport, i.e. including certain expenditures on goods and services not provided by sport
organisations, but by sporting goodsid sportsweaiproducers along withother goods and
services purchased from commercial organisatiofistherefore slightly over-estimates the
actual figure.

The revenue allocated to grassroots sport in the 20

The value ofinancial flowsspecifically allocated tgrassroots sporin the EU27 isestimated
at€ 7 1 .in72008 ne. 46.6% of the revenue allocated to the sport system as a whole.
Includng the monetized contribution of voluntary work, ¢htotal budget for grassroots sport
isequivalenttcE 97 . 2 bn.

This figure was calculated by looking at thkares of expendituresby all categories of
stakeholders contributing to the funding of sport in general, whaoie reported to be
specificallyallocatedto grassroots sport. Comprehensive figures were not available for all
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categories of stakeholders irl @ountries, sahis overallestimatefor the EU27 isbased on
the data forthose countries for whicinformationwas availabl&?2,

Of the total budget for grassroots spéit
1 households contribut€ 4 0 .5@.3%bf the tbtal budget for grassroots sport)
1 local authoritec ont ri bute € 23. 826B)n (a budget shar
1 national governments (via the funds channelled from lotteraasd other budget
allocationsx ont r i b ut7d%o€thedotal}, bn (

1 sponsorc ont r i but2@%ofthelotay, b n (
T revenue from media rights allocated to gr
the total),

1 the revenue fromthe compulsory levies on state lotteries, betting and gambling
operatorsthat is channdled to grassroots sporas opposed to alport is estimated
through this topdown approach, a€ 1 . 2.2%lofrthe {otal budget for grassroots
sport), 90% of whichis channelled viagovernment accountsit was not possible to
identify precisely the enue going to sport from the
lotteries, and from occasional, regional and local lotteries.

The bulk of the difference between ti2 7 1 budgetfongrassroots sportandth€ 153 . 8

bn budget for all sport, comes from househds expenditures on sport not specifically related

to the active practice of grassroots sporin fact, 60% of household expenditures on sgéftt

are associated witthe purchase of sporting goods, equipment and spagar (which account

for roughly halfolc o nsumer s’ t ot al ,&epurehaset oftticketsetsattemeh s por
hightlevel and professional games¢penditures on TV sport channels, sport bet t i ng, et c

The relative contribution of media rights to grassroots sport is also only a fractidheo
revenue generated for all sport, givenaththe bulk of the revenue remains at the top
(professional and elite sport) level.

Finally, m many Member tates, funding from the state budget primarily focuses on Hiyrel

sport and the promotion ofth&e ount ry’ s i mage on t hehisimitst er nat i
the amount of funding available for grassroots in budget constrained environments.
contrast, | ocal government s’ funding mainly

funding of alib projects or through the financing of infrastructure and facilities used by the
clubs.

The typical funding models
Four funding models were identified, along with two special cagasy mainlydiffer in terms
of the relative importance oprivate and pblicfunding sourcespf the relative contribution of

128 For example, with respect to the breakdown of household expenditures, detailed infornthfionsekstiedEie

Member States, allowing extrapolations at the Blitlevespect to the revenue from the compulsory levies on the lotteries,
betting and gambling operators, certain countries have regulated allocation keys defininglliheatédite tralssoots

sport, or provide figures on the past allocation of funds. In Finland, for example, each sport organisgtiooneceiving fundin
the lotteries, betting and gambling operators must allocate 75% of the revenue toigsagsBogiathetst adult sport)

and 25% to hitgrvel sportln Francegpproximately 60% of the revenue distributed by CNDS, the organisation which receives
the revenue from the levies on the lottery operations andf from the tax on medidnighés teaspaltbcated to the
development of sgorall, through the support of local associations, employment, training and special publics; 31% was
allocated to equipments (grassroots aleléligm Spainl%of the total revenue from sporigmts to the High Sport

Council which earmarks the revenue-fimofessional socce

129Excluding the monetized contribution of voluntary work.

10As defined based on national accountsdé data.
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voluntary work and d the level ofrevenue per capita allocated to grassroots spdrhese four
models are: theNorthern and Western 9 dzNRB LIS y O 2 dzywhibl#Ar&iédsQon Y2 RS f
comparatively high level of funding by households and the public sectand significant
contributions by volunteers The Mediterranean mode] where the contribution of
households is significant but tHevel of publicsector supportis low. TheRainbow model|
which sees modeisfunding byboth households and the public sect@md a low contribution

of voluntary work And, the BCP modelwhich sees even lower levels of funding by both
households and the public sector, and a public sector contribution mainly funded from the
compulsory levy on lotteries, betting and gambling organisations. Finally, the structure of
funding inFranceand theUKstands out, with a highkevelof public sector fundinger capitain
France, and a low level of public sector fundoeg capitain the K.

Given these different funding modelsacross the EUfive questions aise: (1) are there
regulatory barriers to the funding of grassroots sport, and if so which are they; (2) do
differences inthe regulatory framework explain differemes infunding stemes; (3 how
sustainable are the different revenue streanf4) do the different funding schemes explain
the differences irsport participationratesand trendsacross countries and disciplinemndthe
differencesin the structure of the offer andn the nature of practitoners; (5 howeffectiveare

the different modeldn achieingthe societal objectives of increased membership rates at low
costs to members, and a diversified offer.

The regulatory framework
Thereview of the egulatory framework acoss the Eldoes notprovide evidence of a clear
causal relationship between the regulatory frameworks anddtiferent funding schemes.

Different types ofregulations andaws impading on the financing of grassroots spovitere
identified. The first category is the fiscal framework applying tagrassroots sport
organisations The secondippliesto individuals, whether to promote direct fundirg sport
by individuals (donations),to promote voluntary work, orto create incentives to sport
participation The thirdtype of regulation applies teompanies As is the caséor individuals,
some legal provisions can encourage donatiomsd sponsorshipby companies whereas
othersmay limit the revenueflows through specific regulations applyibg certain poducts or
activities (alcbol advertising for example).The fourthtype of regulation is the regime for
state lotteries, betting and gambling services operatoighe fifthcategoryapplies tomedia
rights and to solidarity mechanisms. The sixth appti@ssolidarity mechanisms within the
sport movementand the lastategoryapplies tolocal authorities

In the analysis no significant regulatory barriers to the funding of grassroots spogte

identified, whether at Member State or at EU levelA few restrictions were identified,

applying to sponsorship and advertising on certain media, to the sale of alcoholic beverages on
club premises, and to the EU Directive on tobacco advertisihg. sdcial benefits of th&ast

two measures, however, largely weigh their possiblynegative impact orthe flow of funds

for the supply of sport servicesFurthermore, the amounts involved are small: spending by
households on alcoholic beverages at sport clubs make upanharginalpart of the 56%

revenue share o r a s s r o dotdgetfunded byb o usehol ds. The bul k
expenditures consist of membership fees, sport lessons, expenditures on sporting goods and
equipment, gate revenue, etc.
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Onemeasurepossi bly viewed as aionsSibtherneed rrsportbiups s por t
the vast majority of which araot-for-profit associationsto be recognized (or registeredsa

GLIz20f AO dziAfAedPoraamx@rldrdhy¥re is emuordentoa “spo
benefit fromthe more favourabletax regimes. Yet, even if the registration process entails a

cost, the not-for-profit, public utility,status bring in benefits—in the form of tax exemptions

and othes—that far exceed the administrativieurden of the registration procedw. So, this

obligation does noappear to be a significant barrigy the funding of grassroots sport

The review of the regulatory framework, howeveiso highlightedmany differences in the
types of benefits that clubs can benefit from, and charactetithese benefits across
countries. For example, in some countries (Germany, Hungary, Luxembourg, Ireland, for
example) thefiscal frameworlentails lower taxes on income generated by the clubs (or lower
taxes on some categories of income), reductionprioperty tax, in capital transaction tax, in
payroll taxes and/or in local taxes; reduced social security contributietts, In other
countries (for example Finland and Portugahly a few of these exemptions apply, or they
only apply to certain soues of revenue, such as services rendered to members, or the rental
of facilities

With respect toVAT, Article 132 of the VAT Directiiéds t at es t hat activitie
interest?”, such as the supply ofucaimnrcanibees c |l ¢
exempt from VAT.Although most Member States apply the principle of VAT reductions and
exemptions in this area, the concrete applicationigawidely across countries
T In many countries (for example Denmark, Cyprus or Germany), thereessnue
thresholds above which the exemption no longer appligst, these thresholdsary
widely across countries.Furthermore, he existence of these thresholds implies a
“di sincentive” for c¢clubs to grow, tedrse to t
that could result from exceeding the threshold
1 In other countriesas inEstonia and Lithuania, certain conditions apply which limit the
VAT exemption to certain activities
1 In still other countries, such aPortugal and the Czech Republic, therenis VAT
exemption.

These differences in schemes may be perceived as barriers in those countries where no
exemption appliesor where the exemption is less comprehensive that in neighbouring
Member States.

There are also specific regulatiorsoften fiscal incentives— applying to donations (by
individuals and companies), sponsorships or advertising expenditures. Tax exemptions on
donations for example were identified iDenmark, Estonia, France, Germany, Hungary,
Ireland, Latvia, Luxembourg, the Netlaards, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain and the UK
In some cases there adénits on the amount or share of the donation which can be tax
exempt or on the type of recipient that enables the donor to benefit from the exemption.

Other types of incetives include, for example, thescial tax provision appingto individuals
who work in thesport sector as a secondary activiyr the fact that in Finlandmployers can
subsi dise t hei ershipfagdnd geeataxsrefunde tieduces the ost for
members and potentially increases sport participation

131Directiv@006/112/E6F 28 November 2006 on the common system of value added tax
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With respect to the revenue froniotteries, betting and gambling serviceglifferences in
regulatory schemes across countries account for part of the differences between Member
States in the entribution of this activity to the funding of sportTypically, operators pay
levies, taxes, fees to the state budget to contribute to the funding of general interest activities.
The state decides how this revenue is spent, sometimes with explicinitlackeys targeting

part of it specifically to sport (mostly to the sport federations/associations)e budget
allocation keys can go as far as specifying which share of the revenue channelled to sport is to
be spent on infrastructure development, higgvel sport or other. But most often, it is the
sport federations/associations which decide, according to their internal rules, the amounts
allocated to the different sport discipline, and which part is allocated to grassroots sport as
opposed to higHevd sport. Therefore, the amount of revenue from lotteries, betting and
gambling services allocated to grassroots sport in each country depends on four families of
factors:

- The total revenue generated by betting and gambling operators in each country (which
depends on the propensity to engage in games of change in each country, on the
average level of income per capita in the country and on the available offer of services
in each country-which partly depends on the degree of openness of the market);

- The tx rates, levies and other fees applied to the lotteries, betting and gambling
services operators, and the tax base on which these rates apply;

- The share of the revenue from these which is effectively allocated to sport, as opposed
to other good causes;

- Within this, the share that is allocated to grassroots as opposed to other types of
expenditures, such as the construction and maintenance of facilities, the funding of
hightlevel sport, etc. Often, this last allocation is done by the sport
federations/assoc at i ons based on the sport movement

S

The review of the regulatory environments per country details the different schemes that exist
across the EU, and the way the revenue from the compulsory levies or charges are channelled
both acrosscountries, and within a given country (for example based on the nature of the
operator: a state lottery or a commercial gambling operatorRjthough these differences do

not create barriers per se to the funding of sport, they influence the overall atnofurevenue

that is eventually channelled to sport in general, and to grassroots sport in particular.

In the study, the high contribution of state lotteries and betting and gambling to the public
sector budgets in the Scandinavian countries and in ger&aistern European economies
provides an indication of the potential resources that could be generated from this activity in
other Member States.Yet, the high level of the revenue allocated to sport from this source in
Scandinavia is not only explained the regulatory framework for gambling services operators,
as this does not differ significantly from that in other countri€@ther factors play a role, such

as the (higher than average) level of personal incomes in the coultries

With respect tomedia rights noregulatorybarrierto the funding of grassroots clubs from this
sourcewas identified. As with revenue from levies state lotteries and betting and gambling

132 The amount of revenue per capita generated by the compulsory levies on the state lotteriedinpetipeyaaacs gamb

and identified as being chadh&ll(a) sport ranges between |l ess than 0 1 per ai
even Bel gi um, and mor e t ha hesHa& ofpegenue &omrthissouiicenin tizdotahbadgee and F
for sport is less than 0.5% inc&r&elgium, Romania and Luxembourg, when it is 6.5% in Portugal, 7.1% in Denmark, and

23% in Poland’he high figure in Poland is explained by the low contribution to the funding of sport of revenue from other
sources.The average contribution for the@sEa whole is 1.5% of the total budget for sgexte(hégid grassroots

combined).
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services, the share of media rightsvenue channelled to grassroots sport depends
allocation mechanisms in place within the sport movement.

In these two areashe need for effective solidarity mechanisms betweep-level sportsand
the grassroots level appears to be relevant.

Good practices and incentives

Althoughno significantbarriers tothe funding ofgrassroots sport were identified,/mumber of

regulatory and fiscal incentives were identifiahose aim iseither to increase the level of

revenue available for the sport sectgsometimes specificallyof grassroots spojt or to

increase participation ratesAgain, the mechanisms vary across countriésey can entatiax

reductions onsponsorship and donations, tax exemptions and tax credits for households
practicing sport or contributing toclubs as volunteers, and tax redions for companies
contributing to their employees’ seiecanbtvey shi p f
such aghe tax incentive to companies whidubsidise the r e m p rhempeeskistés (in

Finland, or the provision of family allowances (iatvia) and income tax rebates to households

where at least one person is member of a sport imbMaltayc onst i t ut e exampl es
practices” t hadlsewheranlomder to eaiseathte depet of fdnding available for
grassroots sport oto diversify funding sources.

In additionto these regulatory mechanism®ther (nonregulated)* good practices”
identified that help to raise the resources flows for grassroots spdtiese are not linked to

particular aspects of the regulatory enmirments, but show what can be done support the

funding of grassroots spart

- Preferential premiums for health insurance based on the membership or regular
practice of a sport activitfas in Germangnd Belgiumm)

- Creation of a *“ 1 a lparticipatefinpartnecships pith,nor eirsd, wh i ¢ h
projects undertaken by grassroots cluas in France) The “i mage” enhanc
this creates at local or higher levels can be a stimulus for companies to increase their
funding of the sport sector, at anie when increased attention is given to Corperat
Social ResponsibilitCSR)

Future sustainability ofrevenuestreams

It is importantto identify funding models that appear to be efficient on present criteria, but
that are also sustainable The following factors impacting future revenue streamsere
identified:

1 The business cycle will be the main driver of change on household expenditures, but
also on the level of revenue coming from companies (sponsorship, donations) and
from the public sector (due tthe need to rebalance the public sector accounts);

Demographic factors will impact demand both quantitatively and qualitatively;

Technological change and the diffusion of the new technologiey taerpotential to
reduce future revenue to sport from medigghts and gambling services. The impact
on certainhigh-level disciplines coultimit the resources available to grassroots sport
through internal solidarity mechanismdn the extreme, it could lead to a reversal of
the direction offlows. This wouldbe the case if the national federations had to use
the revenue generated atthe grassroots leveto fund the training of higHevel
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athletes or their participation in higHevel events as is the case for example af
discipline like gymnastics;

1 In aresairce constrained environment, there is a real risk that the diffusion elfram
betting will further increase market audiences for certain disciplines/competitions at
the expense of otherfor which sport betsare less easy to organise. This caltuiv
the revenue gpwth of thosedisciplineghat attract smal{er) audiences This poses the
guestion of solidarity mechanisnagross disciplines;

1 There is als@ risk of seing certaincountriesreceiveless moneyfor sports funding,
either because they are safler countries (with smaller audiencesand/or because

they attract lesspublic and mediattentonthan t he | ar geandspoartnt r i es’ c
events (for example,a Grand Chelentennis tournament is bound to attract more
revenue frommedia rightsand spo t ’ betting thanaamalEUhni s tour

Member State such as Eston@ Latvia, hence morgotential revenue for the
grassroots tennis clubsf the major countries including revenue generated from en

line sport bets placed by Latvian akdtorian residentswho, by betting on the major
events, are funding grassroots sport in the larger country. In other words, the popular
sport events— typically from larger EU Member Stateswill be funded by residents
from smaller and often poorer countrig solidarity is limited to topdown within a
country) This could be particularly harmful to the level of sport participation
throughout the EU, since the levels of funding are already linked to the general wealth
level of the countries.

The consequeres of the abovérendsfor grassroots clubs are:

1 Potentially scarcer public satldies and/or changes in budget prioritiegnfavourable
to sport,

1 Increased competition for public funding;

1 Risk of focusby budgetconstrained local authoritieon certain (more popular)
disciplines;

1 Possible increases in the prite be paidfor the use of public sport equipment,
facilities and infrastructureby the grassroots clubs and their membhers

1 Cyclical expenditures on sport (from both households and from companiesey to
reduce sponsorship contracts with grassroots clubs than with-leigél sport clubs),
requiringclubs to be able to adjusd or shieldagainsttemporary revenue shortfalls;

1 Increased competition for members, including from other practice modesl an
increased demand for disciplines accessible to senior citizens;

1 A need to keep costs and membership fees,lowto increase willingness to pay, for
example through newgerviceofferings;

1 Changing sponsorship patterns: new priorities emerge withaigre emphasis on
corporate social responsibility, environmental aspects and social projdéutse are
also changes in theature of sponsors, withthe growing interestin the EU market
from companies iemergingeconomies and more restraint from the bairkg sector;

i Potentially slower revenudlows from media rights to professional and hitgvel
sports, limiting the amountseachinggrassroots sport through solidarity mechanisms;
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1 Risks of large disparities in revenue flows from this source, both acrossries and
across disciplines;

Trends in participation rates and embership by category of praciibners

Having identified the key funding models and the possible future trends in revenue streams,
the study focused on selected countries and disciplinegder to gain a better insight into the
revenue streams going specifically to grassroots ssropposed to sport in general.

EightMember Statesvere selected to cover a variety of funding models: the Czech Republic,
Denmark, France, Germany, Litinie the Netherlands, Spain and the United Kingdom.

The sport disciplines were chosen on the basis of (i) the level of participation of individuals in
each discipline and each Member State; and (ii) characteristics aimed at ensuring a large
diversity of guations: individual and team sports; cost of practice; requiring or not individual
equipment; requiring or not dedicated sport facilities; accessible to diverse categories of
population — including the disabled. In each country, five disciplines wereeyed. Four

were covered in all countries: football, basketball, gymnastics and tennis. A fifth discipline was
selected in each countryrdack & fieldfor the Czech Republic, Denmark, Lithuania and the
United Kingdom. Swimming wabkosen forFrance, Genany, the Netherlands and Spaiithe

aim wasto make it possible to compare the financing structures of sport clubs across
countries, whilst also taking into accoumdtional characteristics in the practicg sport

The analysis per discipliveas basedon a large survey of grassroots sport cldasried out
between May and September 2010. the eight countries surveyed grassroots clubs were
invited by ther national federation to respond to the questionnaire put-time by the study
team. Close ta2,000clubs responded to the survey.

The results were grouped according to the diagnosis of tlesgmnt situation on the one sige
and lilely future trends on the other.

The majority of clubs which responded to the survey report an increase, in thespagears,

in the practice of sport by those aged 18 or below. In contrast, the membership rate of those
aged 60 and above tends ttecrease as this age group increasingly practiqasyaical activity
outside theclub structure. According to the clubs;oncern overpersonalhealth and wel

being is the main reasofor the observedrise in membership But the growing interest in
sport is causing a shortage of trainers and coaches, which constitbtesiar to the growth in

the number of members Thegrowth in membership is also viewed hyany clubs to be
hampered by staff shortageandby lack of time fomembers, which causes them to choose
between disciplinesnstead of practicing several disciplines within the club. This underlines
with force therelevance of the recently launched EU 261¥ear of Volunteering Programme.

In terms of membership trends across disciplines, the data from grassroots clubs confirms the
continued high popularity ofdotball, which attracts ever growing numbers of membas it is
primarily practiced within orgarsied sportstructures. In contrasttennis and swimmingtwo
disciplines whichare increasingly practiced outside the formal club structuaee reporting
slower growth in membership.
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The survey also confirmshe prime importance ofocal authoritiesin the funding ofsport

clubs activities. Across the survey sampl e, 17 %
rent these at market prices, 59% use facilities made availabledfrebarge or at a low cody

a local authority, 2% use facilities made available free of charge or at a low cost by a private

owner . The remaining 3% report “other” situatio

Sportfacilities are expensiveto maintain as confirmed by the differenceetween the cost
structure of clubs in the Czech Republioy example,where a high proportion own their
facilities and other Member Stateswhere clubs do not pay for thécilities theyuse. The
financing difficultiesvhichlocal authoritiesare likely toexperience in coming yesas a result

of the economic and financial crisisay prompt them to raise the price clubs pay for the use
of the facility

In addition the following could be observed:

1 No correlation was found between the level of membership fee and the clublzite
there is ahegativeg correlation between the averageostper member and the size of
the cluh This was trudor all disciplines It impliesthat economies of scaleccurwhen
large clubs orgame diversified activities for their members (better ueé playing
areas equipment and facilities, for example);

1 Clubs with a growth in membership havaised— and notlowered — their average
annual fee in the pastixyears thus highe fees do not deter new members;

1 Clubs with permanent staff are more likely tharge a low membership feedespite
their higher cost structure: these clubs are better able to attract new members and to
diversify the sources of revenues than those which solely rely on voluntary work;

1 Stable membership numberser time allow clubso consolidatetheir funding model
and charge low fees: this reflects the maturity of clubs, and tasiablished placén
their local environment;

1 If the presence of at least one filime equivalent salaried staff tends to raise the
number of membersni the club, the cost of this first resource is significaartdoften
funded from the public sudidyreceived,;

1 The level of support from the public sector is independent of the size of the-club
except for tennis In general, pblic subsidies exertasr ong | evemoaege ef fect
attracts money ) :the clubs which attract privateuhding ( bey ond me mber s’
contributions) are those which receive public finanging

1 Government supportypicallyhelpsclubs:

0 to keep prices low in rural areagvhere new membes are more difficult to
attract than in densely populated, urban areas;

0 to finance permanent staff;
0 to organise diversified activities.
The analysis therefore shows that other factors than the funding model to which the Member

State (or sport disciplinddelong explain the relative effectiveness with which grassroots clubs
finance their operations and attract new members.

Across disciplines, thllowing results emerged
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1 The cost structures vary across disciplines, but the average cost per membelyis fair
homogeneouscross disciplines

9 Football is more easily funded from other sources than households and public support
than other disciplines These “compl ement ary” spdnsors,di ng
donors, orother top-down solidarity mechanisms.

Posdoly as a result of differences in the relative ability of disciplines to raise revenue from
complementary sourceshe contribution of public subsidie® club resourcesaries across
disciplines: it is lowest for tennis, highest for track & field.

With respect to the contribution of voluntary work, the suey confirms its importance to the
stability and sustainability of the grassroots clulimancial situation Yet, 38% of the
grassroots clubs surveyed indicdthat the number of volunteerdias decreasd in the past
years this result may be influenced by the fact that the survey was conducted in the summer
of 2010, shortly after the economic and financial crisighis still this leaves 62% of the clubs
surveyed reporting either stable or rising volaet work. For a majority ofthe clubs,the
increasein the number of volunteertook place alongsida rise in the number of hours
worked per volunteer

A final, important,result fromt he grassroots c¢clubs survey i
structure. Only visible costs were reportédl Ths shows that the main costomponent is
human resource costs (28% of the total), followed by sport facilities (14%), payments to
federatiors (13%) the purchase of sportquipmentand balls (11%) and travel expeagd8%).

Other miscellaneous expenses make up the difference.

It therefore appearghat paymentsfrom the grassrootsclubs to their federations(13% of
their budget) account for a lot more than the revenue going from the federations to the
clubs (which r@resent 2% of thed NJ & & NP Zavenue)O Thezdiffe@nce represents the
payment by the club®f services provided to them by the federations, and in some cases
insurance payments for the membersn average at EU levelthe solidarity mechanisms
chamelling resourcegrom media rights, sport betting and even national governments to the
grassroots clubs via the sport federatiom chot fully fund the services provided by the
federationsto their member clubs

The comparison of the composition of grassst s ¢l ubs’
estimated breakdown resulting from thtep-down analysis confirms this3% of the revenue
ofthe ¢l ubscomesramne nbdr s’ ¢ (contpardd vitht56.3%onirsthe tep
down analysis)and onlyl8%comes from thepublic sectofcompared to 40% in the tegown
analysis). Although the differences may be explained by the incomplete country and discipline
coverage in the survey, it also reflects the fact that a significant, albeit not quantified, part of
the revenue allocated from public authorities to grassroots sport covers the operating
expenses of the federations (which provide services to the clubs) and the maintenance and
construction of facilities: this revenue is therefore meportedinthegrass o ot s' ¢l ubs

Strengths and weaknesses of the funding models

The second major set of conclusions refers to the relative strengths and weaknesses of the
funding models across the EU.

133In other words, the contribution of volunteers and the subsidised prices for facilities are not accounted
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The analysis of the relative effectiveness of each model, ahdheir strengths and
weaknesses, was done on the basis of three criteria:

- The level of sport participation (the number of club members);
- The cost to members/practitioners;

- The trend in participation.
Ranking of the models in terms of participation levels

The level of participation was measured using the membership rates reported in the 2009
Eurobarometer survey.

Conclusions from togown and bottomup approaches are that the level of economic
development of the country (measured by GDP per capita, adjustedifferences in PPP), is

the main explanatory factor for differences in levels of expenditures per member across the
EU. The level of GDP impacts on both the participation rates and the ability of clubs to benefit
from more diversified and thereforeore sustainable funding.

Gountries with a high level of economic development can afford to spend morsport in

nominal terms— from both private and public sourcesand are thus able to achieve higher

participation and membership rates. In spending mahey contribute to the funding of a

higher level of service offerThe “effort” required to attain thi
sport club members in wealthier EU countries do not allocate a large share of their disposable

income to sport.

Counties with a lower level of GDP per capita have funding models that are similar in
structure to those of the northern and core continental countries, but at lower levels of
funding—which leads to lower participation rates.

The table below recalls the kegdtures of each funding model and summarises their strengths
and weaknesses.

Ranking of the models in terms of membership
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Effectiveness in termes of sport membership rates

Share of

levy on
X Household| Voluntary state
PUb.“c expen- work lotteries & Mgnnber- Strengths Weaknesses
funding . . ship rate
ditures contrib. other
betting and
gambling
Group 1: the Northern and Western Dlve_rsn‘led sources of
. funding / High level of
countries' model p
. 4+ e +- > 150 | ofer
. . . . . Insufficient overall funding
Group 2: the Mediterranean countries o n, o, v 4-8% Reasonably dlvgrsmed leads to high price and
model sources of funding
squeezed-out demand
Low awareness of the
Policy awareness of the benefits of sport by
Group 3: the Rainbow model ++ + + +/- 2-10% | positive externalities population / high reliance
associated to sport on (constrained) public
resources
Low level of funding by
households / high reliance
Group 4: the BCP model + + +++ ++ 4-8% on compulsory levies on
gambling services'
operators
Solidarity schemes offset Low level of offer despite
United Kingdom ++ +++ +++ + 0,09 comparatively low level of | high price paid by
public funding practitionners
Well funded model / high tgﬂ’s‘g;:'(';l‘g:‘fﬁi tﬁi psy i
France +++ +++ +++ + 18% level of offer / low price to N - hig
reliance on public-funded
member
offer
+++ : High
++ : Moderate
+: Low

+/- : Variable across the group

Ranking of the models in terms of the cost to members

The costper member largely dependson the level ofnational GDP per cap. At a given
member shi p r at pnemberhasa siame Dfftheir disposable income devoted to
sport on an average annual GDP per capita lé¥elis more than twiceas highin the
Mediterranean countriegs innorthern andwestern European couries.

The membershipfee is comparatively low in countries where local authorities heavily support
the clubs, as in the Czech Republic, France or the Netherlands.

The analysis also indicates that low membership fees are generally observed in clubs which
have a diversified offer of servicemdluding multi-sport clubs), and which benefit from
diversified sources of funding (as opposed to relying essentially on revenue from members
andor local authorities). Low fees and diversified funding sources a®ociated with
increases in the number of membersakingit possible for clubs tbenefit from economies of
scale. A priori, this would point to a higher rankingted Northern andWestern European
countries (Group 1) and of the Mediterranean countrieso{@p 2). Yet, as seen above, the
actual “price” also depends on the | evel of
these services.Other factors contributing to low membership fees and not identified in the
funding models as defined are theeation of partrerships with other stakeholdert® attract

new members.

Ranking of the models in term§membership growth

134 An overestimation of the actual figure, givenahatladiidh expenditures were attributed to the members of sport clubs,
when naturally some-m@mbers also spend on sport.
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Membership growth depends othe demographic structure in each countand its future
evolution. he results of the surveghow that the level of the membership fee does ngeer
se,impacton the trend in membership What influences membership growth is whether the
club organises diversified activitieand wheher it has a least one salariedstaff person.

Other factorswhich attract new members are activities for diversified groupsand the
development of parterships with otherorganisations. The contribution of public funding is

also important. The clubs which benefit from public funding are more likely to organise
activitiesfor diversified categories of members, and the presence of public subsidies creates a
leverage effect on other funding sources.

Given the abovethe funding modés that are most likely to foster increases in the number of
members are those which:

- Generatehigh levels of revenue, enabling clubs to employ a salaried person;
- Involve public funding;
- Rely on diversified funding sources.

Applying these criteria to the four country groups plus France and the United Kingdom, it
appears that, b @®ppendpitd) éffect, thengeoaps mdst’likely 16 see higher
membership rates are th&lorthern andWestern European economies, followed by France,
the Mediterranean economies and tHeainbow economies, in that order. In the last group,
the (financially costrained) public sector contribution is not sufficient to enable the clubs to
diversify their offer or develop new offers.

In the UK, the situation is different as the sport system relies more on private stakeholders,
and the leverage effect of publicriding is les important. A larger amounf sponsorship and
well-structured topdown solidarity between higlevel and professional sport and the
grassroots level compensate for the potentially negative impact of low public subsidies
membership growth. The combi ned ef fect is such that
practicing sport is no higher in the UK than in the Group 1 countries.
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2. Implications for policy makers and for the sport
organisations

Given the above findingsive key objectiveshawe to bemet to ensure the sustainable funding
of grassoots sportwithin the EU

1. Secureincreaseand diversifythe revenuesourcesallocated to sportin general and
to grassroots sporin particular: given the upward trend in costs (due to inflation on
wages & salaries, equipment and facilities costs), increases in revenue are necessary in
order to make it possible fosport clubsto offset thesecosts without reducing the
volume or quality of their service offerMeeting this objective calls for a nedd
continue, and preferably reinforce, incentives for private stakeholders to fund
grassroots sport.The diversification of revenue sources, especially in countries where
the public sectorcontribution is already high and susceptibleftdure constrains, is
important to ensure the sustainability of funding;

2. FRurther promote and enhancefinancial solidarity between the professional and/or
elite (highlevel sport, and the grassroots levelhnd within the sport movement in
general This solidarity needsotbe organised both within and across disciplines.
Solidaritymay also need to be developed across countgieen the potentially highly
different trend in revenue from media rights and sport betting channelled to sport in
countries in which certain digaines attract a lot ofinternational) media attention
therefore diverting resources away from the same discipline in counitnieghich the
discipline attractsless media attentiol¥>. Mechanisms to ensure that revenue
allocated to grassroots sport effévely flow all the way down to the grassroots level
also have to be reinforced

3. Promote and support voluntary work: this is an important resource for clubs.
Although there does not appear to be a shortage of goodwill nor of volunteers, there is
a need m some instanceto adapt the skills of volunteers to present (and future) club
requirements;

4. Recognize the interest of grassroots sport in all public policy areas

Improve the evidencebase relating to grassroots sport participation and funding
there appears to be a needo increase the transparengyand to organisethe
monitoring, of the financial flows associated with grassroots sport. Indeed, in the
framework of this study the compilation of accurate data relating to all the funding
sources, and theeparation of financial flows to sport in general and to grassroots in
particular, was very difficult. The funding challenges ahead for many clubs deserve a
closer analysis of the links between revenue flows and different factors impacting
them.

Below, ve detail these objectives.

135|n addition to the tennis example provided earlier, one could think of sport betting on football games in Spain or the
attractingenerating media rights revenue from Cyprus, Romania or Bulgaria, implying that the citizens from these countries
effectively funding Spanish and UK football instead of funding football in their own countries.
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1. Securing revenwsourcesallocated to sport

Severakypesof measures can help secure (and raise) the revenue allocated to sport. Among
these are: measures focused on increasing revenue from members; measures aimed at
diversifying and improving the quality of the offer; anpromoting partnerships with new
typed of stakeholders.

Increasing the revenue from members
Raising therevenue generated from households to better fund the sport sysit@plies:

- Increasing the number opeople who practice sport within the organised system
this goal can be achieved through the recruitment of at least one permanent staff by
the club, as indicatetly the results of the study. This should be a priority funding area
for local authorities

- Improving the willingness to pay for the serviceshis is typically linked to the
perceived benefits Making the benefits obrganisedsport practicemore obvious
would raise the willingness to pay of existing and futtitdo members;

- Increasing the aveage fee for membersalthough individuals already contribute to
the bulk of the revenue generated by sport clubs, they still only cover about two thirds
of the costs they generate. Differentiated pricinrglready applied by many clubs
could be enhancedApplying differentia¢d pricesand reviewing the conditions under
which different feesought to beapplied, could help raise revenueithout turning
away existing members The differentiation can be based ohouseholdincome,on
the composition of thehousehold, on theage or on the employment status (student,
retired, employed/unemployed)as is already the case in several countries/clithis

also possible talevisea feestructure to take into account he | ev el of the men

contribution to the dub, wherebyvoluntary workers would pay a lower fee than
members which do not contribute “time” to t

Diversify, and improve the quality of, the offer

Linked to the previous point is the need for clubs t@pitheir serviceoffer in the face ofan
increasingly demandingiembersip base, in terms of practice schedules, individualised offers,
etc.

In the survey, a majority of clubs recognized that one way to incréasee revenue and

membership would be to reach out to different categories of nbems: for some clubs

women were the primary targetFor othes, senior citizens oresidents of poor areas weite

be focused upon In nearly all cases, children waakso a keytarget. The diversification of

members also appears like a gooljectivegiven the analysis of the quantitative information

on c¢cl ubs’ fi nanci alstha the clubst withh reose, divevsiiiead ecnembersn di c at e
and offering diversified categories of services attract more members and benefit from more

stable (i,e.lessdepndent on the business cycle) resources..

Examples of new types of offers that could be developed include:
- Joint language and sport classes
- Team competitions between companjes
- Sport & school projects
- Etc.
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Promote partnerships with netypesof stakehdders

If the benefits of a regular practice of sport were better recegdi it mightalsobe easierfor
clubs to develop partnerships with different types of stakeholders.

In the survey, many clulsaidthe development of partnerships with the educatiorsgistem or
with companies could help them raise their membership and generate more revelee.
they typically considered this “difficult to

Promoting and facilitating such gptnershipswould make it possibléo share costs and
generate economie®f scale. Such partnerships have already been established by several
municipalities across the EU, with the aim of facilitating the organisation of sport events or
attracting sponsors.

Along the same lines, partnerships with social and health insurangensations could be
supported / fostered.

2. Reinforcing and extending solidarity mechanisms
Another objective of stakeholders in this sector ought to be the promotion and reinforcement
of solidarity mechanisms.

These have to be reinforced, and in sooases created:

- From the high level to the grassroots levdbr example bynaking sure that certain
share of therevenue fromsponsorship contractsmediar i ght s’ omspoytment s
betting revenue generated dhe top levelare passed downp the grassoots level;

- Across disciplinesthe revenues from media right¥ primarily benefit football,
basketball andtennis. The IOC also channels part of its revenues to grassroots
disciplines.Yet, the study shows that the amounts involved are small. Revenumes f
sponsors also primarily go to certain disciplines. Given the different abilities of
individual disciplines to generate these kinds of revenues, it appears necessary to
reinforce solidarity across disciplines to ensure thab$h disciplinesthat receive less
media attention, or that do not attract many sponsors, cdill seceive adequate
funding. It is in the consumex interest— and in the interest of societyto make it
possible for consumers tohoose acrosg wide range ofdisciplines This enails a
responsibility for policy makers to ensure that there isdaersified offer at
competitiveprices.

- Across Member Stateshe objective of solidarity mechanisms organised on a trans
national basis would be to compensate thepdigties which arisefrom the fact that
highly popular disciplines aridr professional (or elitegports in certain countriesan
generate more revenue from tedown solidarity mechanisms than in countries where
these same disciplines atess popular. Reinforced transational solidaritywould
lower the barrier to sport funding created by differences in levels of economic
development across the EU.

Also, not all countries provide precise guidelines on the allocation of public financial support to
grassroots sport, ahnot dl countries have cleamechanisms defining how the subventions
received are to be allocated at the grassroots level. A debate on those issues, and on ways to
ensure that the revenue flows to those areas of grassroots sport which most need it, needs to

136And in the futurppssiblyalso from sport bets, if other Member States follow the example of France.
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take place amongst all the stakeholders involved, in order to identify appropriate mechanisms.
The answers may depend on the institutional organisation of the different countries

Once solidarity mechanisms are reinforced, another objective to ensure #iaisable future
funding of grassroots sport is toeaure the revenues generated from hitgvel and
professional sport eventsindeed, as seen earlier, significant changes to these may arise in
areas such as media rights and betting.

Among other, thereis also a need to ensure that the revenue flows to Hegrel and
professional sport will not be negatively impacted by future changes in technologies or in the
regulatory framework. Some of these funds are currently channelled to grassroots sport
through solidarity mechanisms. Less funding to highel activities would mean less money
filtering down to grassroots.

As this study indicates, there are risks to media rights revenues from piracy, illegal
webstreaming and theerritoriality of media rights Thesecould slow revenue flowsgptly
destined for grassroots. Similarly, future trends in revenue from betting and gambling, and in
particular sport betting, may impact on the revenue channelled to grassroots sport from this
source. Bante analyses ofhie effects of envisaged regulatory changes on grassroots sport
funding will be important to assess the potential consequences on the sector.

3. Promote volunteer work & offer training

Volunteer work is an important resource for grassroots clukhoudh volunteering per se is

not threatened, there is some concern about the availability of volunteers in managerial
positions, and in functions which require specific qualifications such as accounting. The
shortage of volunteers in these areas may explam telatively high percentage of clubs who

still claim to have difficulties in attracting or retainiagough volunteers.

I n the context of the EU' s new competence in the
recognised componenthe promotionand support of volunteering in Europgan important
pillar of EUactionin the sportsector.

4. Recognize the interests of grassroots sport in all public policy areas

At present, publienoneyallocated to sport com&from national sport ministries or fom the
budget for sport and culture of local authorities. Recsgug sprt as a service to society
would justify funding sport from other budgst such as education, health or even small and
medium sized enterprisesContributionsto sport funding from other budget lines could help
clubs to diversify their offer and reach out to n@ategoriesof members, to the benefit of all,
and would contribute to creating new types of partnerships as previously mentioned.

The integration of grassroots sportintoloe r pol i cy ar eas, recognising s
i nterest’”, and un-dnéerabalydes prig to smplentertinuafiscal or oter

regulatory policy changes, would also help ensure the future sustainability and growth of this

sector.

The recognition of thegeneral publicinterest of grassroots sportfor exampleby educating
youth through sport, woulccreate incentives fopublic authorities atevery level (Member
States local authorities and EU) to takeetlsocial benefitsnto accountto further develop
incentivesfor sport (.g.tax benefits). Such recognition is particularly important in the present
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context of tight budget constraints and austerity programmes aimed at reducing public sector
debtacross the EU.

5. Improve the evidare-base relating to grassroots sport participation and funding

More concrete measurements of the benefits and savings for society as a whole from higher
participation rates in sport activities areeded The lierature on the potentia{quantitative)
reductions in health expenditures linked the regular practice of sporemains patchyas is

the literature on the(monetary)benefits companies cagxpectfrom encouraging the practice

of sport by their employeé?’. It also makes it difficult for publidakeholders to measure the
savings that can be generated from alfocaton of tax money to support of the sport system,

as opposed to financing social insurance.

Across the EUhere areexamples of actions being taken in this ar€ne is the reductiom
health insuranceoremiumsin Germany, conditional on proof of regular practice of a spdfrt.
the benefits to individuals and to societyere better measured, it would be possible to
introducesuch schemeslsewherewith a net benefit for all.

In areas such as education and social inclusion, the quantification of benefits isdiffarelt.
Buta collection of examples of good practices cordie the awareness of these benefits, and
incite a wide range of stakeholders, including firms seekingnttarcetheir corporate social
responsibilityimage to supportthe sector.

The sport movement has a major role to play heangside the other stakeholder®necan
reasonably assume- and the responses to the-survey confirm this — that the sport
movement isbest positioned to measure anglblicisethe benefits ofits activitiesto society.
The European Union also has a role to plagrticularlygivenits new competencen the field

of sport The EU can promet the societalfunction of sport in Europ by making thisa
cornerstone of the future EU funding programme for spdithe EU should alsmainstream
sport initiatives within the whole range @ funding programmes (Structural funds, Progress,
Lifelong Learning, Youth, Europe for Citizens, Heatth).

Measuring the benefits of sport and the positive externalities it can generate is a task for

Me mber States’ statistical of fices and Euros
internationally comparable information to make such measuretagiossible. The EU Expert

Group on sport statistics is one step in the right direction. Synergies could be sought with
international bodies like the World Health Organisation or UNESCO to set up internationally
comparable information bases.

137 These benefits translate into increased productivity, reduced absenteeism, more effective team working and increa
employability, which is also a benefit to society as a whole.

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 303



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU
Volume | of the Final report

Annex
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1. List of persons interviewed

Country Organisation Contact Interviewer
Iregion person
Europe Comité I nternat | GuyDRUT BIPE Edwige Avice
EU Committee of the Regions, . ) )
Europe Commission EDUC Elisa BOELMAN BIPE EdwigeAvice
Federation International Basketbal Fabien H
Europe Associations Yvan MAININI CDES Sabine Chavinier
(FIBA) Rél a
Europe Europeamssaciation Sport Fabien H
P Employment Marie BARSACQ | CDES Sabine Chavinier
EASE Rél a
Europe
Europea Assaiation Sport Didier Primault
Employment Emilie COCONNIE| CDES Sabine Chavinier
EASE Rél a
Europe
UEFA Michel PLATINI | g ¢ Edwige Avice
President
Europe Didier Primault,
JeanJacques
UEFAb uT eau europq 50,7y BERSTE CDES Gouguet,
Bruxelles Sabine Chavinier
Rél a,
Prune Rocipon
Europe
Didier Primault,
Fede Euro Golf John C. CDES Sabine Chavinier
STROJOHANN .
Rél a
Europe
Union Européenn Didier Primault,
Gymnastique Georges GUELZE( CDES Sabine Chavinier
(UEG) Rél a
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Europe
Fédérabopéankard Laszlo Didier Primault
Natation CDES JeanFr ancgo
(FEN) SZAKADATI Brocard
Europe Didier Primault
Bernadette SEGOL| JeanJacques
UniEuropa Marjolein CDES Gouguet,
OORSPRONG Sabine Chavinier
Rél a
Europe
Elisabeth
The European Lotteries Rupert HORNIG BIPE Waelbroeck
Rocha
Europe
Uni on Européenn Georges Didier Primault,
Gymnastique GUEEZE c CDES Sabine Chavinier
(UEG) Rél a
Europe
Fédération Euro Laszlo Didier Primault
Natation CDES JeanFr anc¢o
(FEN) SZAKADATI Brocard
Europe Didier Primault
Bernadette SEGOI JeanJacques
UniEuropa Marjolein CDES Gouguet,
OORSPRONG Sabine Chavinier
Rél a
Europe
Elisabeth
The European Lotteries Rupert HORNIG BIPE Waelbroeck
Rocha
Europe
Elisabeth
The European Lotteries Risto NIEMINEN BIPE Waelbroeck
Rocha
Europe
Elisabeth
World Lottery Association Jean M. BIPE Waelbroeck
y JORGENSEN
Rocha
Europe
Elisabeth
Remote Gambling Association Manuel BIPE Waelbroeck
g ESPARRAGO
Rocha
Europe
Elisabeth
Remote Gambling Association Jason FOLEY TRA| BIPE Weelbroeck
Rocha
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Europe
Helen DAY Elisabeth
BIPE \év(flcer:Zroeck
European Sponsorship Associatio|
Europe Elisabeth
SROC Mathieu MOREUIL | BIPE Waelbroeck
Rocha
Europe Elisabeth
EGBA Sigrid LIGNE BIPE Waelbroeck
Rocha
Europe Elisabeth
European Charity Lottexs Alexandra KREEL | BIPE Waelbroeck
Rocha
. . . . Jacques . .
Belgium Université Libr POORTMANS BIPE Edwige Avice
. Université Li br | Nathalie GUISSAR| BIPE Edwige Avice
Belgium
. . . . Jacques . :
Belgium Université Libr DUGATEAU BIPE Edwige Avice
Czech Elite athletics club
. (board member and economic Nesvera MARTIN Sandrine Poupauy
Republic
expert)
Czech Czech basketball federation
. (Economic consultant) Briza ZDENEK Sandrire Poupaux
Republic . . .
university sports center (director)
Czech CSTV regional department
Republic (Director) Holub VLITEZSLA Sandrine Poupau
P local football club (board member
Czech rhythmic Gymnastics
Czech association (President) Blanka Sandrine Poupau
Republic the Gymnastic club in Bruno MLEINKQV P
(manager)
Czech Tennis Federation (Econor
Czech director) .
Republic the Prague tennis club (board Letal JAN Sandrine Poupau
member)
Czech - .
. Czech Sports Association Jan BOHAC Sandrine Poupau
Republic
JeanFr ancgoi
France ARJEL VILOTE BIPE Edwige Avice
President
Centre National pour le RaymoneMax Elisabeth
France Dével o pe et d| AUBERT BIPE Waelbroeck
PP President Rocha
Ancien Ministre de la Jeunesse et| JearFr ang¢ o i . .
France des Sports LAMOUR BIPE Edwige Avice
France Co miNatiénal Olympique et | o s \nSSEGLIA| BIPE Edwige Avice
Sportif Francai
JeanFr ang¢ o
Fédération Fran Jea_nQRACIA Brocard
France (FFA) Christian CDES Sabine Chavinier
ROGGEMANS .
Rél a
Fédération Fr-an - .
France Ball Yvan MAININI | CDES E'g'eg fr'g‘iu't’ H
(FFBB)
Fédérati on Fr an| Frederic Didier Primault,
France (FFE) PIETRUSKA CDES Fabien H
France Fancaise des Je Blangharqmgnac BIPE Edwige Avice
Président
JeanPaul Didier Primault,
France FondatondSport fr an CLEMENCON CDES Sapme Chavinier
Rél a
France HavasSportEntertainment Lucien BOYER BIPE Edwige Avice
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Ligue de football amateur

Didier Primault,

France (LFA) Andr é P H CDES Sabine Chavinier
Rél a
Didier Primault,
JeanJacques
Ligue de football professionnelle Gouguet,
France (LFP) Arnaud ROUGER | CDES Sabine Chavinier
Rél a,
Fabien H
Féedeération Fran Pierre Henri Didier Primault,
France Gymnastique BOURLIER CDES Sabine Chavinier
(FFG) Rél a
JeanJacques
Fédérati on Fr an| LouisFrederic Gouguet
France (FFN) DOYEZ CDES Sabine Chavinier
Rél a
JeanFr ang¢o
Fédération Fran . Brocard
France (FFT) Fabrice BOUVET | CDES Sabine Chavinier
Rél a
Didier Primault
. JeanJacques
France Consultant, a0 i en de | Christian KALB CDES Gouguet,
des Jeux ) .
Sabine Chavinier
Rél a
Fédération Fran|Francgoi se JeanFr anco
France (FFG) Géral d SH CDES Brocard
GermanSpotyni ver si
Germany DOSB Andreas KLAGES Colc_)gne . Christoph Breuer
Institute of Sport Economics
and Sport Management
Freiburger Kreis (advisory bqard) German SporUni ver s i
Landessportbund NRW (advisory Cologne
Germany board) Georges ANDERS o9 . Christoph Breuer
. . Institute of Sport Economics
Federal Institute of Sports Science
and Sport Management
(former member of staff)
Ger man Sport |
. . Cologne :
Germany Funhrungsakademie des DOSB | Veronika RUCKER . . Christoph Breuer
Institute of Sport Economics
and Sport Management
Institute of European Sport Ger man Sport |
Development Cologne
Germany and Leisure StudiesGermain Karin PETRY o9 . Christoph Breuer
: : Institute of Sport Economics
Sport University Cologne
and Sport Management
(Lecturer)
GermanSport Uni v
Cologne .
Germany Landessportbund NRW Rolf MEIER Institute of Sport Economics Christoph Breuer
and Sport Management
Parliament Landtag NRW goel‘or nr:a n Sport |\
Germany (member) Wolfgang ROTH o9 . Chrigoph Breuer
Institute of Sport Economics
Landessportbund NRW
and Sport Management
Lithuania Lithuanian trackand field Nijole Lithuanian Academy of Vilma Cingiene
federation MEDVEDEVA Physical Education 9
. . . . . Mindaugas Lithuanian Academy of ) _—
Lithuania Lithuanian basketball federation BALCIUNAS Physical Education Vilma Cingiene
Edvinas EIMONTA| | . .
. . . . . . Lithuanian Academy of ) _—
Lithuania Lithuanian soccer federation Vaidotas Phvsical Education Vilma Cingiene
RASTENIS y
. . . . . ) Algimantas Lithuanian Academy of . L
Lithuania Lithuanian gymnastics federation GUDISKIS Physical Education Vilma Cingiene
Lithuania Lithuanian tennis union Ramunas RUMSA thhu_anlan Acadgmy of Vilma Cingiene
Physical Education
. . . . Arturas . .
Lithuania thhuar_uan National Olympic POVILIUNAS thhu_anlan Acadgmy of vilma Cingiene
Committee Vytautas Physical Education
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ZUBERNIS

Sport Ministry- International Ce

Lithuanian Academy of

Lithuania ope_ratlon o Sigitas STASIULIS Physical Education Vilma Cingiene
(Chief Specialist)
Sport Ministry- Youth Physical . .
Lithuania Education Inga GERULSKIEN L'th“‘f"”'a” Acadgmy of Vilma Cingiene
. . Physical Education
(Chief Specialist)
Sport Ministry . . .
. . . . Milda Lithuanian Academy of . I
Lithuania Head of Phy_sl_cal Education LAURUTENAITE | Physical Education Vilma Cingiene
Strategy Division
Lithuania Sport Ministry Aivaras Lithuanian Academy of Vilma Cingiene
Head of Sport strategy division SALAMKINAS Physical Education 9
Lithuania State Department of PE and Spor] Klemensas Lithuanian Academy of Vilma Cinaiene
under the Lithuanian Government| RIMSELIS Physical Education 9
International Athletic Associains \(JBeoaLnJeathues
Monde Federation Jean POCZOBUT | CDES 9et, -
Sabine Chavinier
(IAAF) "
Rél a
Netherlands | NBB (Basketball association) I\SllAa'r\ltl(l; HO SUI W.J.H. Mulier Institute Remco Hoekman
Netherlands | KNVB (Football association) Ruud BRUIJINIS W.J.H. Muér Institute Remco Hoekman
Netherlands | KNGU (Gymnastic association) Jaap WALS W.J.H. Mulier Institute Remco Hoekman
Netherlands | KNZB (Swimming association) Marcel de VISSER| W.J.H. Mulier Institute Remco Hoekman
Khas FRANKEN
Netherlands | KNLTB (Tennis association) Martin VAN W.J.H. Mulier Institute Remco Hoekman
WERVEN
Dorien HOPPENER
Netherlands | Ministry of Sport Peter de KLERK W.J.H. Mulier Institute Remco Hoekman
& Ed KLUITERS
NOC*NSF
Netherlands | (Dutch Olympic Committee & Henk SMIT W.J.H. Mulier Institute Remco Hoekman
Dutch Sport Federation)
I nstitut Naci
. . Fisica de Cat
Valencia Univer Generalitat de Catalunya Andreu Camps |
Spain Fédération Espal| Vicente ANO y P

(vicepr ési dent)

Adscrit a la Universitat de
Bacelona et Universitat de
Lleida

Povill
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Spain

Fédération
badminton
(président)

espa

David CABELLO

Il nstitut Naci (
Fisica de Cat ¢
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Universitat de
Barcelona et Universitat de
Lleda

Andreu Camps |
Povill

Spain

Fédération
ball
(relations externes)

espa

Carmen RUIZ

I nstitut Naci (¢
Fisica de Cat ¢
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Universitat de
Barcelona et Universitat de
Lleida

Andreu Camps |
Poll

Spain

Fédération espa
Gymnastique (pr

Xavi MARC

Il nstitut Naci (¢
Fisica de Cat ¢
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Universitat de
Barcelona et Universitat de
Lleida

Andreu Camps |
Povill

Spain

Fédér at i o denataigna
(secrétaire gén
président de cl

Cesar BARRAGAN

Il nstitut Naci (¢
Fisica de Cat ¢
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Universitat de
Barcelona et Universitat de
Lleida

Andreu Camps |
Povill

Spain

-

ér at iokude tensip a
ésident)

~ T
T D

Andres SANZOL

Il nstitut Naci (¢
Fisica de Cat ¢
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Universitat de
Barcelona et Universitat de
Lleida

Andreu Camps |
Povill

Spain

At hletic Club S

Ramon FARRUS

Instt ut Nacional
Fisica de Cat g
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Universitat de
Barcelona et Universitat de
Lleida

Andreu Camps |
Povill

Spain

Avocat spéciali.i

Juan ANTONIO
LANDABEREA

I nstitut Naci (¢
F i sde Catalunya
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Universitat de
Barcelona et Universitat de

Lleida

Andreu Camps |
Povill

Spain

Club Deportivo

Joaquin RAMBLA

Il nstitut Naci (¢
Fisica de Cat ¢
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Universitat de
Barcelona et Universitat de
Lleida

Andreu Camps |
Povill

Spain

Comité Ol ympiqu
(secrétaire gén

Victor SANCHEZ

Il nstitut Naci (¢
Fisica de Cat ¢
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Universitat de
Barcelona et Universitat de
Lleida

Andreu Camps |
Povill

Spain

Conseil
directeur Sport)
CSD Ministry Sport

Supérie

Marta CARRANZA

Il nstitut Naci (¢
Fisica de Cat ¢
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Universitat de
Barcelma et Universitat de
Lleida

Andreu Camps |
Povill

Spain

L'Esport de la Catalogne

(secrétaire gén

Anna PRUNA

I nstitut Naci (¢
Fisica de Cat ¢
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Universitat de
Barcelona et Universitat de
Lleida

Andreu Camps |
Povill
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Spain

Ligue professionnelle de basket
ball- ACB

(Secrétaire gén

Esther QUERALTQ

I nstitut Naci
Fisica de Cat
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Universitat de
Barcelona et Universitat de
Lleida

q

Andreu Camps
Povill

Spain

Observatoire de I'Esport
(directrice)

Nuria PUIG

I nstitut Naci
Fisica de Cat
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Universitat de
Barcelona et Universitat de
Lleida

q

Andreu Camps |
Povill

Spain

Real Club Deportivo Malica SAD
(président)

LIl oreng S
FERRER

Il nstitut Naci
Fisica de Cat
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Universitat de
Barcelona et Universitat de
Lleida

Andreu Camps |
Povill

Spain

Service International du Conseil
Supériedr du Sp
(vicedirectrice)- CSD Ministry
Sport

Belen LARA

Il nstitut Naci
Fisica de Cat
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Universitat de
Barcelona et Universitat de
Lleida

oy

Andreu Camps |
Povill

Spain

Sport Consultant
FC Barcelona (maneg

Feancesc
SOLANELLAS

Il nstitut Naci
Fisica de Cat
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Universitat de
Barcelona et Universitat de
Lleida

oy

Andreu Camps |
Povill

Spain

Sports Consultant

Jordi VINYES

Il nstitut Naci
F i sde Catalunya
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Universitat de
Barcelona et Universitat de

Lleida

Andreu Camps |
Povill

Spain

Sports Consultant

Manolo IBERN

Il nstitut Naci
Fisica de Cat
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Univeitat de
Barcelona et Universitat de
Lleida

oy

Andreu Camps |
Povill

Spain

Universit€# idcde aV
sport

José LUI S
CARRETERO
LESTON

Il nstitut Naci
Fisica de Cat
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Universitat de
Barcelona etniversitat de
Lleida

oy

Andreu Camps |
Povill

Spain

Université Juan
Real Federacion Espanola de
Futbol (legal advisor)

Emilio GARCIA
SIVIERO

Il nstitut Naci
Fisica de Cat
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Universitate
Barcelona et Universitat de
Lleida

oy

Andreu Camps |
Povill

Spain

Université Juan
Ligue de Football Professionnel
(legal advisor)

Miguel GARCIA
CABA

Il nstitut Naci
Fisica de Cat
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a ldniversitat de
Barcelona et Universitat de
Lleida

oy

Andreu Camps |
Povill

Spain

Université
(professeure)

Pomp

Julia BOSCH

Il nstitut Naci
Fisica de Cat
Generalitat de Catalunya
Adscrit a la Universitat de
Barcelona et Universitate
Lleida

-

Andreu Camps |
Povill
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2. Glossary

CNDS
Donations
ESA

EU

FAFA

FAI

FFF

Gambling services

GGR

Grassroots sport

LFP

Local authorities

Membership rate

MEPs

National spor

NGR

NOC

Centre National poSport | e Dével oppeme
Financial gifts without an expectation of economic return

European Sponsorship Association

European Union

Fonds d’ Ai deteau Football Ama
Fonds d’ Aide a |’ Il nvestissement
Fédération Francaise de Football
Cover any service which involves wagering a stake with
monetary value in games of chance, including lotteries and

betting transactions. UEFA given disciliin organized or
non-organized settings

Gross gambling revenue

CGovers all sport disciplines practiced by Romfessionals and

organi sed on a nati onal | evel t h
federati ons. I n t he absovepodefsi"ni t i
“nonprofessionals ar e individuals who neith

of their time practicing sport, nor take the bulk of their

revenue from the practice of sport. Yet, the practice of

grassroots sports does include amateur competitions.

Ligue & Football Professionnel

Are meant as including both the municipalities and the regions

(the L&nders in Germany, the Commu
Spain, etc.).

Share of persons who are members of a club affiliated to a
federation

Members of European Parliament

Federafioasd which taie onrmesBers of an international or
European federation

Net gambling revenue

National Olympic Committee
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Participation rate

Patronage

PPP
Rate of pactice
RGA

SPL
Sponsorship

Sport activity

Volunteering

Share of the population practity a sportor a physical activity
for at least three days a week, during at least 30 minutes
continuously in any one session

Money awarded without seeking a return on investme@an
also bedonations.

Purchasing power parities

Shareof the population which practicessport* r egul ar | y”
Remote Gambling Association

Scottish Premier League

Money granted with some benefits expected

"Sporting Activities" refeto a small part of the spt sector.

This category includes sport facilities such as swimming pools

and professional sport organisationdhe EU Working Group
‘“Sport and Economics’ statstcalt er med
definition of sport It does not include, in this repartthe

industries which produce goods that are necessary to perform

sport. Besides sport facilities, this classification includes, for
example, manufacturing of sport shoes and tennis rackets. The

l atter def i ni ti onmnarrows definigoh efr r ed t
& LJ2 Ndliag@dition, the s&¢ a | b&B I R RSTAYAGAZ2Y
includes not only the statistical definition and the narrow
definition, but also relevant parts of the industries for which

sport is an important input for their production processes, e.g.
television broadcasting."

Defined as volunteering to support sport for at least one hour
a week
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3. The questionnaire of the e-consultation

La Commission Européenne a lancé une étude sur le financement du "sport de
masse” dans les 27 Etats membres, qui vise a analyser les obstacles au
financement du sport et d'identifier les moyens existants pour renforcer le
développement du sport de masse au sein de I'Union Européenne.

Toutes les questions sur le financement de cette enquéte se référent au
financement du sport pratiqué au sein de clubs affiiés a des fédérations, en
excluant les clubs professionnels et la pratigue de niveau international.

Cette consultation constitue une premiére étape dans cette étude : elle doit
permetire a chacun de donner son point de vue sur I'enjeu du financement du
sport pour tous. Elle se termine le 31 janvier 2010.

Nous vous remercions de votre contribution & cette consultation.

The European Commission has launched a study on the funding of
grassroots sports in the 27 Member States. The study aims at analysing the
barriers on sport funding and identifying the means to strengthen the
development of grassroots sport across the European Union.

All gquestions about funding refer to the practice of sport in a club that is
affiliated to a federation. The study does not cover the practice of sport at
professional and international level.

This consultation represents a first step of the study: itis aimed to allow
everyone to give his/her opinion about the stake of grassroots sports’
funding. It will end on January 31 2010.

We thank you for your contribution to this e-consultation.

der Europaischen Union zu fordern.

Wir danken Ihnen far lhre Teilnahme an dieser Befragung.

Die Européische Kommission fiihrt derzeit eine Studie Gber die Finanzierung des Breitensports in den 27 Mitgliedsstaaten durch. Ziel dieser Untersuchung ist
es, die Hindemisse von Finanzierungsméglichkeiten im Sportbereich zu analysieren und Wege herauszuarbeiten, die bestehende Breitensporte ntwicklung in

Im vorliegenden Fragebogen beziehen sich alle Fragen auf die Finanzierung des Breitensports im Sportvereins- und Verbandssystem. Die Umfrage befasst
sich nicht mit dem Leistungs- und Hochleistungssport in Sportvereinen und -verbanden

Dieses Befragung ist einer erster Schritt im Rahmen der Studie: |m Zuge dieser Erhebung soll jedem Befragten erméglicht werden, seine eigene Perspektive
beziiglich der Finanzierung des Breitensports darzulegen. Dieses Befragung endetim Januar 31, 2010.

Choisissez votre langue / Choose your language / Wéhlen Sie Ihre Sprache

You are answering as :

SR A person in charge of a sport— A representative of a A representative of another
[ An individual O dub O federation U institution
Name of your organization/institution (optional)
You are :
] A student 1 Anindependant worker O unemploysd
O An employee CIa manager an entrepreneur [ Retired
How old are you?

(] Less than 15 O 16-25 year old

You are :
[ Afemale
In which country are you?

[ 26-45 year old

[ 4565 year old [ Mare than 65 year old

[J A male

You are :

[ In a rural area [ ina urban area
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What sport do you dolplay? (if you do/play more than one sport, give only one)

What are you doing sport for (one answer)?

[] Competition [ To be healthy [ | do not practice any sport
[] Recreation [] Tomeet other people

Are you member of any club?

[ yes O no

How much does the sport practice cost you (approximate annual members hip fee, in €)

[ ]

How much is the total cost of practising this sport (including the purchase of equipment, etc. - annual estimate)?

What barriers do you encounter in your practice of sport? (maximum 2 answers)?

[ cost [ Lack of time [ Mo clubin my neighbourhmdj There are no barriers
Inadequate opening Poor access to | have no interest in
[ Health problemn 0 hours/schedule [ infrastructures practising sport

Click first on the resource that you consider as the most important, then on the following ones by order of importanc

According to you, what are the main 3 resources of your club (rank from 1 to 3, 1 being the most important)

|:| Voluntary work |:| Private funding : sponsorng |:| 23;:1;%’;':‘;“ }[beverages,
|:| Local authorities funding |:| Donations |:| Membership fees

I:' Revenue from the organisation of spori]
or non sport events

[ ] Other public funding [ ] Other (spedify)

If other, specify

What is the main activity of your sponsors?
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According to you, what are the main 3 resources your club SHOULD have (rank from 1 fo 3, 1 being the most important)

- - . s Sale of products (beverages,
I:‘ Voluntary work I:‘ Private funding : sponsorng merchandising...)
D Local authorities funding D Donations D Membership fees
I:‘ Other public funding I:‘ Revenue from the organisation of spnrtD Other (specify)

or non sport events

If other, s pecify :

The clubifederation is
[ Unisport (] Multisport

If it is unisport, what is the sport :

How many members?

[ ]

What level of com petition?
[ Local (1 Regional [ Mational

Does the club own the infrastructure that is used ?
[ ves O Mo

Are there employees in your club 7
O Yes ] Mo

What is the main objective of your club?
O Competition [ Leisure

What are the barriers on developement of grassroots sport? (2 maximum)?

O Distance from city centre/transportation

O Inadequate schedules [ other (specify)

problems
[ Cost for the participant [ Lack of equipment
| Quality or availability of infrastructures [ Lack of human resources
If other, specify :

How important is voluntary work in your organisation (only one answer)?
[ Essential [ Important [ of low importance [ Mot important at all
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Click first on the resource that you consider as the most important, then an the following ones by order of importanc|

According to you, what are the main resources of your club/federation (rank by order of importance, 1 being the most
important)

. ) . . Sales of produds (beverages,
D Voluntary work I:‘ Private funding : sponsoring, etc. I:‘ merchandising...)
D Local authorities' funding D Donations D Membership fees

I:‘ Revenue from the organisation of sport

Or Non sport events I:‘ Other (please specify)

l:' Other public funding

If other, s pecify :

According to you, what SHOULD be the main resources of your club (rank by order of importance, 1 being the most
important)

. ) . . Sales of produds (beverages,
l:' Voluntary wark I:‘ Private funding : sponsoring, etc. I:‘ merchandising ..}
|:| Local authorities' funding D Donations D Membership fees
. . Revenue from the organisation of sport .
l:' Other public funding I:‘ or non sport events I:‘ Other (please specify)

If other, s pecify :

What kind of institution
O Local autharity ] Govemment [ Associations O Enterprises ] other

What is your field of activities
(1] Local (1 Regional (1 Mational [ international

Click first on the resource that you consider as the most important, then on the following ones by order of importanc

According to you, what are the main resources of grassroots sport (rank by order of importance, 1 being the most
important)

Sales of produdts (beverages,
merchandising...)

D Local authorities’ funding D Donations D Membership fees

l:' Voluntary work l:' Private funding : sponsoring, etc. D

l:‘ Revenue from the organisation of sport

or non sport events D Other (pleazs zpecly)

l:‘ Other public funding

If other, specify :
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According to you, what SHOULD be the main resources of grassroots sport (rank by order of importance, 1 being the m::J
important)

. - i . Sales of products (beverages,
|:| Voluntary work l:' Private funding : sponsoring, etc. l:' merchandising...)
|:| Local authorities' funding D Donations D Membership fees
|:| Other public funding l:' Revenue from the organisation of sportD Dther (please specify)

or mon sport events

If other, s pecify :

What should be the main objective of public sport policies? (one answer only)
1 Competition/high level sport practise  [] Sodial cohesion [] Education
] Health [ Leisure

Click first on the consequence that you consider as the mast important, then on the following ones by order of importance
What are the main consequences of financial crisis on grassroots sport? (rank by order of importance, 1 being the most
important consequence according to you)?
|:| Reduction of State funding D Reduction of local sponsoring D Reduced number of practicioners

Reduction in the number of low-income

l:‘ Reduction of local authorties funding, D Less voluntary work practicioners

What should the revenue from lotteries and sport betting be used for ? (2 answers)

Giving better preparation to top level
athletes

O Allowing professional clubs to attract
the best sportsmen and sportswomen

| Funding grassroots sport through clubs O Funding sport events O

n Funding grassroots sport through

fadarafions O Funding sport facilities

O Theses revenues must not finance sport

O Promating sport towards population O Detecting and training young talents at all

w o

L

What should the revenue from broadcasting and other rights' be used for 7 (2 answers)

O Giving better preparation to top level

| Funding grassroots sport through clubs | Funding sport events alahas

N Funding grassroots sport through

O Allowing professional clubs to attract
federations

0 FUndn g SHon E1cing:: the best sportsmen and sportswomen

| Promating sport towards population | Detecting and training young talents

According to you, what will be the future trends in grassroots sports funding? What are in your view the key barmriers on
grasrrots sport funding? How should these barriers be removed?

The innowvation can be the kind of project, the parternship, the business plan...

Do you know any good grassroots sports funding examples of grassroots sports' funding projects?
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Do you have any comment/guestion about this consultation?

You can indicate your name and e-mail address if you want :

e-mail address

thank you for your participation. The study will

The questionnaire is now completed. We

be available on the European Commission
website at the end of 2010
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4 Results of the e-consultation

Individuals

number of

answers

individuals 238
representative of a sport club 171
representative of a federation 135
representative of an other institution 73

What barriers do you encounter in your practice of sport?

%
Lack of time 53%
Cost 26%
There are no barriers 8%
Inadequate opening hours/schedule 4%
Poor access to infrastructures 3%
No club in my neighbourhood 3%
Other (health...) 2%
Total 100%

According to you, what are the main 3 resources of your club (rank from 1 to 3, 1 being
the most important)

%
Membership fees 38%
Voluntary work 31%
Local authorities funding 12%
Private funding : sponsoring 8%
Revenue from the organisation of sport
or non sport events 4%
Other : donation, sale of products
(beverages, merchandising...) 7%
Total 100%
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According to you, what are the main 3 resources your club SHOULD have (rank from 1

to 3, 1 being the most important)

%

Local authorities funding 31%
Membership fees 20%
Voluntary work 19%
Private funding : sponsoring 14%
Revenue from the organisation

of sport or non sport events 7%
Other public funding 6%
Other (donations....) 3%
Total 100%

Clubs and federations

What are the barriers on development of grassroots sport? (2 maximum)?

%
Cost for the participant 25%
Quality or availability of
infrastructures 22%
Inadequate schedules 16%
Lack of equipment 13%
Distance from city
centre/transportation problems 10%
Lack of human resources 7%
Other (lack of communication, poor
access to sponsors...) 8%
Total 100%

%
Essential 75%
Important 20%
Of low importance 3%
Not important at all 2%
Total 100%

How important is voluntary work in your organisation (only one answer)?
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According to you, what are the main resources of your club/federation (rank by order of

importance, 1 being the most important)

A person in A person in

charge of a charge of a

federation sport club Total
Voluntary work 46% 47% 46%
Membership fees 12% 16% 14%
Local authorities funding 11% 19% 15%
Other public funding 14% 4% 8%
Private funding : sponsoring 4% 6% 6%
Revenue from the organisation of sport or
non sport events 7% 5% 6%
Other public funding 5% 4% 4%
Total 100% 100%| 100%

According to you, what SHOULD be the main resources of your club (rank by order of

importance, 1 being the most important)

A person in A person in
charge of a charge ofa | Total
federation sport club général
Voluntary work 22% 36% 30%
Local authorities funding 25% 21% 23%
Other public funding 16% 10% 13%
Private funding : sponsoring 14% 11% 12%
Membership fees 9% 9% 9%
Revenue from the organisation of sport or
non sport events 9% 8% 8%
Other public funding 5% 4% 5%
Total 100% 100% 100%
Other institutions
What kind of institution
Associations 26
Government 16
Local authority 9
Enterprises 2
Other 17
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According to you, what are the main resources of grassroots sport (rank by order of

importance, 1 being the most important)

%

Local authorities funding 42%
Voluntary work 24%
Other public funding 14%
Revenue from the organisation of sport or non sport

events 7%
Membership fees 4%
Other : donation, sale of products (beverages,

merchandising...) 8%
Total 100%

According to you, what SHOULD be the main resources of grassroots sport (rank by

order of importance, 1 being the most important)

%

Local authorities funding 43%
Voluntary work 27%
Other public funding 9%
Revenue from the organisation of sport or non sport

events 7%
Membership fees 4%
Other : donation, sale of products (beverages,

merchandising...) 9%
Total 100%
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Final questions

What are the main consequences of financial crisis on grassroots sport? (rank by order
of importance, 1 being the most important consequence according to you)?

A
A person in A person in representative
charge of a charge of a of another
federation sport club institution An individual | Total
Reduction of State funding 33% 25% 32% 33% 30%
Reduction of sponsoring 35% 33% 30% 25% 30%
Reduction of local authorities'
funding 8% 11% 15% 15% 13%
Reduction in the number of low-
income practitioners 12% 7% % 15% 11%
Reduced number of practitioners 8% 12% 11% 10% 10%
Less voluntary work 5% 11% 5% 3% 6%
100% 100% 100% 100% | 100%
What should be the main objective of public sport policies? (one answer only)
representative | representative | representative
of a sport ofa of an other
individuals | club federation institution Total
Competition/high level sport
practise 6% 13% 16% 7% 10%
Health 44% 24% 32% 39% 35%
Leisure 14% 12% 12% 14% 13%
Education 11% 18% 9% 11% 13%
Social cohesion 25% 33% 31% 29% 29%

What should the revenue from lotteries and sport betting be used for ?

A

Apersonin | Apersonin | representativ

chargeofa | chargeofa |eofanother |An

federation sport club institution individual Total général
Funding grassroots sport through
clubs 24% 54% 38% 44% 41%
Funding grassroots sport through
federations 42% 6% 24% 13% 19%
Funding sport facilities 10% 15% 14% 21% 16%
Funding sport events 9% 8% 8% 10% 9%
Promoting sport towards
population 5% 8% 11% 4% 6%
Giving better preparation to top
level athletes 9% 4% 3% 5% 5%
Theses revenues must not finance
sport at all 2% 1% 1% 2% 2%
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Detecting and training young
talents 0% 1% 0% 0% 1%
Allowing professional clubs to
attract the best athletes and
sportswomen 0% 2% 1% 0% 1%
Total général 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
What should the revenue from broadcasting and other rights' be used for ?
A
representati
Apersonin | Apersonin |veof
charge ofa | charge ofa | another An Total
federation sport club institution individual général
Funding grassroots sport through
clubs 17% 45% 31% 38% 35%
Funding sport events 26% 13% 14% 16% 17%
Funding grassroots sport through
federations 33% 5% 14% 15% 16%
Funding sport facilities 2% 15% 16% 15% 12%
Giving better preparation to top
level athletes 16% 11% 16% 9% 12%
Promoting sport towards population 5% 9% 7% 3% 6%
Allowing professional clubs to
attract the best athletes and
sportswomen 0% 2% 1% 2% 2%
Detecting and training young talents 2% 0% 0% 1% 1%
100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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5. The questionnaire of the survey of sport clubs

QUESTIONNAIRE ON SPORT FUNDING IN EUROPE
The European Commission has launched a study on the funding of grassroots sports in the 27
Member StatesThe study aims to analyse the barriers to sport funding and to identify ways to

strengthen thedevelopment of grassroots sport across the European Union.

This survey represents the main phase of the study: it will cover six sports disciplines in gight
Member StatesYour national federation has given its support to the study.

All information willremain confidential and will be treated anonymously.
We thank you for your contribution to this survey.

The guestionnaire must be sent back to (national expert) before tifeof Quly 2010.

FRAMEWORKCONTEXT

Q1.For what discipline have you receivedstisurvey?
[ ] Football [ ] Basketball [ ] Gymnastics
[ ] Swimming [ ] Tennis [ ] Track and field

Q2. In what year was your club created? | |

Q3. Whatisyar cl ub’s | egal status?
| [] Association | [] Commercial enterprise| [] Other |

Q4. How many inhabitants are there in the municipality where your club is located?
[ ] Less than [ ]| From 10,000 td [ ] From 50,000 to [ | More than
10,000 50,000 100,000 100,000

Q5. In what type of area is the club located?
| L] Rural | [ ] Urban |

If it is an urba area, is the club established in a socigTTYes[JNo |
disadvantaged aré#?

| [ Multi-sports | [[] Unisport |

138 a socially disadvantaged area can be defined by a high rate of unemployment, a high rate of poverty, a high crime rate,
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Is it a multisports or a unisportlub?
If it is multisports, what are the main disciplines?

MEMBERS

Q6. How many members are there in your club?

Q7.0ver the last 6 years, how has memberséplved?
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What are the three main factors that are unfavourable to the increase of the numbers of
members? Sort in ascending order (1 : main reason)

What are the three main factors that would be likely to lead to an increase in the
numbers of members? Rank in ascending order (1 : main reason)

Q8.0ver the last 6 years, how has voluntary work evolved?
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RESOURCES

Q9.Is the main sports facility used by the club:

[] [ ] Provided for free| [ ] Provided for free| [_] Other
Ownedby | Rented by| or at low cost by g or at low cost by g situation
the club | the club | local authority private owner specify:
Q10. Is the club an‘ [JYes | [TNo ‘
employer?
If yes,how many employees are there, in ftilhe equivalent$%?
Total
Total number of employees FTE
Share of publicjunded employment (assisted engyment %
schemes)
Q11. Over the last 6 years, how has the number of employees evolved?
[] Large| [ ] Increase | [] [ ] Decrease| [ ] Large
increase Stabilisation decrease
Q12. Does the club have a commercial activity?
Food and drink sale [ ]Yes| [ ]No
Product sale [ ]Yes| [ |No
Services sale(courses, lessons) to the log
population [Jves| [LINo
Services salgcourses, lessons) to companies | [_] Yes| [ | No
Organisation of sports events [ ]Yes| [ |No
Organisation of nosports events [ ]Yes| [ |No
Equipment renting out | Yes| | |No
Other , specify | [Yes| | |No
Does the club have a cIu| [JYes[[JNo | house?
Q13. What is the average membership fee ir1:|
20082009
Q14. Over the last 6 years, how has it evolved?
[] Large| [ ] Increase | [] [ ] Decrease| [ ] Large
increase Stabilisation decrease
Q15. Do you have different fees per type of participaht ‘ [ ]Yes ‘ [ INo ‘
If yes what defines the amount of the fee?
[ ]t he s|[]thetypeof|[ ] the age|[ ] the | [_] Other
discipline activity based me mb e r s| specifiy :
(leisure or income (ability
competition) to pay)

139Formula: total of hours worked by all the employees per week / average working wegkhiouEsirope, i.e.
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What are the revenues of your clubPlease provide the data for 20@&®09. If you do not
have data for previous years, indicate the treiod each type of funding.

For multisports clubsplease provide separate data for the discipline considered in
survey. If you do not have this information, give the global information.
[ ] data are only for the sports discipline casied [ ] data are for all the club

If you do not have the figure
corresponding to 2002003 / 20052006,
2008 | 2005 | 2002 indicallte t_he trend between 2002 an
09 [-06 |-03 (2B AIZR
Large | Incre | Stabilisa| Dege | Large
incre | ase tion ase decre
ase ase
1 - Global budget (1 100 [ L] L]
2 - Membership fees [] [] [] [] []
3- Public funding [] [] [] [] []
4 Federat.i [] [] [] [] []
5 —  Sponsoring
patronage,  private [] [] [] L] ]
donations
6 - Food & drink (1 [ [ [] [] L]
7 - Services sale
(outside membership
lessons,  renting [] [] [] [] []
premises and / of
facilities
8 - Products and
services sales durin
sport events: [] [] [] [] []
participation fee,
ticketing, etc.
9 - Product saleg
(outside events) L o o L] L]
10 - Other funding
(lotteries, foundations, [] [] [] [] []
charity funds)
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Q16. Concerning the following types of funding :

Evoluton between 2002 et 2008
Larg | Incr | Stab | Decr | Larg
e ease | ilisat | ease| e
incr ion decr
ease ease

From the O (O 0 g (g
municipality

From other loca C1 () 100 (O
authorities (region)*

From the State NI IR
From the Lottery O] (00 10 |10

Q17. Do you benefit from incentives provided by the legal framework ?

Q18. Concerning private and public funding :

Do public
funding
finance?

Do private
funding
finance?
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Q19. 2 KIFG I NB @2dzNJ Of dzo Q&4 SELISYRA (1 dzNB a K
200 | 200 | 200 | If you do not have the figure
8 -|5 -2 -| corresponding to 2002003 / 20052006,
09 06 03 please indicate the trend between 20(
and 2008
Large | Increa | Stabili | Decre | Large
increa | se sation | ase decrea
se se
Total of expenditures [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
Human resources [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
wages, payroll
Sporting goods: ballg [] [] [] [] []
etc.
Sport facities [] [] [] [] []
expenditures
Travel expenses [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
Payments to  the [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
federation: affiliations,
penalties, etc.
Other / specify. [] [] [] [] []
Q20. Do you benefit from support:
From the national [ ] Provision| [ ] Provision| [ | Staff| [ | Other /|[ ]
federation Financial | of sporting| of sport | provision| specify: No
support goods, facilities
From professional /| [_] [ ] Provision| [ ] Provision| [ | Staff| [ | Other /|[ ]
high level clubs Financial | of sporting| of sport | provision| specify: No
support goods, facilities
From other sport [ ] Provision| [ ] Provision| [ | Staff| [ | Other /|[ ]
sections within your| Financial | of sporting| of sport | provision | specify: No
club (for multi- | support goods, facilities
sports clubs)

Q21.

In general, in your club, you would say that:

L]

competitive pract

The practice
contributes to the funding of the nol

in  competitior

ice

[ ] The non competitive practici
contributes to the funding of the
practice in competition

[ ] Each practice

mode is

financing

seH
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ACTIVITIES

Q22. At which level of championship does the best team of your club play?
| []Local | [] Regional | [ ] National | [] International |

Q23. Do you rurspecificactivities for special groups of the populatidn

Disabled people [ ]Yes [ ]No
[ INo
Women [ ]Yes —
Residents of socially disadvantaged area [ INo
[ ]Yes
Seniors [ ]Yes [ ]No
Children [ ]Yes [ INo
Other audiences: specify ; [ ]Yes [ INo
Q24. Do you run specific projects with the following purposes:
T Her e, by “project” we mean an act
sport. Competitions that are organised by non governing bodies should n
included

T For the purpose of this survey, “
activity, outside funding and the provision of equipment and/or personnel

Health [ ]Yes [ ]No
Social cohesion / integration [ ]Yes [ ]No
Environmental protection [ ]Yes [ INo
Education [ ]Yes [ INo
Q25. Who are your partners in the specific activities and projects?

Clubs from your federation (1) [ ]Yes [ INo
Clubs from other federations (2) [ ]Yes [ INo
High level clubs from your federation (3) [ ]Yes [ INo
High level clubs from other federation(s) (4) [ ]Yes [ INo
State / Local authorities (5) [ ]Yes [ INo
Companies (6) [ ]Yes .

| |No
Educational institutions (7) [ ]Yes [ INo
Hospital/health cetres or health insurances (8) [ ]Yes [ INo
Other , specify [ ]Yes [ INo

I- FUTURE PROSPECTS

Q26. According to you, what impact will have the following trends in the next 5

years?
Very Rather | No Rather | Very
negative| negative| impact | positive | positive
impact | impact impact | impact

Legislative framework

Policy framework
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Trend in State funding

Trend in local authorities funding

Trend in companies funding

Trend in the attractiveness of the spo
discipline considered

Trend in the memeéerer

Trend in the support from the superviso
federation (financial, human, equipment, ..,

Trend in non organised practice of sport

Trend in the economic environment (cris
trend in market structures...)

Trend in the practice of other sports by yo
members

Trend in the cost of equipment

Trend in voluntary work

Trend in the cost of human resources

Access to facilities

Trend in mobility /transport

Q27. What could your club do to increase its membership ?

give priority to greater success in competitions

To  develop partnership  with  education
establishments

To develop partnership with other clubs to create n
sports services

To develop activities targeted at specific age group

To develop specific activities related to gender

To develop sports activities with community goals

To develop healthielated sports activities

Other , specify
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What could your club do to increase its own resources ?

attract volunteers

increase the price of the membership fee

develop services for the local population

develop services for tourists

develop servicesof companies

Other , specify

Q28. What would be the impact of the following actions that couloe decided by
authorities ?

To develop fiscal incentives fonot-for-profit
organisations

To increase funding for projects in favour of spe
populations

To increase funding for projects in favour of healt

To increase funding for high level sport

Other , specify

Do you wat to validate your response?

We thank you for your time taken to answer this survey. The results will be available in 2011
on the European Commission website. If you wish to be informed of the results please supply
your email
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6. Key survey results

This annex presents summary results of the survey of grassroots clubs.

Average size of the clubs
The size distribution of the clubs which responded to the survey is presented on the
following chart. Among the 1962 clubs, of which 1544 unisport clubs, 2085 less than
100 members, 26% have between 100 and 200 members, 25% have between 200 and 400
members and 19% have more than 400 members.

Distribution of clubs by size

100%1—

80%-

N %%%%

40%-

More than 40
20% #1200-400
100-200
M Less than 10
0%7 T T T

Football Basketball Tennis  Swimming GymnasticsTrack & Field Total

Looking at the distribution of clubs across disciplines, one finds that there arevdey
large*? basketball andrack & field clubs in the sample. 45% of the track & field clubs which
responded to the survey have less than 100 members, and 25% have between 100 and 200
members, making a total of 69% of the clubs with less than 200 members. For basketball,
the shareof clubs with less than 100 members is only 30%, but that of clubs witi2Q0(
members is, at 41%, well above that observed in the other disciplines. In both cases, [F0% of
the clubs have fewer than 200 members, compared with less than 60% of smalleatignm
sized clubs in the other disciplines.

The size distribution of clubs across countries shows a high proportion of large clubs among
the respondents in the Netherlands. In the other countries, the share of large, medium and
small clubs is more balaed. In Lithuania, more than 80% of the respondents have less [than
100 members, a figure reflective of the average club structure in that country.

Across disciplines and across countries, the average size of the clubs which responded to the
Eurostrategiesurvey is 260 members per club, which indicates that it is rather the larger
clubs which responded to the survey. As illustrated above, the variation around the average
is large, however, with several small and very small clubs operating alongsideargey |
clubs.

“O0Wh erverylaggé cl ubs are defined as clubs with more than 400 me
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Distribution of grassroots clubs by club size and by country

90,0%

—A— Czech Republic—®— Denmark
80,0%:
—— France =8 Germany
70,0%: —&— Lithuania == The Netherlan
Spain =~ United Kingdo
60,0%
= Total
50,0%
40,0%;
30,0%:
20,0%
10,0%:
0,0% -
moins de 100 100-200 200-400 Plus 400

In the United Kingdom, where few clubs (and, among these, mainly gymnastics clubs)
answered to the survey, information on the average size of clubs is available from the
CCPR survey of sport clubs. The survey reports an average 11lmacdubers and 107
junior members per club-making a total of 224 members per club on average. This figure

is biased upwards due to the overrepresentation of the (larger) CASC and Clubmark clubs
in the survey.

In Germany, the average size of clubs vabietsveen 81 for basketball, and 113 for track
& field, and 260 for football.

)

o Trend in membership and barriers to membership
growth

The anal ysis of tstoé¢he following sohclusioessirptecms&fermemtjerehh)d
trends and barriers to a groWwtin membership:

- The practice of sport by those aged 18 or below has increased, whereas the membership
rate of those aged 60 and above tends to decrease

- Football remains popular and highly practiced within the organized sport movement,
whereas tennis andwimming are increasingly practiced outside the formal club structure

- Concern over health and wdlking is the main reason underlying the rise in membership

- The main barrier to the growth in the number of members is perceived by the clubs tq be
the shortag of trainers and coaches

- The two main threats perceived by the cluiw the coming yearsare the trend in
subsidies from local authorities, and the business cycle
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- Developing activities for specific age groups is the preferred formula to increase
memberslip in the coming years

T The clubsd responses

The practice of sport by those aged 18 or below has increased, whereas the membership rate

of those aged 60 and above tends to decrease

Over the past six years (between 2001/02 and 2007/08), most clubs haveirggeases in

membership, notablyrom young people (aged 18 or belo\t) The membership ratef those

aged 60 and above is, however, often falling, a trend which contrasts with the perception of

high rates of practice of physical activities and/or spost benior citizens. In the

Eurobarometer survey, for example, one third of those age®®5and 22% of those aged 70

and above report practicinga physi cal a otri viiwiyt h* rseognuel arrd gyl ar i
indicates that many of thosaged 1860, andeven more ofthose aged 60 and above, mainly

practice a physical activity or a sport discipline outside the organized susement.

A special caseorth mentioningis that of Denmarkpresented in the box below

The case of Denmark

As indicated in the section on Denmark in Volume I, the Danish Law on the Allocation of Financial Support
to General Education makes it mandatory for all Danish municipalities to financially support sporting
activities organised for children, young people and citizens aged 60 and over, and to provide sport clubs
with an access to sporting facilities at low cost.

Partly thanks to this, the membership rate of those aged 12 or less has increased in the past years. This
trend has been observed in all disciplines but gymnastics. An interesting finding is, however, the sharp
drop in membership rates once children reach the age of 12. After this drop has occurred, the participation
rate of those aged 12 or more remains more or less unchanged. In fact, the number of members aged 12
to 18 has remained stable between 2006 and 2010.

Membership rate of the 0-18 age group, Denmark

Football - Denmark Basketball - Denmark
160 000 4500

140 000 4000

120 000 3500
100 000 3000
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80000

2000
60000
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40000 1000

20000 500

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Gymnastics - Denmark Track & field - Denmark
70 000 4500

60 000 4000

3500
50 000
3000

40 000 2500

30000 2000
1500
20 000
1000
10000

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2009 2010

Several reasons have been suggested by the Danish sport federations and other stakeholders in Denmark
to try to explain this sharp fall in the rate of practice of sport within a sport clubs beyond the age of 12.

141 This findinig consistent with that observed IBGR& survey of sport clubkeitVik where a majority of clubs report
stable numbersazfultmembers, and wh&9& of the clubs post a growth in the number of junior members, compared
with only 10% reporting a contraction in the number of junior members.
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Among these are the following:

- Until the age of 12, children often practice several sports, but after that they usually privilege only one
sport discipline for their teenage years; this is consistent with the Eurobarometer finding that the
number of disciplines practiced decreases with age;

- Many children stop practicing a sport beyond the age of 12 because of time constraints: they lack
flexibility in the clubs when it comes to training and match schedules;

- Many children over 12 years of age cease to practice sport because they find that the coaches and
trainers do not show enough interest in their life outside the sport club, and that the trainers and
coaches are more interested in winning than in providing fun, social, sporting activities for the youth;

- Many children over 12 years of age stop due to the way of dividing the children into first, second and
third teams: the children are separated from their best friends, who are often the most important
reason why they ever got engaged in sport/ Not being able to have fun with your best friend because
he or she is playing on a different team is a demotivating factor which takes more relevance beyond
the age of 12.

This feature of youth participation to grassroots clubs in Denmark may also apply to other countries,
although the survey can provide no evidence of this as the questions relating to the age of members only
referred to members aged between zero and 18 years old...

A second finding ishat football remains popular and highly practiced within the organized

ALR NI Y20SYSyidsz gKSNBlIFa G4SyyAa yR agAYYAy3d |
structures.

Across disciplines, it is for football that the share of clubs reporting an iser@athe number

of members is highest: 11.8% of the clubs report a large increase in membership, and 44%
report an increase in membershgver the past six yeargsompared with only 13.3% reporting

either a decrease or a large decrease in membetéhip

For swimming and tennis, the proportion of clubs reporting an increase or a large increase in
membership is respectively 443 (for swimming), and 3% (for tennis). However, in both

these disciplines, more than one club in five claims to have seen eagecor a large decrease

in the number of members over the past 6 years. This contrasts withighmg trend in the

practice of both tennis and swimmirfgr the population as a whole: people are increasingly
practicing the spoiddathescopeoftspogdlub. own” , i .e. out

Concern over health and webeing is the main reason underlying the rise in membership

In all disciplines but swimming, concern over health and fitieghe most important factor
explairing the interest in sport and theigse inthe membership rate. Interestingly, for
swimming, the main reason for registering in a club appears to be the success of national
athletes or of the national (or local) team(s) in international competitjiard (ex aequo) the
access to facilitie@nd not health & fitness Indeed, swimming can be practicech one’' s own
the main reason for individuals to join a club is either to have access to the facility (if
membership is compulsory) or to entawimmingcompetitions.

For a large number of faball, gymnasticsand swimming:lubs,the quality of the trainers and
coaches is the second most important reason for the growth in membersHior basketball
the success of the national athletes in international competitisnthe second most important
factor explaining the growth in membership, after health and fitness.

142The comprehensive data is presented in the sections analysing the results per discipline.
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The third most often quoted reason explaining the rise in membership is the quality of the
clubs’ devel opment progr ams.

The mainbarrier to the growth in the number of members is peeived by the clubs to be the
shortage of trainers and coaches

Even before the inadequate access to facilities or competifiom commercial offerst is the
shortage of trainers and coaches which stands out as the main barrier to a rise in membership:
this is notably the case for gymnastics and swimming, where respectively 42.9% and 46% of
the clubs report difficulties in accepting new members dueatshortage of trainers and
coaches. It is also true for more than 30% of the football and bbakelus.

The second and third most often quoted barriers to a growth in membership are competition
from other sport disciplines in the same geographic area, and time constraints for the
members. It is interesting to note that, although clubs mention comjoetifrom other sport
disciplines as a key factor hindering membergipwth, less than 10% of the clubs mention
the competition from commercial offers in the same discipline as a key barrier to a growth in
membership.

The two main threats perceived by thclubsfor the coming yearsare the trend in subsidies

from local authorities, and the business cycle

In all the disciplines surveyed, the two factors perceived to have the most negative impact in
the coming years are the trend in funding by local auttiesi and the impact of the economic
crisis. 90% of the clubs mention these as the main two threats. The (negative) future trend in
national (as opposed to local) government subsidies is also perceiveahai@ithreat by 70%

to 80 % of the clubs.

Interestingly, for tenni<lubs the main fear is the trend in the business cyatel not the trend
in public subsidies. This is explained by the fact that tennis clubs ddpsadn public
subsidies than the other disciplinendtheir membershipgrowthis also less dynamiban for
the other disciplines Tennis mainly relieon private funding sourcesuch as membership
contributions, revenues fromlessons,sales offood and drink and from facilities made

available by private organisations “ On of yhé tendid Subs mention the decrease in
public funding by local authorities as a key threat for the future, compared with 74% for
football, 82% for basketball and 78% for swi mmi

tennis clubs mention the decrsa insubsidiegrom national governments as a major threat.

For football, basketball and gymnastics clubs, two other sources of concern are the trends in
commercial funding and in the cost of equipmentFor gymnastics and swimming, the cost of
human regurces also comes wgs a major concegrreflecting thehigh reliance of teseclubs

on qualified trainers and coaches.

For basketball, swimming and tenniack of time by members and competition from other

sport disciplines are also reported as importathreats. 60% of the clubfeara “ negati ve” or
“very nega tf these tivo factors a thdir aadivity. Football and gymnastics clubs

areless concerned by this factor, although about half of the clubs still mention it as a risk.

The lower rankig of the lack of time by members than the trend in subsidies or the business

cycle is interesting to highlight as it contrasts with the results of the Eurobarometer survey and

the results of the econsultation undertaken by the study team at the onsettlod study: in

these two surveys, the respondents were individuals, whereas here only clubs were surveyed.

LG A& LaarotsS GKIFIG Of dzod dzyRSNBaAGAYIGS GKS adGAYy
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of the crisis altered (temporarily?) their situation tdhe point that economic (financing)
constraints take precedence over societal patterns (lack of time, competition from other

leisure activities)

Loss of interest in sports by the population
Inadequate access to facilities

Lack of trainers and/or leaders

Political or legal framework

Unattractive offer

Time constraints for the members
Increase of membership fees

Competition from other sports in the area

| Football

Basketball

*%

Overview of the main threats

Tennis

*kk

*%

Swimming

Gymnastics Track & Field

*kk

Competition from commercial sport clubs in the
same discipline

Decrease in club practice in favor of non-
organised sports

Other

Developing activities for specific age groups is the preferred formula to increase membership

in the coming years

In all disciplines, more than 60% of the clubs consider that the development of activities for
specific age groups would have a positive impact on membership, andhtias likely to be
done. Developing activities related to gender generadlyite s i n

be done” in

order

to

r ai s—eat least fob gymmastics pand

swimmingclubs— by the development of health relatesportactivities.

Clubs recognize that developing partnerships could helperanembership, but consider it

difficult to do.

as a

second
Thi

Among the options that are believed to have a positive effect on membership but that clubs
consider difficult to put in place, the most often quoted one is the development of

partnerships with educationalstablishments: depending on theport discipline, 55% to 65%

of the clubs recognize that this would have a positive effect on membership, but consider that
it is difficult to develop such partnershipsnly 37,2% of the clubs in the sample have already

developed such partnerships.

Partneringwith other clubsin order to develop new offers is also deemed as potentially
favorable to a growth in membership, bati$

again

consi

der ed

“di
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In summary:

Sport practice outside the organized spambvement seems to be developing, especii
for those aged 18 and over;

The economic crisis is perceived as having an important impact on membership; the
clubs hope that the end of the crisis will raise membership rates again;

Membership growth is ewed by a large number of clubs to be hampered by s
shortages and by the lack of time by members, which causes them to choose be
disciplines;

The clubs acknowledge that this trend could be counteracted by developing partne
with the educations y st em or wi th companies (emp
consider this difficult to do. Hence, they will rather focus on a diversification of
membership base by developing activities for different types of publics.

Eur

1 Factors explaining a rise in membership: econometric analysis
ostrategies applied econometric techniqué$ to the survey datato identify the

ally
sport

taff
tween

rships
oyers
their

characteristics of the clubs which have experienced a rise in membership over the past 6 years.

Theanalysisshows that, beyond a contry and discipline effecthree main factors explain a
rise in membership across the survey sample: the year of creation of the club, the employer
status of the club and the trend in the membership fee

All else being equal, the year of creation of tbleib significantly influences the trend in
membership: clubs created after 1996 have 60% more probability to have seen the number of
members increase between 2002 and 2008 than those created between 1946 and 1975, and a
25% higher probability of seeing se in membership than the clubs created before 1945.
This is logical given that the more recently created clubs are more likely to be in a growing
phase than the older, more mature, clubs.

Another important— and potentially more usefut factor explaning the rise in membership
between 2002 and 2008 is the employatus of the club. Everything else being equal, a club
with at least one salaried person has 58% more probability to have seen membership increase
over the 6 year period considered, thanclub which only relies on volunteer work. The
presence of permanent staff indeed makes it possible to have a call service, and is usually also

as

sociated with an office space which g

i ves t

beyond the provien of training sessions. This facilitates the recruitment of new members.
Clubs with permanent staff may also have a higher degree of professionalism than those which
solely rely on volunteer work.

There is also a positive correlation between the clpbsting a rise in membership and the
membership fee: the clubs which have seen a rise in membership are more likely to have seen
in parallel a RISE in the membership fee. In economic theory, this paradoxical result is referred
as a “ snvdblen effettf ¥etntthe case of grassroots sport, it may simply
reflect the fact that with low average membership fees, the membership fee level does not
significantly influence the decisions to jekor not- aclub. This explanation is consistenithv
the observation that membership fees are usually stable in time, and only represent a very low
share of total consumer expenditures on sport. Hence, (small) variations in price do not

to

143Estimation of a probit/logit model.
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significantly i mpact demand. fah incseases lirs 0 me a
membership fees would lead to a fall in membership is not justified. It may also be the case

that what the data reflects is that when membership grows the club is better able to raise its
member ship fee

Finally,there are cleadifferences in the trend in membership across disciplines and across
countries. The likelihood for a club to see a rise in membership is much higher if it is a football
club. On the contrary, the probability for a club to have seen a rise in membergéipthe

past 6 yearsis — all else being equal comparatively low for tennis, track & field and
swimming.

Of course, one has to take into account the fact tthegt period covered in the survey (2001/02

to 2007/08) hosted a football World Cup in Europe (GeryaB006) and European
Championships that attract ever increasing media coverage. The findings nevertheless confirm
the fact that tennis, swimming and athletics clubs are increasingly competing against individual
practices and commercial offers.

The county effect is also significant: all else being equal, British and French clubs have more

frequently posted increases in membership over the past 6 years than the Czech, Lithuanian or
Dutch clubs. A British club has three times more chances to have seeharsdip grow in

the past 6 years than a Danish or German club, and 5 times more chances than a Czech or
Lithuanian club.

Having detailed the variables which explain growth in membership, ritéseistingto list the
variableswhich have no (statisticallgignificant) impact on the trend in membership (either
upward or downward):

The size of the municipality in which the club is based;

Whether the club is located in an urban or rural area;

Whether the club isocatedin apoorarea or not;

Whether the clulowns or rents its infrastructure;

The average membership fee;

Whether the club receives, or not, public subsidies;

The level of competition in which the best team in the club plays.

=4 =4 -4 -8 8 _9a 9

Among these variablesot explaining trends in membershiphe most inteesting is probably

the level of the membership fee: what the result indicates is that the level of the fee does not
explain the trend in the number of members
is often low implies that it is not a key dsion factor for joining (or not) a club.

The fact that the location of the club is irrelevant indicates that the trend in membership has
been equivalent across geographic areas. Programmes aimed at increasing participation of the
residents of poorer igeas or focused on social inclusion have not (yet) born fruit.

Also, the allocation of public subsidies does not by itself guarantee a rise in membership rates:

it takes some of the other factors (the “ri ¢
presence of permanent staff) tdteact more members When public subsidies are allocated in

order to help to fund a permanent person on staff, this is captured by the employer status of

the club which was clearly identified as relevant.
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- The “maturity” of the c¢club, as indicated by it

- Its status as employer: clubs with a salaried person are more likely to see membgership
grow;

- Trends in the membership fee levehterestingly, clubs with increases in numbers| of
members over the past 6 years have often raised, not reduced, their membership fee
l evel

0 Activities organised for specific categories of the
population
Given that many clubs envisage to develop activif@sspecial categories of population in

order to increase their membership base, it is interesting to look at the share of clubs which
already organize activities for special population groups.

As will be seen later, some of these activities are organigethe club itselfwhereasothers
are organized in partnership with other stakeholders such as the education system or private
firms.

Based on the survey of sport clubs, one finds that:
- Large clubs have more diversified membership bases;

- A diversifiedmembership base is positively correlated with a growth in membership: | the
well established clubs which have stabilized their membership base need to organize
activities for new member categories in order to grow their membership;

- a club which receives plib financing has more opportunities to organize activities for a
diversified population base than those not receiving public subsidies;

- Football clubs are less likely to organize activities for special groups of population than
gymnastics, track & fieldrewimming clubs;

- The location of the club or the level of the membership fee do not (statistically) explain a
more or less diverse membership base

Everywhere, clubs increasingly organize activities for reembers such as the provision of
sport lessos. These activities generate additional revenue for the clubs, and sometimes
account for a significant share of the clullmidgets, as will be seen laterThe projects
organized primarily target children, women and people aged 60 and over, in that oFtlere

are, of course, differences across disciplines: for basketball, track & field and gymnastics clubs,
women are the main target. For swimming and, to a lesser extent, tennis clubs, it is the senior
population which is the prime target.
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Looking athe projects or activities primarily aimed at the disabled, one finds that the share of
clubs organizing such activities is generally low.
Spain Below, weanalyzethe frequency of offers for special groupsmfpulation'#4,

It is higher in Francdletherlands and

Share of clubs organizing activities for special categories

60%

50%-

40%-

30%-

>

20%- ‘

10%-

0% \ \

\ 4

Small clubs* Medium-sized clubst arae clubs*

80%

+ 70%

-+ 60%

+ 50%

+ 40%

-+ 30%

+ 20%

+ 10%

0%

Verv larae clubs*

* Small clubs = from 0 to 100 members

* Medium-sized clubs = from 100 to 200 members
* Large clubs = from 1200 to 400 members

* Very large clubs = more than 400 members

® Disabled people

—e— Children (right scale)
Seniors

A Socially distressed areas

T Activities for children

Most of the clubssurveyedorganizeactivities for children: this is the case of 82% of the clubs

which have 100 members or |l ess (i

than 400 members (i.¢he very large clubs).

e .

t he

144The answes analysed in this section as those given to questimnyou ruspecific activities for

special groups of the poputatiof Q2 5 ) .
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Specific activities for children based on the club size
95

90

85

80 -

75 A
Small clubs* Medium-sized clubs* Large clubs*  Very large clubs*

* Small clubs = from 0 to 100 members

* Medium-sized clubs = from 100 to 200 members
* Large clubs = from 200 to 400 members

*Verv larae clubs = more than 400 members

In allthe disciplines the share of clubs orgaiig activities for childreincreaseswith the size

of the club. Interestingly, it is for football that one finds the smallest proportion of clubs with
activities for children:rideed, only 66% of the football clubs with 100 members or less offer
activities for children, compared with 77% of the small athletics clubs, 82 % of the small tennis
clubs, 84% of the small basketball clubs and over 90% of the small gymnastics and gwimmin
clubs. Once the football club has more than 100 members, however, the likelihoits of
offering activities for children increases significantly: indeed, more than 90% of the football
clubs with 100 members or more offer activities for children.

M Activities for women

In comparison, the proportion of clubs organizing activities for women is much lower. Only in
Denmark do clubs systematically offer activities for women. This is consistent with a finding of
the Vocasport Stud§?, that the practice of sporby women is highly variable across Member
States: for women, the rate of practice is very high in the Scandinavian countries, where it
sometimes exceeds that of men. In the southern Member States the rate is comparatively
low. The high proportion of faball clubs which responded to the surveayexplain the high
proportion of maleonly clubs in the survey.

As is the case for childrersmall clubs (with less than 100 members) are less likely to offer
activities for women than the larger clubs. Lesartlone third of the football clubs with 200
members or less have offers for girls’women. The proportion of those having between 200
and 400 members is 54%, and this rises to 67% once the football club has more than 400

“W5cAm®l i orer | 6empl oi dans |l e domai ndadu ospnarnt oean eEuld dpea s i
prof essionnel dans | e do maijuatien, tehdancespebperspeetivasras slt duldinyi obny eEuZrUoSp @Le
and EOSE (European Observatoire of Sport Employment) within the context of the Vocasport project, supported by the European
Commisen, DG Education and Culture.
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members. For basketball, less thane in two of the clubs with less than 400 members
organize activities for women. Gymnastics clubs are more likely to offer activities for women,
with 60% of the clubs having between 100 and 200 members doing so, and 90% of those
having between 200 and @0members. Interestingly, in the case of swimming, it is rather the
smaller clubs which organize activities for girls/women. In swimming, the share of clubs with
activities for girls/women decreases with the size of the club. One should, however,hadte t

the bulk of swimming clubs are small or medium diztubs, hence have a high share of
women among their members.

One explanation for the higher female participation rate in large clubs may be that women are
more at ease to practice an individual spim a large club than in a small, predominantly male,
club.

T Activities for seniors

Only one third of the clubs which responded to the survey specifically organize activities for
senior citizens. As for girls/women, the likelihood for clubs to orgaateities for this group

of population increases with the size of the club: whereas only 25% of the clubs with 100
members or less organize activities for seniors, this share rises to 34% for the clubs260100
members, to 36% for the clubs with 2800 members, and reaches 42% for the clubs with 400
members or more.

The share is lower for football and basketball than for tennis & athletics. Unsurpristrigly,

for swimming that one finds the highest proportion of clubs organizing activities for sesi

61% of the large swimming clubs, and 76% of the large basketball clubs organize activities for
seniors. For basketball, the share of large clubs organizing activities for seniors is only 50%.
For gymnastics, the share of clubs organizing activitieseniors is particularly low for the

small clubs (16%). It rises to 31% for the clubs having2000members, averages 33% for
those having 20@00 members, and reaches 38% for the clubs with 400 members or more.
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Specific activities for senior citizens
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Across countries, it is in Germatiyat one finds most clubs organizing specific activities for
seniors. The share of clubs with activities for seniors is also high in the Czech Republic, France
and the Netherlands. It is much lower in Denmatkspite the Bw on the Allocation of
Financal Support toGeneral Education referred to earlier, and is also comparatively low in
Spain. In this latter countrymany small clubs nevertheless orgamiactivities for seniors,
indicating some form of club specialization.

9 Activities for the residents of socially disadvantaged areas

The proportion of clubs offering activities for residents of socially disadvantaged areas is fairly
low. On average, only 22% of the clubs with 100 members or less organize activities for this
category of population. Thehare rises to 25% for the clubs having between 100 and 200
members, and to 30% for those with 2800 members. It falls again for the clubs with more
than 400 members.

The share of clubs organizing activities for residents of socially disadvantaged isreas
surprisingly low for football. It is also low for tennis, which comes as less of a surprise given
that tennis continues to be considered an elitist sport in many countries. In contrast, a high
proportion of basketball and swimming clubs organize #meactivities for this population
category: one third of the small and meditsized swimming clubs organize activities for
residents of socially disadvantaged areas. The share rises to 47% for the very large swimming
clubs. For basketball, nearly ometivo small club organizes activities for residents of socially
disadvantaged areas.
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Specific activities for residents of disadvantaged areas

100
Less than 100 memba&4.00-200 members
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Small athletics clubs are also unlikely to organize activities for residents of socially
disadvantaged areas: only 14% of the small clubs do so. The reason is théonepecific
infrastructures (stadiums or otheryvhich areseldom located in poor neighborhoods. The
share ofathletics clubs organizing activities for residents of socially disadvantaged ,areas
however, rises rapidly with the size of the club: half thfe mediumsized clubs organize
activities for residents of socially disadvantaged areas.

Looking at the distribution of clubs across countries, the frequency of offers for residents of
socially disadvantaged areas is highest in Germany, higher thangavareSpain and about
average in France (except for the very large clubs, 57% of which organize actosities
residents of socially disadvantaged areasnpared to an average of 19%}.is comparatively

low in the Netherlands.

The distribution of clubrganizing activities for residents of socially disadvantaged areas
reflects the relative density of such areas across countried t h HLM® «wars i n Fr a
whereas in the Netherlands the low income households are more spread out.

M Activities for the disabled

The proportion of clubs offering activities for the disabled is fairly |@m average, less than
one in five cluls organizes activities for the disabled

The share is particularly low for football, tennis and athletics, and is higher trerage for
gymnastics and swimming: more than 60% of the small swimming clubs organize activities for
the disabled. For the medium sized clubs, the share is 46%. In the case of gymnastics, one in
four clubs organizes activities for the disabled.

“4HL M = Habitations " Loyers Mod®r ®s (housing for |l ow in
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Small atletics clubs are very unlikely to organize activities for the disabled: only 5% of the
small clubs do so. The share rises to 25% for very large clubs.

Across countries, the frequency of offers for the disabled is highest in Germany and Spain, for
the smdl clubs, and in Germany, France and the UK for large clubs. It is low in the Netherlands
and decreases with the size of the club in Spain.

I Characteristics of the clubs organising activities for a diversified
membership base
Bel ow, the clrgmsniddafnigneactdsitoes for a diversif
which offer specific activities fat least three categories of membersom the following list:
children, women, seniors, disabled, residents of socially disadvantaged areas and other.

Among the clubs which meet this definition, one finds that:
- 98% of the clubs propose activities for children;
- 90% of the clubs propose activities for women;
- 74% of the clubs propose activities for seniors;
- 46% of the clubs propose activities for residentsacially distressed areas;
- 41% of the clubs propose activities for the disabled:;
- 18% of the clubs propose activities for other specific categories (for example, different
ethnic groups, people from different religions, other);

- Overall, 64% of the clulbia this category propose activities for women, children and
seniors.

Theprobit/logit analysis of the survey results shows that the clubs which have a large diversity
of members based on the above definition typically share the following characteristics (
decreasing order of importance):

- They are large clubsa club with 300 members or more has twice more probability to
have a diversified membership base than a club with less than 100 members;

- They have seen a rise in membership over the past 6 yeadub which has seen its
membership base rise over the past 6 years has twice more probability toénkarge
diversity of members;n other words, a diversified membership base is strongly
positively correl ated Iwiadtthewall egtablsivet dubsi N me mb e |
which have stabilized their membership base need to organize activities for new
member categories in order to grow their membership.

- They are located in socially disadvantaged areasclub in a socially distressed area
has four times more probability toorganize activities fordiversfied groups of
populationthan clubs in nordistressed areas;

- They receive public subsidies club which receives public financing has 50% more
opportunities to organize activities for diversified population base than those not
receiving public subsidies; this partly reflects the fact that the allocation of public
subsidies isoften conditional on the offer of activities to special categories of
population such as the disabled or senior citizerisis, however, interesting to note
that the public financing criteria is (statistically) less significant than the three factors
mentioned earlier: the club size, the trend in membership and the location.
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- They engage in commercial activities club which ayanizes commercial activities
such as providing sport lessons, selling food & beverages and/or sport equipment,
organiing sport and nossport events and/or renting its facility is more likely to
organize activities fodiversified population categories Han the others. This may
reflect the fact that dynamic organisations focus their development on the
diversification of their offer

- They participate to competitions at regional, national and/or international levehis
effect is also significant but lese than the above factors Having a team in docal
championship ishowever not a significant factor explaining the diversity of members.

Other variables explaing the likelihood for a club to organize activities for diversified
categories ofthe popuation are the discipline and the country considered. Gymnastics,
swimming and athletics clubs have a greater probability of organizing such activities than
football, tennis or basketball clubsA football club has 2.5 timessprobability to organize
activities for special groups of population than a gymnastics club, and four times less
probability than a track & field or swimming club.

There are also significant patterns across countries: German and Danish rdubera likely
to offer services to wersified population groups than clubs in the other countries: a Danish
club is twice more likely to offer activities to a diverse population base than a French club, and
three times more likely than a Spanish clubhe Danish regulatory system and irrtpaular
the Law on the Allocation of Financial Support to General Education may at least partly explain
this.
These results are consistent with one’
- Football is a predominantly male sport;
- Collective sports are less accessible;
- Tennis remains a somewhat elitist sport: the diversification across age ranges and sex
is certainly greater than across social boundaries;
- Individual sport allows a broader diversification of practitioners through more
individualized offers;
- Athletics, gymnat i cs and swi mming can be consi der
requiring less physically intensive practice, are more easily accessible to the more
fragile population groups.

S expec

The following variables have r{statistically significantjnpact on the divesity of members:
- The year of creation of the club;
- The total amount of revenue received;
- The ownership status of the club (i.e. whether it owns or rents the facilities used for
the practice of sport);
- The employer status of the club;
- Theurbandensity,dr he number of residents in the ¢cl
- The average membership fee;
- The trend in the membership fee.

In other words, the location of the club or the level of the membership fee ddsiatistically)
explain a more or less diverse membership base
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Al l el se bei ng -estgblished and ndreemature tlubs are net endre likely to

offer services to different population groups than recently created €lub Al s o, the <clu
financial meansnjeasured by thdotal revenue per club) doesot explain— either positively

ornegativel-a di versi fied offer: there is no |ink bet:

of organizing activities for different population categorie$he discriminating factor is the
clubs’ size.

Finally althoughthe presence of salaried staff explains a growth in membership, it does not
per se lead to the anisationof activities for diverse population groups. Neither does the
membership fee explair one way or anotherthe probability for a club to organizctivities

for diversified population groups.

In summary:
- Large clubs are more likely to organize activities for diversified categories of population;

- Adiversified offer is associated with a rise in membership;
- Public subsidies are often associated vattiversified membership;

- Clubs organizing activities for diversified categories of population often have diverse
sources of revenue meaning also potentially more stable revenue streams;

- Everything else being equal, gymnastics, swimming and athletios ale more likely tg
organize activities for diversified population groups than football, tennis or basketball
clubs;

- There is no correlation between the level of the membership fee and the likelihood of
having a diversified membership base, nor betweba total resources available for the
clubs and the diversity of practitioners.

o Organisation of projects and development of
partnerships

The aganisationof special projects and/or the development of partnerships with high level
clubs, whether these ardubs from other disciplines in the same geographic area or with clubs
from the same disciplines imeighbouringregions, is one way clubs can diversify their
membership base, attract new members, collect more revenue, and potentially reduce
expenditures bysharing costs across partners.

With respect to the support obtained from partnerships, the key findings are:

- Frequent partnerships with, and support from, hilgivel clubs within the same disciplin
and across disciplines, for swimming and gymnastidsscl

o

- Low visibility (at the grassroots level) of the tdpwn solidarity efforts reported by high
level and professional football organisations: only 5% of the football clubs report
benefiting from support from professional/higlbvel clubs compared to 1@ for
basketball and swimming clubs.

The survey confirms that most clubs generate complementary revenues fronrdgla@isation
of sport and norsport events. In addition,saseen earlier (section 2.2.3)large number of
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clubs indicate that they plan torganize special activities in order to attract new categories of
members and therefore broaden their membership base.

The main “partners” of the clubs for these
local authorities. In Germany, for exalmp27% ofthe sport clubs collaborate with schools
regarding the sport suppl§’. Another 20% organize activities in collaboration with another
sport club, around 12% with a kindergarden/day care centre and over 6% with an insurance
fund. In other countes too,sport clubs increasinglgollaborat with schoolsto developjoint

offers. I n France, for exampl e, more and mor e
Private companies are also important partners for football, basketball and track & fidid, cl

and to a lesser extent for tennis clubsheyseem to be little involved in gymnastics events.

The chart below shows the share of clubs which report having benefited from support from
professional or high level clubs in the same discipline, fronmpaships with high level clubs
from the same federation, and from partnerships with clubs from other federations.

As illustrated the swimming clubsre the oneswvhich engage most in partnerships. Football
clubs benefit less than the clubs from othesdplines from (visible) support from high level
football clubs, or from partnerships with high level clubs from other federations.

In other words, topdown solidarity in football is not really recognizeylthe grassroots clubs
or may not be sufficiety visible at the grassroots level.

Share of c¢clubs benefiting fr

60%-| X Support from professional / high level clubs | ==
 Partnership with high level clubs from your fé m
50%-
7 - Partnership with high level clubs from other
federation(s)
40%- —
n
30%- _ u _
m O
20%- —
o
10%- X X
X X
0% ‘ ‘ ‘ X X
Football Basketball Gymnastics Swimming Tennis  Track and
field

147Source: Analysis of the situation of sport clubs in Geontsuevelopment Report 2009/2010, by Uiwof. Dr.
Chirstoph Breuer and Dr. Pamelackér—May 2010

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 353

ac

SC



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU
Volume | of the Final report

7. Programme of the EC Conference on February 16,

2010
o Agenda
¥ K
w w
e w
e A
Wof W

AGENDA OF THE CONFERENCE ORGANISED
FEBRUARY 16, 2010 IN BRUSSELS (CENTRE BORSCHETTE)

WHAT FUTURE SUSTAINA BLE FUNDING MODEL(S) FOR
GRASSROOTS SPORTS INTHE INTERNAL MARKET?

Morning Session

8:15-9:00 Registration and coffee

9:00 Opening address by the European Commission
Mr Guido Berardis, Director, DG Internal Market and Services
Mr Pierre Mairesse, Director, DG Education and Culture

9:30 The ecmomics of sport
Prof. Stefan Szymanski, Cass Business School (UK)

10:00 The differentgr assr oot s sportsé funding model s
Mr Julien Montel (Amnyos) and Ms Elisabeth Waelbroeck-Rocha
(Eurostrategies)

10:45 Discussion

11:00 Round table: "The role of different stakeholders in grassroots
sports’ financing” Facilitator: Prof. S. Szymanski

Introduction: A brief overview of the results of the-Bonsultation
Mr Julien Montel (Amnyos)

The funding of grassroots sports, the view of the Olympic sport
movement
Mr Mathieu Fonteneau, European Olympic Committee EU Office

The role of local governments in funding grassroots sports
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12:30

Ms Anna Pruna — Secretary General for Sports of the Government of
Catalonia (Spain)
Prof. Dr. Christoph Breuer, German Sport University Cologne (Germany)

The contribution of sponsors, and trends in sponsorship
Ms Helen Day, Head of European Policy, European Sponsorship Association

The contribution of lotteries to the funding of grassroots sports
Mr Jean Jorgensen, Executive Director, World Lottery Association (WLA)

The role of gambling and betting in funding grassroots sports
Ms Sigrid Ligné, Secretary General of EGBA

The future contribution of medi a
Mr Nic Coward, Chairman of SROC

Summaryby Prof. Szymanski (UK) and Prof. Andreu Camps (Spain)
Discussion

Lunch

Afternoon Session

13.30

14:00

14:30

14:45

15:30

Coffee

Theimpact of the economic crisis on the future financing of grassroots
sports

Mr Wladimir Andreff, former President of the French Association of
Economics, Université of Paris I & CNRS

Discussion

Selection of countries and disciplines to be analysed in more depth in
Phases 3 and 4 of the study
Ms Elisabeth Waelbroeck-Rocha, Vice President of Eurostrategies

Round table: "A focus on selected sport disciplines and case
studies”
Facilitator: Prof. Jean-Jacques Gouguet, CDES (Limoges, France)

The contribution of funding schemes to the popularity of basketball in
Lithuania
Ms Vilma Cingiene — Basketball Federation, Lithuania

The role of solidarity mechanisms in promoting football participation
Mr Pascal Torres, UEFA Head of National Associations

New forms of public private partnerships for funding sports
Mr Scott McCarthy — Head of the Judo Federation — UK

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 355



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU
Volume | of the Final report

Prof. Alain Ferrand, University of Turin and Scuola dello Sport Rome,
Italy

The contribution of gymnastics practice to health care systems: can a
new form of partnership develop?

Mr Herbert Hartmann, Member of Board of Sport for All, German
Gymnastics Federation

16:45 Discussion
17:15 Next steps and closing remarks by the European Commission
17:30 End of meeting

o Summary of the discussions

On 16 February 2010, a conference took place, organised by the European Commission and
the consortium in charge of the t udy , |l ed by Eurostratégies

Droit et d'"Economie du Sport (Limoges), Amnyos,

The purpose of the conference wisprovide some answers to the following question: What
future sustainable fuding model(s) for grassroots sports in the internal market?

A Overview of the sessions

Morning Session

1) Opening address by the European Commission

Mr Guido Berardis recalled the study background and objectivesibies the question of best
practicesin the funding of sport, in particular grassroagorts. For the Commission, the two
main stakes of this study are to have a better understanding of the sources of funding for
sports and to investigate ways in which better funding could be providechfiget sports that
have resources problems.

Mr Pierre Mairessdnsists on the need to look at the future funding of sport taking into
account the internal market. He emphasizes the societal role of grassroots sports: a role for
social inclusion.

2) The economics of sport
Stefan Szymanski presents the economic aspects of sport.

The purchase of sport products in the United Kingdom represents 3% of total consumption.
Shoes and clothing alone account for more than 10% of all sporting goods.
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The main motiviions of the sportsmen are keep fit and relax, and have fun. The rate of
participation in sport can be very high, sometimes low. In Scandinavian countries, over 90% of
the population engages in sports.

Two factors determine the sport practice: the timea#lable and personal attitudes to sport.
The sport has health benefits and fulfilment. It involves externalities: the individual benefit
affects society. This means that there are collective benefits in terms of health (the national
budget devoted to theegimbursement of health care is lower). Another virtue of sport is social
integration. Ultimately, the social demand of sports is higher than demand of individual sports.

The supply of sports services is varied: clubs, sports at school, fitness clubs, gpalcles,
buildings and equipment, drinks, transports, financial services, ... To increase sports services
requires that revenues increase. Nowadays, a high contribution to sport is provided by
volunteer work. The participation of volunteers is threater@etause of time pressures and
because the regulations are increasingly strict. But with fewer volunteers, sports activities will
be under funded.

3) The different grassroots sportso6 fundir
Julien Montel (AMNYOS) and Elisabeth Waeltké®ocha (BIPE) present the scope and the

first results of the European Commission Study on the Internal Market barriers on sport
funding.

The presentation emphasizes the existing diversity and complexity of grassroots sports funding

in the European Uniommany sources of funding exist in the public and the private sector and

almost each country has its own specific model of funding.

The key elements to take into account while analysing sport funding are the sources and
destination of public funding fromhe State or local authorities ; the private funding stemming
from households, lotteries, media rights, sponsors ; the financial solidarity mechanisms
between professional and amateur sports ; and the contribution of voluntary work. The
legislative and ragjatory framework has also to be taken into account in order to determine
the laws having direct or indirect impact on grassroots sports funding.

It appears that the amounts of grassroots sports funding vary according to the level of
development of the Mmber States (United Kingdom and Cyprus being an exception to this
correlation). As for the contribution of voluntary work, it is more significant in Northern
European countries.

The funding stemming from lotteries is more important in some countries sscBenmark,
Finland, Ireland and Sweden. Concerning global public funding, it is more important in
Denmark, Finland, France, Ireland and Luxembourg.

Concerning the share of private and public funding, a big difference exists between countries.

We can howver see that the funding stems more from local authorities than from the
Government with an exception for Spain and Romania. As for the share of sponsorship, there

is a very big difference between countries and it is difficult to identify models. For some
countries, i nformation about private and | oca

A possible geographical classification of funding models is proposed, as further detaile in the
main part of this report.
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Julien Montel and Elisabeth WaelbroeRkchapresent the different funding sources of
grassroots sports: public (ministries and municipalities), private, gambling, sports funding
through a mechanism of solidarity between professional sport and amateur sport, media. The
amounts allocated to sports arbroken down for each country of the European Union. It
appears that the total amounts allocated to grassroots sports and the amounts of voluntary
work vary widely between countries.

4) Discussion
A participant asks what the gain of sport for society is.

Sport reduces the risk of cardiovascular diseases and has advantages in terms of mental health
(lower risk of depression). Thus, the sport allows to reduce the budget allocated to health.
Conversely, the practice of some sports reduces the incidenceckfizn.

A participant asks how participation in sport is it calculated.

The data come from Eurobarometer 2004.

A participant from ENGSO: “Voluntary work and s
that is why cooperation at the EU level is neededstipport the voluntary movement. With
the financial c¢crisis, the societal role of sport

A participant from European sports association:
capital of sports. It crdad a movement for health which led to a higher sport participation

and a decrease of health expenditures. Sports funding must be conceived as a funding for
healthandwelbbei ng. Thi s was also noticed in Glasgow."”

Association of European professionaltfob a | | | eagues: “The contributio
fundamental. The funding of grassroots sports highly depends on commercial development of

sports events. My recommendations are to evaluate the needs to further improvement and

development of propertyrights in the whole sport movement and to analyse the impacts of
betting”.

Answer by Julien Montel: financial flows are going to be studied in more details in the second
phase of the study specifically for football.

5) Round table: The role of differens t akehol ders i n grassroots
Introduction by Mr. Szymansky: the objective is to have a view of the stakeholders.

Julien Montel presents the results of thecBnsultation. Voluntary work is seen as the most
important resource. The main @asons why individuals do not do sports are lack of time and
costs.

The econsultation was opened to all stakeholders. 618 contributions were received. Health is
considered as what should be the major objective of public policies. There are lots of
expecttions concerning local funding and sponsoring. Lotteries and media rights should more
benefit to grassroots sports. The impacts of the crisis lead to many concerns about State
funding and sponsorship.

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 358



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU
Volume | of the Final report

The presentation is followed with a discussion on #arying situation of State funding, the
role of clubs and federations in the promotion of sports and the way to encourage private
funding for local sports and local sport events.

Mathieu Fonteneau: The funding of grassroots sports, the view of the Oligrgport
movement.

Sustainability of grassroots sports funding is at stake. A general worry is brought out from a
picture of 10 to 15 countries concerning the diversity, the complexity and the fragility of
funding. There is a need to ensure funding sumhility as the public sector funding is likely to

be further weakened by the crisis and local authorities may cut down their support to local

clubs because they are facing other priorities. Another common trend is the withdrawal of

private partners (SMEg®)nd t he nati onal governments’ cutti:H

The diversity of sports practice is a difficulty to access the whole range of sports.

Mathieu Fonteneau expresses concerns about fifteen member countries regarding the funding
of grassroots sprts. The tendency is to report on expenditure, especially in Denmark where
expenditures are in health at the expense of sport. Moreover, SMEs do not want to inject
funds into grassroots sports any more. The crisis highlights the vulnerability of grassroot
sports. One challenge, so, is to ensure the sustainability of grassroots sports. Athletes will face
higher costs, resulting in lower participation rate.

Given thisthere appear to be several solutiorSirst, the Lisbon Treaty, which allows for the
first time the EU to be active in the field of sports to initiate funding programmes, promotes
participation in sports activities while ensuring their funding. Then it is possible to identify a
new source of public funding for grassroots sports, a stablecguvhile promoting voluntary
work. An EU cdinancing of facilities at the local level could also be an important new source.
It can also be important to ensure that solidarity mechanisms constitute a stable and equitable
financial distribution and that avenues from gambling are stable because they are an
extremely important source for grassroots sports. A regulation of gambling market is needed
and grassroots sports must remain a top priority. Thegreen paper on gambling would be a
great response. Exchaeg of best practices in gambling contribution to grassroots sports
should be encouraged in the EU.

Another solution would be to rationalize local investmeritsaddition, it is possible to create a
solidarity mechanism.Fi nal | vy, t he mgshatioe mustde adapter to ¢ake’ | e
better account of sports gambling.

The role of local governments in grassroots sports funding

Anna Pruna and Christoph Breuer present the role of local governments in funding grassroots
sports. Ana Prundakes the exam@ of Catalonia and Christoph Breuer the example of
Germany.

Anna Pruna, Cataloniagee the powerpoint presentation presented on the web site.
Christoph Breuer, Germany

The market demand is not as high as social needs. The problem is that the econarigsthe
do not always stick to the economic reality. There is a need of public sports promotion and to
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make sure the funds go where they are the most effective. Clubs need to rely on local
authorities’™ support.

What are the positive impacts of sports progmaes? According to a Scandinavian study,
when a city provides sports programmes, it has a positive impact on the whole city. Fiscal
measures have less positive effects, they do not systematically increase sports participation.

Two thirds of the clubs havalanced budget thanks to direct public subsidies. A decrease of
direct public subsidies leads to a decreased number of clubs with a balanced budget.
Municipalities don’t necessarily have to propose

Helen Day, of European Spormrsbip Associationgxplains the contribution of sponsors and
trends in sponsorship.

I n the |l ast ten years, sponsorship has doubl ed.
to sports in 2009. In the top sponsoring industries, there are splothes,cars and

telecommunications. The objectives of sponsors are not only media but lots of other reasons

such as creating partnerships and internal investments. The support to grassroots sports is

increasing.

With the crisis, the sponsorship has sufferedagie Many companies have decided to
continue the traditional advertising but stopped sponsorifige wide variety of taxes that
exist in the UE Member States is a barrier to equal development of sponsorship. A future
challenge is to ensure that there aas many sponsorship opportunities as possible for all
companies at all levels.

The diversity of taxes among the Member State is seen as another challenge.
United Kingdom is an unusual model of sponsorship: money is brought at local level thanks to
a publc/private partnership.

Jean Jorgensen, Executive Director at the World Lottery Associagaplains the

contribution of lotteries to the funding of grassroots sports. There are 142 national lotteries in

78 countries and 53 lotteries in the European Union€ 32 M ar e invested in good
sports, up to 75% is redistributed.

Lotteries are a sustainable funding mechanism thanks to exclusive rights.

Lotteries sell only within the jurisdiction of the Member State in which they have received an
authorizatian. Two billion Euros of mandatory payments to the lottery were paid to grassroots
sports. Such sponsoring is very commercial and is not a stable source of funding. The future of
funding of grassroots sports through lotteries is at threat according to Jeayensen. Public
lotteries will not disappear because technologies are emerging (Web). But lotteries must
respect the legislation to avoid that public lotteries disappear.

{AINAR [ATYSS>S {SONBGFINE DSYSNIf 27F premuslISHyYy DI YA
the role of gambling and betting in funding of grassroots sports.d&es attention to the

fact that gambling is illegal in Germany, where the traditional lottery has a monopoly, and

therefore grassroots sports lose from two to three milliorr&u Hence the need to create

harmony across Europe.
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There should be an increased awareness of the role and reality of online gambling and betting.

Sports betting does not constitute the main part of the online market, contrary to casino and
poker. Onlinebetting represent only 3 to 4 % of the betting field in Europe which is a small
part in the global market.

The expansion of the online and outline market is not a threat for the funding of grassroots or
sports in general. It is not a threat for traditiahbetting. It allows generating diverse sources
of revenue.

The distinction between monopoly and competitiveness has not any impact on sports. Sports
betting are becoming more and more important partners. More and more big clubs as well as
small clubs ad federations sell audiovisual rights through betting companies.

Online betting supports some sports such as badminton. The obstacles are the prohibition of
online batting and gambling activities (€2
(need of a European harmonisation) ; long EU legislative process and lack of interest from the
Council and the Parliament.

Mathieu Moreuil, representative of SRQ®&akes a presentation on the future contribution of
media rights t oangnghalsino quession theiatagrtysof confipétitions.
The increased supply of gambles increases the risk of threats to the integrity of competitions.
The majority of sites that stream sporting events or activities are ill@gp.sports content is
pirated by the websites.

The French model on the online sporting gambles is an example of good practice of TV rights
sharing that helps increasing the integrity of competitions. Other Member State$ialertg

about implementing such a modeWhether amonopoly or market opening, what matters is

the integrity of competitions and the financing of sport.

Sports content needs a better protection. The main threats are:

- illegal streaming: it creates a problem concerning the value of rights and therefere th
contribution to grassroots sports ;

- the way rights are sold is questioned: the national/territorial dimension is questioned
which may lead to a decrease of grassroots sports funding ;

- the integrity of competitions.

Stefan Szymanski does a quick sumyridrthe morning session. Various threats carry weight
to the sport and its financing, notably because governments are more interested in elite sport
and their budgets are limited. So, a real threat hangs over the financing from the private.

Afternoon Sssion

1) The impact of the economic crisis on the future financing of grassroots sports

Wladimir Andreff

The presentation aims at identifying the transmission channels through which the crisis
impacts sport funding.
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A decrease of the demand may affegiosts goods and associated goods: indirect impact on

sports financing through a decrease of househol
sponsoring sports. A similar calculation is done for sport services consumption (direct impact

on sports funding).

Unemployment may impact voluntary work: sport practice attracts more active than inactive
people and unemployed spend more time looking for a job than practicing sports.

However, there is not any study about the complementarity or substitution between
unemployment and voluntary work.

Concerning local authorities, they are indebted to banks and hit by the general credit crash.
Therefore, cuts in local authorities sports budget are foreseeable. It is likely that local
authorities would have other prioritiesNhether they will chose to support grassroots sports
depends on their policies.

As for Governments'’ expenditures, sports infras:
policies launched on Fall 2008 in the EU 27. However, there is a rising &ficalwhich is

sometimes huge and may lead to austerity policies.

In most of the EU countries, high level sports are more financed than grassroots sports.

Concerning private sports funding, sponsors may have various strategies:
-no change;

-no change bt less money in contracts;

-change in favour of more media exposed sports events;

-quit sport sponsorship.

As for the media, a recession in advertising and sponsorship budgets is foreseeable. This has to
be checked in the future. Moreover countervailitendencies may be expected in case of a
substitution effect.

Lotteries and bookmakers situation is not so pessimistic thanks to an increase of competition
and therefore an increase of sales and taxable incomes. But there is a frightening problem: if
the competition increases it would not any longer be possible to accrue only public betting
companies (pardiscal funds).

A CCPR study shows that clubs suffer from a participation decrease and some fear they would
have to close. Some clubs are forced to redinvestments in staff.

However, some sports benefit from recovery policies (ex: France).

2) Discussion

Austrian Sports Federation:

You explain that the abolition of restrictions on gambles would increase funding for sport. This
is an economist reasamj which makes senses but is this not wishfull thinking?

The question is not whether or not we wish an evolution, it is inevitable. There will be more
financial flows injected into sport as a result of the deregulation process. The real question is:
how totransfer the money into the world of grassroots sports?
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Given the fact that many operators have their headquarters outside the EU, some of the tax
revenue will be paid outside the EU and even from tax havens.
The games and gambling market is becomirapal and it is clear that the question need a
Europewide regulatory framework.

Question by SROC:

Is there a possible framework to make sure money is transferred to grassroots sports?
Answer by Mr. Andreff:

-The model of France and parafiscal funds;

-Agreements, but will never be sure grassroots sports funding is maintained;
-Taxation: by picking up at least 1% of taxation incomes for grassroots sports.

3) Selection of countries and disciplines to be analysed in more depth in phases 3 and 4 of

the study
Elisabeth WaelbroeeRocha

4) Round table: A focus on selected sport disciplines and case studies

Herbert Hartmann, member of board of sport for alpresents the supply of sport for all of the
German gymnasticsDeutscher Turner Bund.

75% of club provide a health practice. Many clubs work directly witluitual insurance
companies.

In Germany, amendments to the section on health in the Civil Code are in progress. Each
insured must fund prevention to 2.78 € per Yy
mark which is the recognition of the quality of courses by health insurdrtefunding comes

from private contributionsThere is very little public funding.

The autonomy and own resources are the pillars of this system.

Vilma Cingiene, of Lithuanian Basketball Federati@xplains the contribution of funding
schemes to the poularity of basketball in Lithuani®asketball is the most popular sport in
Lithuani a. It is the coach who managedint o mak
the country is based on a system similar to that of the Soviet Union. 95 spodsiscfunded

by the state.72 of them allow learning basketball. 3 private schools,-profit, formed their

stars in basketball. There are also basketball leagues male, female, child, veteran.
The funding comes from government, local sources and severglonsors.

The sponsorship revenue allowing to fund basketball are growing while government funding is
plentiful. At the local level, public schools are fed by local budgets. There is no money from the
lottery in the basketball budget. There is no formal egnent between the associations of
elite sport and the federations of grassroots sports. Howevesre are tacit agreement<all

for sponsors for that the FIBA can participate in the world basketball championship.

Pascal Torres, UEFA Head of Nationad@&sations presents the role of solidarity mechanisms

in promoting football participationUEFA represents 53 associations in Europe, 23 million
players, 1 million teams. Solidarity is a statutory obligation for the UEFA.
The solidarity of football is bad on an obligation of redistribution of income competitions.

15 competitions were held in Europe over the Euro and Champions League. 12 competitions
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are organized at a loss in order to promote and preserve grassroots football. The pillars of
redistribution are education through a Europeannev r k of good practices
programmes for minorities; and local programmes (Apiitches in disadvantaged areas).

When UEFA contributes 35%, 65% is generated from other funding sources. 6.5% of the money
generated by the Champions League isis&ibuted. As part ofthe Champions League, 50

million Euros were distributed to 700 clubs to fund activities to support youth.

Solidarity mechanisms are weakened. Therefores #ssential that the EU protects the rights
around competitionslt is impatant to organize betting and gambline around solidarity and
integrity thanks to partnerships and controls, both inside and outside the EU.

75% of income redistribution are stemming from the exploitation of rights. Without a

( €:

territoriality of these righs , UEFA' s contribution to grassroots

football is above all an amateur football, a social footbRéfore making a business, it must
remain a game

Question by Edwige Avice: “Ils tamerdeeorddildt?ri
Answer by Mr. Torres: A Master and a future UEFA knowledge platform that will be opened to
the whole European sports.

Alain Ferrand presents the new forms of public private partnerships for funding sports
NGBs are the future challenge lealson the voluntary workforce. The question is: how to
engage people?

Different trends exist in the voluntary workforce: there is a slight decline in countries where
the workforce is wusually “super actieaave ( >12
workforce (>7 hours per week).

Concerning financial realities, there is a high interactivity between members, NGBs and clubs.
In the British judo, the turnover increased from 2M pounds to 6.5M, from 18 to 85 in staff and
there has been a 50% guth in the number of licence. The British Judo Association model is
based on partnership between funding bodies, local councils, corporate anprafit
organisations; and interactivity with members. There are two major stakeholders: UK Sports
and Sport Egland who focuses on grassroots sports. The funds are spent into six programmes
including delivery system, marketing and enhancing of environment.

There are two types of values:

-chain value: providing services straight to members and participant;

-networkvalue: Premier League for sports projects.

5) Discussion
Didier:question to Alain Ferrand

Does the effectiveness of the system make as much effect in 3 other sports present also in the
device? What is the weight of the disciplinary culture?

AlainFerrand does not pretend to know all the subtleties of all British NSF. Scott McCarthy was
one of his students, they still work together, so he knows the judo, but not necessarily other
British sports. What makes the difference is the vision of the managerunderstands what
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to put in place. The British Judo Federation has built this device in 6 years. This model is not
derived from the academic reflection but from practice.

Vilma Cingiene said that basketball in Lithuania includes a parddgh paricipation in sports
especially in basketball, indoors or outdoor s
national pride. There are established networks of former players and local businessmen. It
attracts international investment in the land of &leetball that is Lithuania. We must watch the

attitude of other disciplines which exercise pressures; negative actions are taken against the
basket. The paradox is between pride and jealousy. There is competition between FSN for
private funding in a smatiountry.

M. Bergevin has a question on quality labels in Germany and England.

Alain Ferrand responds that it is the perceived quality that is assessed. A European has the
opportunity to engage in activities other than sports. Leisure activities amgpettive with

regard to the price of the activity, but also the time that is dedicated. What makes the
difference is the perceived quality. Beyond the advantagewis other leisure activities, this
referential has an internal advantage, the benchmairesents the work to do.

A Member ofEuropean Parliament: In the study, will we consider legislative changes to the
Treaty of Lisbon? Will these changes help to encourage the financing of sport? Are we going to
assess the changes brought about by tieev treaty?

Elisabeth WaelbroeeRocha answers that the analysis will be based on collected information,
hence on past data. But, of course, we will try to see what regulatory changes bring to
grassroots sports. The information will come from the clims. the future, we will analyze the
literature to try to anticipate future trends.

6) Next steps and closing remarks by the European Commission

The European Commission recalls the need to rely on data. The data will help establish and
validate the polty directions. His colleague pointed out the existence ofSpuart which
organizes a forum on 19 and 20 of April in Madrid, funding issues will be discussed.
The Green Paper will be produced once the analysis data is collected.
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